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ENVIRONM ENTAL ASSESSM ENT: NORTHEAST

W ATER STORAGE RESERVOIR REPLACEM ENT PROJECT



 

1. EXECUTIVE SUM M ARY 

This document is an EnvironmentalAssessment (EA) for theproposed Northeast W ater Storage 
Reservoir Replacement Project (proposed action) located near thecity of Roseville, California. The 
proposed action addressed in this EA willbe implemented by the EnvironmentalUtilities 
Department of theCity of Roseville, California (theCity). TheCity is seeking partialfederalfunding 
from theUnited States EnvironmentalProtection Agency (USEPA) for theconstruction of the 
proposed project on the City’s existing Northeast Tank Facility. This EA was developed in 
accordancewith 40 CFR Part 6 and 40 CFR 1500.1 through 1500.28. This EA for theproposed 
project was prepared by theCity in cooperation withtheUSEPA and was issued by theUSEPA, 
Region 9. 

Theproposed action consists of thedemolition of an existing seismically deficient six-million-gallon 
(6 MG) storage reservoir after the construction of a 7.25 MG replacement reservoir (or tank) 
designed to meet current seismic codes. Theproject siteis located within thecorporateboundaries 
of thecity of Rocklin, California but is owned and operated by theCity of Roseville. Thenew 
storagereservoir would belocated adjacent to theexisting 6 MG reservoir and would bedesigned to 
have similar height and volume as the existing reservoir. Construction of the proposed new 
reservoir would require site grading, excavation, installation of water pipelines and valves, site 
drainageimprovements, paving, lighting and security improvements, and would concludewiththe 
demolition of theexisting reservoir. Theseelements arediscussed in greater detailbelow. 

TheCity of RosevilleEnvironmentalUtilities Department is theoperator of theNortheast Tank 
Facility and is thegranteefor thefederalfunds used in support of theproposed action. This EA 
includes the following discussions: project background; purpose and need; alternatives; existing 
environmentalconditions; potentialdirect and indirect impacts of thepreferred alternativeand the 
no-action alternative; proposed mitigation measures; and cumulativeimpacts. Information sources 
areidentified and additionalmaterials areprovided in theappendices. 

2. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION 

In theCity of W estminster, California, a 5 MG concretereservoir spontaneously ruptured in 1998. 
The post-disaster investigation revealed that corroded reinforcing steelin the tank’s base ring 
foundation was thecauseof thefailure. Theexisting 6 MG tankproposed for replacement by the 
City of Rosevilleis of a similar design to that of thetankthat failed in W estminster. Concerned that 
theCity could suffer a similar failure, theCity’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department commissioned 
an engineering evaluation of the 34-year-old tank to assess the condition of the tank and ring 
footing, estimatewhat magnitudeearthquakethetankcould withstand and theprobability of such 
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an earthquakeoccurring, and then analyzerepair alternatives. Field tests determined thering footing 
reinforcing steelon theRosevilletankis in placeand not significantly corroded, meaning that failure 
is not imminent; however, thetankdoes not meet current seismic requirements, and theresult was 
that theEnvironmentalUtilities Department madea recommendation that thetankbereplaced. 

Thepurposeand need of theproject is as follows: 

To eliminatethepotentialseismic hazards presented by theexisting 6 MG tankat the 
City’s Northeast Tank Facility, and have a tank that meets current seismic safety 
standards, in order to maintain reliableand flexibletreated water serviceto theCity’s 
residential, industrialand commercialcustomers. 

3. SCOPE OFTHE EA 

In accordancewith therequirements of NEPA, this EA evaluates potentialdirect and indirect 
project impacts on a broad variety of environmentalresources. Theresults of this evaluation are 
presented below. TheTitle40 of theCodeof FederalRegulations (CFR), Chapter V, Part 1508, 
Section 1508.8 states that alternatives for an EA shallincludealternatives as required by NEPA 
Section 102(2) (E), which states that allfederalagencies shall“study, develop, and describe 
appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposalwhich involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternativeuses of availableresources”. In addition, “cumulative” 
impacts of theproject (i.e., theincrementalimpacts of theproject when added to similar impacts 
from past, ongoing and foreseeablefutureprojects) is also evaluated in this EA. 

4. PROPOSED PROJECT 

Project Background 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a joint EnvironmentalImpact Report and Environmental 
Assessment was circulated by theCity of Rosevilleon January 2, 2004. TheNOP described the 
proposed action and noted that the proposed Joint EIR/EA would was intended to meet the 
environmentalreview requirements for both the State of California EnvironmentalQuality Act 
(CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) (California Public Resources Code2105 eqte. s .) and NEPA. The

CEQA Lead Agency for theproposed action was identified as theCity Roseville, and as noted 
above, theUSEPA was theNEPA Lead Agency. Upon further discussion between theCity and 
USEPA decided to proceed withseparateEIR and EA documents as opposed to a joint document. 
This was duemainly to theCity’s determination that theproposed project’s potentialimpact on 
visualresources would be significant and unavoidable using the City’s criteria for determining 
significanceunder CEQA. Contrary to thefindings of theCity and in keeping withtheanalysis and 
impact significancecriteria presented later in this EA, USEPA determined theimpact to beless than 
significant using their own significancecriteria. TheDraft EIR was circulated for public review on 
August 3, 2006 throughSeptember 26, 2006. 

Project Location 

Thesitefor theproposed action is an eight-acreparcellocated in theCity of Rocklin in Placer 
County, California (Figure1). Althoughtheproject siteis located in theCity of Rocklin’s corporate 
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boundaries, theparcelis owned by and is under thejurisdiction of theCity of Roseville(Figure2). 
Theparcelcontains theCity of Roseville’s Northeast TankFacility, whichis bound to thenorthand 
west by undeveloped properties, to theeast by a community parkand BallantraeW ay, and to the 
southby therecently completed ScarboroughDrive. Single-family residences occur to theeast of 
theproject siteacross BallantraeW ay. Residentialand roadway development is currently planned 
for areas immediately west and northof theproject site. Directly adjacent to thetankfacility is an 
eight-acreparkwhichserves theneighboring subdivisions. 

ExistingFacility 

Theproposed action would occur on approximately six acres of theeight-acreNortheast Tank 
Facility. Theexisting facility consists of two reservoirs (one6 MG and one10 MG) and associated 
infrastructureto deliver water (such as pipelines and a pump houseas shown in Figure3). The 
remainder of thesiteis undeveloped, but used for operations support when required (i.e., storage, 
water treatment sludge drying, etc.) The facility also contains a Placer County W ater Agency 
(PCW A) pump station. Thepump station provides thePCW A water from thereservoir complex 
when needed and also allows theCity of Rosevilleto pump water from thePCW A resources in 
emergencies. ThePCW A purchased 710,000 gallons of water storagespacein thereservoir complex. 

Thetankfacility is surrounded by an approximately 10-foot highmasonry wall, except for a rolling 
iron gatelocated at theonly entranceto thefacility on thesouth end of thewest wall. Storm 
drainagefrom theundeveloped portion of theproject siteflows through drainageholes in the 
bottom of themasonry wallat thenorthwest corner of thefacility and into a swaleto thewest. 
Drainagefrom developed areas in thefacility flows out througha stormwater drainagepipewhich 
discharges to an off-sitestorm drainagesystem in thesubdivision to thesouth of thereservoir 
complex. 

Project Elements 

Replacement Storage Reservoir 

The replacement storage reservoir would be constructed of pre-stressed reinforced concrete, 
approximately 246 feet in diameter and 24 feet tall. Thereservoir would bepartially buried withthe 
bottom elevation at 357 feet abovemean sea level(ft msl) and thetop of theroof at an elevation of 
approximately 381 ft msl, matching theelevation of theexisting 10 MG tank. Thenew replacement 
reservoir would havean overallcapacity of approximately 7.25 MG and thesameheight as the 
existing 10 MG tank. Theexisting ground elevation is nearly levelacross theproject siteat elevation 
356 ft msl, except for thenorthwest corner whichdrops to an elevation of approximately 348 ft msl. 
Thenew reservoir would beset backfrom themasonry blockwallat least 25 feet (refer to Figure4). 

Theincreased storagecapacity of thereplacement storagereservoir (1.25 MG) would beused to 
provideoperationalflexibility to theCity’s water system. Theoperationalflexibility would include 
extra storage during emergencies or in situations when other facilities in the system are under 
extended maintenance periods. The combined storage capacity at the reservoir complex was 
previously planned for approved growthin theCity’s GeneralPlan. Further, theincreased storage 
capacity at thereservoir complex would not exceed theCity’s appropriated water supply or water 
demand projected in theGeneralPlan. 
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Thewater storagereservoir construction would includelimited earthwork, including theremovalof 
an existing berm. Excavation for the new reservoir would result in an open pit down to 
approximately elevation 350 ft msl, with minimum 2:1 (horizontal: vertical) side slopes. It is 
expected that theexcavation would encounter cobbly and densesilt materials that would not require 
blasting. Excess materialwould be hauled off site for disposal. The water storage reservoir 
construction would includea poured-in-placeconcretefloor, footing, columns and roof slab. The 
reservoir exterior wallfinish would consist of pneumatically-placed concrete. The roof of the 
reservoir would havea broom finish. Thecolor would matchthat of theexisting 10 MG reservoir 
tank, whichis a neutralgrey color. 

Power and lighting would be provided for maintenance operations and security-levellighting. 
However, thereservoir complex would not requiresupplementallighting under normalconditions. 
Proposed lighting would be downcast lighting at levels necessary for security purposes and 
consistent withwhat is currently present on theproject site. 

Upon finalconstruction of thereplacement reservoir, disinfection would beperformed prior to 
connecting the replacement reservoir to the water delivery system. W hen the new tank is 
operational, demolition of the old 6 MG reservoir willbe carried out. Allproducts of the 
demolition process willberemoved from thesitefor proper disposal. 

InterconnectingPiping 

Construction of theexisting 10 MG reservoir included two 36-inch-diameter pipelinetees off of the 
transmission pipeline, eachwitha short segment of pipeand a dished head, intended for eventual 
usewitha new reservoir. Oneof thesepipetees is adjacent to theproposed reservoir location and 
would beused to connect thenew reservoir to thetransmission system. Although each of the 
existing reservoirs has a singleinlet/outlet pipelineto filland empty thereservoirs, theproposed 
new reservoir would incorporateseparateinlet and outlet pipelines (directed by checkvalves) to 
improvewater circulation within thereservoir. 

Thediameter of theproposed inlet pipelineis 24 inches, whichis thesamediameter as theoverflow 
pipe. Theproposed outlet pipelinehas a 30-inchdiameter, whichis thesamediameter as theexisting 
6 MG reservoir. During normaloperation, thenew reservoir and theexisting 10 MG reservoir 
would drain in parallelinto thedistribution system, withthevelocity in theproposed outlet pipeline 
approximately equalto thevelocity in the10 MG reservoir outlet pipeline(36-inch-diameter). 

Theinlet and outlet pipelinecheck valves willeach beinstalled in a below-ground vault with a 
hinged access hatch. Theinlet and outlinepipelines willbeisolated from thetransmission pipeline 
with valves which can beclosed for tankinspection and maintenance. Allpipelines beneath the 
reservoir floor and footings would beencased in concreteand allpipelines would beprovided with 
flexiblejoints outsideof thewallfootings to accommodatemovement dueto differentialsettlement 
or seismic activity. The proposed action would not include construction of new off-site 
infrastructure. 

Drainage 

Most of thestormwater that originates in theimproved areas of thereservoir complex flows to a 
30-inch-diameter storm drain pipeline, which exits the complex southeast of the PCW A pump 
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station building and discharges southof ScarboroughDrive. Surfacewater runoff from remaining 
areas currently drains off-siteinto naturaldrainagefeatures in theundeveloped area west of and 
downhillfrom thefacility at threepoints: the24-inch-diameter storm drain pipelinenear thesouth 
end; the6-inch-diameter valvevault drain pipelinenear thecenter; and ground-levelopenings in the 
wallat thenorthend of thecomplex. 

Theproposed action would consist of an asphalt concrete-paved perimeter access road, withcurbs 
that direct surfacedrainagefrom theentirenew reservoir area to an existing drop inlet located 
southeast of thenew reservoir and into theexisting 30-inch-diameter storm drain pipeline. This 
configuration is intended to reducestormwater runoff that currently flows throughtheground-level 
openings in thewallat thenortheast corner of thereservoir complex. Thenew reservoir overflow 
also connects into the30-inch-diameter storm drain pipeline. 

Theproposed new reservoir underdrain pipelinesurfaces in thenorthwest corner of thecomplex for 
surface flow through the wallopenings. Underdrain flows would be minimal, and would not 
generally coincidewithhighstormwater flows, so totalrunoff throughthewallopenings would be 
expected to decreaseafter construction of thenew reservoir. Alternately, theunderdrain pipeline 
could beconnected into theexisting 6-inch-diameter drain pipethat serves theexisting valvevault 
and 6 MG reservoir. 

Theproposed new reservoir drain pump-out pipelinewould terminateaboveground adjacent to the 
reservoir, witha capped quick-connect/disconnect fitting for a pump suction connection. Thedrain 
pump-out pipelinewould not connect into thestorm drain and would not beused for surface 
discharge. Theproposed action would not includeimprovements to the24-inch-diameter storm 
drain pipeline, the6-inch-diameter valvevault drain pipeline, or thewalldrains. 

Erosion Control 

In order to minimizeerosion and sediment-laden runoff from thesite, theconstruction contract 
documents would includetemporary and permanent erosion controlmeasures such as hay bales, 
straw wattles, silt fences, and grass seeding of construction-disturbed areas that arenot paved or 
otherwiseimproved. 

Pavement 

In addition to thereservoir perimeter access road, a smallportion of theexisting pavement near the 
valvevault requires overlay to prevent surfacewater ponding and to redirect water to theproposed 
new gutter. Theproposed pavement section is identicalto that currently used at thereservoir site. 

Demolition 

Thedemolition of theexisting 6 MG reservoir would beperformed according to a demolition plan 
developed by thecontractor that willincludedetails of on-sitedemolition procedures, disposalof 
thedebris from thedemolition, and implementation of dust controlmeasures. Thedemolition 
process would not start untilthenew reservoir is installed, tested, connected to thewater network, 
and is fully acceptableto theCity of Roseville. Theexisting 6 MG reservoir must beemptied prior 
to demolition. To minimizedischargeconcerns, theCity would drain theexisting 6 MG reservoir 
untilnearly empty into thedistribution system by temporarily isolating allother reservoirs from the 
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distribution system, then isolating theexisting 6 MG reservoir. Theother reservoirs willthen be 
returned to service. 

Theexisting reservoir willneed to becleaned prior to demolition. Thecontractor would remove 
any of thesilt in thereservoir and disposeof it in a nearby landfill, as has been donein thepast. 
Thecontractor would perform thefinalcleaning and removethedebris to a landfillsite. 

Demolition activities would includetheremovalof any attached piping, metalcomponents and 
electricalconduits, and disconnecting and plugging existing pipelines. Theexisting 6 MG reservoir 
would bedemolished by using demolition excavators, a wrecking balland crane, or similar technique 
and equipment. Thedemolition excavator is thesameas most excavators, except that thebucket is 
removed and appropriatehydraulic attachments areadded to theexcavator’s boom. This allows the 
demolition to beperformed at a distancefrom any falling material. Rubblewould then behauled by 
truckto an appropriatedisposalfacility; this method could causesignificant amounts of dust that 
would need to becontrolled by thecontractor. Spraying theworkarea with water could control 
most dust particles. Thecontractor would includesurfacewater runoff controlin its demolition 
plan to handlewater used for dust control. 

W hen allconcreteand existing pipes under thereservoir areremoved, thearea would bebackfilled 
withnativematerial. Thedemolition area would then becovered withaggregatebaseand sloped so 
that water would not collect in thedepression. 

Project Schedule 

Construction of the proposed action would occur over approximately one year, with project 
initiation occurring in Fall2006 and concluding in Fall2007. 

Construction Staging 

Allstaging for construction and demolition activities would usethespaceavailablewithin thewalls 
of thereservoir complex and would not encroachon theneighboring open spacesurrounding the 
project site. 

5. ANALYSIS OFALTERNATIVES 

This section of theEA analyzes a rangeof alternatives to theproposed action. In accordancewith 
Title 40 of the Code of FederalRegulations (CFR), Chapter V, Part 1508, Section 1508.8, 
alternatives presented in this EA includealternatives that meet therequirements of NEPA Section 
102(2)(E), which states that allfederalagencies shall“study, develop, and describe appropriate 
alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposalwhichinvolves unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternativeuses of availableresources”. Thechoiceof alternatives is guided primarily by 
theneed to reducepotentialimpacts associated withtheproposed action, whilestillachieving the 
purposeand need of theproposed action. 

In developing a reasonablerangeof alternatives to theproposed action for usein this document, a 
number of scenarios wereconsidered. Theseinclude: 

• continued useof theexisting tankwithout replacement (theno action alternative); 
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•	 repair of theexisting tankto comply withcurrent seismic standards; 

•	 demolition of theexisting tankand construction of thereplacement tankin thefootprint 
of theold tank; 

•	 burialor partialburialthereplacement tankin order to mitigateviews of thetankfrom 
neighboring residences; 

•	 demolition or decommissioning of theexisting tankand construction thereplacement 
tankat an alternatesite; and 

•	 decommissioning theexisting tankwithout replacement. 

Threealternatives to theproposed action wereselected for fullevaluation in this EA in keeping with 
therequirements of NEPA for an EnvironmentalAssessment. Thesealternatives are: 

A.	 No Action Alternative; 
B.	 TankRepair Alternative(Option 1); and 
C.	 TankRepair Alternative(Option 2). 

Thefollowing discussion presents a description of each of theproposed action alternatives, an 
analysis of each alternative’s ability to meet the project purpose and need, and a complete 
comparativeanalysis of thepotentialimpacts of eachalternativerelativeto theproposed action. 

No Action Alternative 

Description 

In accordancewithNEPA [40 CFR Sect. 1502.14(d)]the“no action”alternativeto theproposed 
action is continued operation of theexisting tankwithout constructing its proposed replacement. 

Comparative Analysis ofImpact 

W ithout replacement of theexisting 6 MG tankat theNortheast RosevilleFacility, alleffects of the 
proposed action related to construction and operation of theproposed tank would beavoided. 
Potentialproject impacts in thefollowing issueareas werefound to bepotentially significant but 
mitigableto less than significant withtheimplementation of themitigation measures: 

•	 culturalresources 

•	 noise 

•	 hazards and hazardous materials 

•	 air quality 

•	 transportation and traffic 

TheNo Action alternativewould avoid allimpacts related to construction and operation of the 
proposed action, and, therefore would avoid the need to implement mitigation. Because all
significant impacts for theproposed action areavoided withmitigation, however, thesignificanceof 
theseimpacts for theproposed action and theNo Action Alternativearenot significant. 
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However, it is important to consider that theNo Action Alternativecould result in impacts that 
would not occur withtheproposed action. As noted in theProject Description, a 5 MG concrete 
reservoir spontaneously ruptured in theCity of W estminster, California, and theexisting 6 MG 
reservoir at theNortheast RosevilleFacility is similar in design to that of thefailed reservoir. The 
subsequent investigation revealed that corroded reinforcing steelin thetank’s basering foundation 
was thecauseof thefailure. Concerned that theCity of Rosevillecould suffer a similar failure, the 
City’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department commissioned an engineering evaluation of theexisting 
tank. Theevaluation was conducted by Montgomery W atson, theresults of whichwerepublished in 
a TechnicalMemorandum (dated 4/22/01) titled, “Seismic Analysis of 6 MG Reservoir.” The 
evaluation found that, whilethering footing reinforcing steelon the6 MG tankis in placeand not 
significantly corroded, thetankdoes not meet current seismic requirements. Thestudy recommends 
replacement to avoid possiblefailureduring an earthquake. 

Conclusion 

Continued operation of the6 MG reservoir would not correct its seismic deficiency but instead 
would increasetheriskof failure. Sucha failurecould havea significant impact on utility services by 
compromising the City’s ability to deliver water to its customers. Failure would also have a 
significant impact on public healthand safety dueto thehazard created withruptureof thetank, the 
sudden releaseof thecontained water supply, and theloss of dependablewater supplies for a 
significant period of time. 

TankRepair Alternative: Option 1 

Description 

As an alternativeto replacement of the6 MG reservoir, the2001 Montgomery W atson study1 

evaluated upgrading theexisting reservoir to meet current seismic standards. Two options for the 
potentialupgradeof thetankwerepresented in thestudy. Option 1 describes severalimprovements 
to the existing tank that could be implemented in order to achieve current standards. These 
improvements aredescribed below. 

Ring Footing 
Thering footing has a failuremodethat is susceptibleto corrosion. Theverticalfailureplane 
throughthefooting is criticalto thesupport of thereservoir. Becausea similar reservoir has failed 
dueto accumulated corrosion across a crackin thefooting, Montgomery W atson recommended that 
thegrout filland theconcretecover on thecriticalreinforcing in thefooting bechipped out and the 
reinforcing inspected for corrosion. Under Option 1, theexisting footing would bestrengthened by 
adding reinforcing to thefooting. Under Option 1, theexisting slabinsidethereservoir would be 
cut, and new concretepoured. This option would requirethat thetankbetaken off-linefor the 
period of timenecessary to construct therepairs and theexisting walls of thetankto bedrilled. 
Taking theexisting tankoff-lineduring construction raises thepotentialfor reduced or interrupted 
services to City potablewater customers. Drilling would increasetheriskthat thewater tightness of 
thetankmay becompromised, whichcould increasethechanceof corrosion and futureproblems 
withthereservoir. 

1. Montgomery W atson. TechnicalMemorandum: Seismic Analysis of 6 MG Reservoir. April22, 2001. 
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W allPanels 
Under therepair alternative, thewallpanels of the6 MG tankwould bethickened in order to carry 
the“in-planeshear”caused in an earthquake. This would bedoneby applying a layer of “shotcrete” 
to thethin shellof thewallpanels. Shotcreteis thegeneralterm for either wet-mix or dry-mix 
concreteapplied by spraying. The2001 Montgomery W atson technicalmemo noted that “the 
existing wallpanels havea verticalcracklocated at themidpoint of thepanel, whichshow signs of 
weeping. Unless there is significant leakage through these cracks, they are not of structural 
concern.” Thememo further noted that it is likely thecrackwill“reflect through”theshotcretethat 
is used to thicken thepanel. 

Columns 
Under thealternative, thesupport columns for thetankwalls would beupgraded to bring them up 
to current coderequirements. This would bedoneby encasing theexisting columns within new 
concrete and reinforcing that would meet the requirements. The thin (4-inch width) concrete 
addition would beaccomplished using shotcrete. 

Comparative Analysis ofImpact 

As noted in this EA, the proposed action would have no significant impact on the following 
resources: 

• aesthetics and visualresources 

• agriculturalresources 

• biologicalresources 

• geology and soils 

• hydrology and water quality 

• land useand planning 

• mineralresources 

• population and housing 

• public services 

• utilities and servicesystems 

Similarly, theTankRepair Alternative: Option 1 would haveno significant impact on theabove 
resources. This EA finds potentially significant impacts on the following resources would be 
reduced to a less than significant levelonly withimplementation of a number of mitigation measures 
identified in theEA: 

• culturalresources 

• air quality 

• noise 

• hazards and hazardous materials 

• transportation and traffic 

W iththeTankRepair Alternative: Option 1, construction activities would present thepotentialfor 
impact that aresimilar to theproposed action, resulting in theneed to implement thesamemeasures 
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required for theproposed action. Construction activities would also bereduced relativeto the 
proposed action, and demolition activities would not berequired becausetheexisting 6 MG tank 
would remain in service. In addition, any long-term impact of theproposed action on aesthetics and 
visualresources would beavoided becausetheexisting tankwould remain. However, theneed to 
takethetankoff-lineduring repairs would result in a potentialloss of serviceto theCity’s potable 
water customers. Though theappearanceof thetank may bealtered dueto theapplication of 
shotcreteto thewallpanels, this is not considered to havea significant impact on thecurrent 
appearanceof thetank. 

Becauseconstruction activities related to theTankRepair Alternative(Option 1) would bereduced 
relative to the proposed action and because demolition would no longer be necessary, project 
impacts on air quality and noisewould bereduced as well, but not completely avoided. Air quality 
could stillbeaffected by construction and repair equipment that would most likely bediesel-fueled. 
As stated in theAir Quality evaluation in this EA, thespecific types and numbers of construction 
equipment arenot known; it was concluded that construction emissions could exceed Placer County 
Air Pollution ControlDistrict’s (PCAPCD) daily thresholds of significance, and that Air Quality 
Mitigation Measure should be implemented. As stated in the Noise evaluation in this EA, 
construction equipment would creategroundbornevibrations that could impact nearby residences, 
but again, construction activities willnot beconducted during recognized sleeping hours if Noise 
Mitigation Measureis implemented. Thoughair quality and noiseimpacts for theAlternativewere 
not quantified as part of this alternativeanalysis, weexpect that implementation of theAir Quality 
Mitigation Measureand NoiseMitigation Measurewould stillberequired to reducepotentialair 
quality and noiseimpacts of theAlternativeto less-than-significant levels. 

Conclusion 

AlthoughtheTankRepair Alternative(Option 1) would providea lesser degreeof impact, it is not 
cost competitivewiththeproposed project and does not providetheflexibility required under the 
project’s purposeand need. 

TankRepair Alternative: Option 2 

Description 

Instead of adding reinforcing to thefooting as proposed for Option 1, Option 2 would add a thrust 
blockaround thebaseof thetankthat would serveto carry the“kickout”forces from thewall
panels to prevent failureof thetankwalls during an earthquake. Under Option 2, no workwould be 
doneinsidethereservoir, and thestrengthof theexisting footing would not berelied upon because 
of theplacement of thrust block. As stated in the2001 Montgomery W atson TechnicalMemo, cited 
aboveOption 2 would bemoreexpensivethan Option 1, but would providegreater reliability. 
Corrosion of theexisting footing would not beimportant in theOption 2 upgrade, and thewater 
tightness of the reservoir would not be compromised as may happen with implementation of 
Option 1. 

Comparative Analysis ofImpacts 

As withOption 1 discussed above, TankRepair Alternative: Option 2 would upgradetheexisting 
6 MG tank to meet current seismic standards as opposed to replacing theexisting tank. Under 
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Option 2, repairs to the tank’s wallpanels and support columns would be identicalto those 
described abovefor Option 1. Theapproachto upgrading thetank’s ring footing, however, would 
bedifferent under Option 2. Theimpacts of constructing TankRepair AlternativeOptions 1 and 2 
arenot substantively different. W ethereforerefer thereader to thecomparativeanalysis for Option 
1 presented above. This discussion of thecomparativeimpact of theproposed action relativeto 
Option 1, in its entirety, also applies to Option 2. 

Conclusion 

AlthoughTankRepair Alternative(Option 2) would providea lesser degreeof impact, it is not cost 
competitive with the proposed project and does not provide the flexibility required under the 
project’s purposeand need. 

Alternatives ConsideredBut Not Evaluatedin this EA 

It should benoted that prior to conducting theevaluation of thethreeproject alternatives presented 
above, theEA preparer identified a number of other potentialproject alternatives. Theseincluded: 

•	 demolition of theexisting tankand construction of thereplacement tankin thefootprint of 
theold tank; 

•	 burialor partialburialthereplacement tank in order to mitigateviews of thetank from 
neighboring residences; 

•	 demolition or decommissioning of theexisting tankand construction thereplacement tank 
at an alternatesite; and 

•	 decommissioning theexisting tankwithout replacement. 

TheUSEPA determined that thesealternatives arenot considered viableor appropriatealternatives 
to theproposed action under NEPA. Therefore, thesealternatives werenot evaluated further in this 
EA. Therationalefor this determination is as follows: 

Demolition of theexisting tankand construction of thereplacement tankin thefootprint of theold 
tankwas rejected from further evaluation in theEA becauseoperation of theCity’s treated water 
distribution system requires thedistribution system storagecurrently provided by theexisting 6 MG 
tank. Taking theexisting tank“off-line”during theconstruction of thereplacement tankwould 
produce a significant temporary shortage in available storage and could result in reduced or 
interrupted serviceto City potablewater customers. This would beinconsistent withthepurpose 
and need of theproposed action. 

Burialor partialburialof thereplacement tankon theNortheast TankFacility siteis considered 
infeasiblefrom an operationalstandpoint. Thetwo existing tanks currently operatein parallelwith 
their respectivewater surfaces always at thesameelevation. This requires that thetop and the 
bottom of bothtanks beat approximately thesameelevation; otherwisepump(s) would berequired 
to usetheentireheight of bothtanks. In order to facilitateeffectivecoordinated operation withthe 
existing 10 MG on thesite, without theuseof pumps, water elevation in thenew tankmust beequal 
or similar to that of theother on-sitetank; consequently, theexisting 10 MG tankis partially buried 
into thehillside. Thereplacement tankis intended to operatein thesamemanner. Burialor partial 
burialof thereplacement tank would substantially adversely affect coordinated operation of the 
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tanks. Further, theproposed action elevation reduces theneed for additionalpumps downstream in 
thedistribution system. Therefore, this alternativeis considered to beinconsistent withthepurpose 
and need for theproposed action and was eliminated from further consideration. 

Construction of the proposed tank at an alternative location was considered but rejected from 
further consideration in this EA for thefollowing reasons. First, theproposed action siteis unique 
in that it currently supports a tankfacility within an enclosed compound surrounded by a masonry 
wall. Areas within thefacility havebeen either developed or disturbed, substantially limiting the 
potentialfor action impacts on onsiteresources suchas biologicalor culturalresources. In addition, 
becausetheproposed action siteis already developed as a tankfacility land useconsistency issues 
and other impacts associated withthedevelopment and preparation of a previously undeveloped site 
are avoided. Lastly, although the proposed action site would affect views from neighboring 
residences, theproposed action would not substantially alter theexisting visualcharacter of the 
proposed action site, because the site is currently developed as a tank facility. Relocating the 
proposed tankto an alternativelocation would not substantially reduceany identified impacts on 
visualresources generated by theproposed action, yet could significantly alter views at thealternate 
location. For thesereasons, relocating theproposed action to an alternatesitewas rejected for 
further consideration in this EA. 

Decommissioning theexisting 6 MG tankwithout replacement would substantially reducetheCity’s 
distribution storagecapacity and would severely limit theCity’s ability to maintain reliablewater 
serviceto theCity’s residential, industrialand commercialcustomers. This alternativewould not 
meet thepurposeand need for theproposed action and, therefore, is not considered to bean 
appropriatealternativeunder NEPA. 

6. PRESENT ENVIRONM ENT 

CommunityLocation 

Location: Thesitefor theproposed action is an eight-acreparcellocated in theCity of Rocklin in 
Placer County, California (Figure1). Althoughtheproject siteis located in theCity of Rocklin’s 
corporateboundaries, theparcelis owned by and is under thejurisdiction of theCity of Roseville 
(Figure2). Theparcelcontains theCity of Roseville’s Northeast TankFacility, whichis bound to 
thenorthand west by undeveloped properties, to theeast by BallantraeW ay, and to thesouthby 
therecently-completed ScarboroughDrive. 

Surrounding Communities: Single-family residences occur to the east of the project site across 
BallantraeW ay and to thesouthacross ScarboroughDrive. Development of residences is underway 
directly north of theproject site. Residentialand roadway development is currently planned for 
areas immediately west and northof theproject site. Directly adjacent and northeast to thetank 
facility is an eight-acreparkfor theneighboring subdivisions. 

Major Economic Activities: Theeconomy of theCities of Rosevilleand Rocklin aretied to the 
booming housing and realestatemarkets in thegreater Sacramento area, along with growth in 
employment in thetechnicaland privatebusiness sectors, and serviceindustries (i.e., restaurants). 
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Land Use: TheCity’s Tanks Facility is zoned for public/quasi-public useand is used for thestorage 
and treatment of potable water. The City’s service area includes many different land use 
designations, including residential, business, commercial, and institutional. 

Utilities andPublicServices 

FireProtection: Theproject area is in a low-severity zonefor wildland firehazards. Fireprotection 
services areprovided by theCity’s FireDepartment. TheCalifornia Department of Forestry and the 
City of RosevilleFireDepartment arejointly responsiblefor areas designated as StateResponsibility 
Areas outsideof theCity’s boundaries. 

Law Enforcement: Law enforcement services are provided by the City of Roseville Police 
Department. 

Schools: TheCity of RosevilleSchoolDistrict serves theproject area, whichincludes kindergarten 
through12th grade. 

Power and NaturalGas: Electricity is supplied to theproject area by RosevilleElectric, and natural 
gas is supplied by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). Naturalgas is supplied througha 
networkof underground distribution pipelines and electric power is supplied by a combination of 
overhead and underground utility lines. 

Communications: Telephonecommunications areprovided to theproject area by Surewest through 
underground and overhead utility lines. Cable television is supplied through overhead and 
underground lines by Comcast and Surewest. 

PotableW ater: TheCity’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department serves water to customers within the 
City boundaries. 

W astewater Treatment and Disposal: TheCity’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department is thepublic 
utility that provides wastewater collection, treatment, and disposalservices to allresidences and 
businesses in theCity. 

Sewer and Septic Tanks: TheCity’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department is thepublic utility that 
provides sewer services to allresidences and businesses in theCity. Thereareno septic tanks 
located in theCity. 

Solid W aste: TheCity’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department is thepublic utility that provides solid 
wasteservices to allresidences and businesses in theCity. 

Service Area 

TheCity of Roseville’s EnvironmentalUtilities Department serves theresidents and businesses 
within theCity boundaries. Theproposed project is a key part of theentirewater delivery system. 
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Population Served 

TheCity of Roseville’s 2002 Urban W ater Management Plan (UW MP) projected a population of 
95,200 for 2005. TheUW MP states that in 2001 theCity served 1,696 commercial, 17 industrial, 58 
institutional(e.g., schools, hospitals, etc.), and 25, 609 residentialaccounts withan additional6,445 
multi-family units witha portion of thecommercialaccounts. TheCity has projected its water use 
and demand rates based on growth in residentialdevelopment within theCity boundaries with a 
plateauin population levels in 2010. 

Topography 

Topography in theproject area is characteristic of theCentralValley border withtheSierra Nevada 
foothills. In generalthis transition zoneis characterized by low-lying rolling hills, nativegrasslands 
interspersed withoakwoodlands, and naturaldrainages withriparian vegetation. TheCity is heavily 
urbanized withplateaus wheresubdivisions havebeen built along theslopes and on tops of hills. 
Elevations in thearea rangefrom 100 to 300 feet abovemean sea level, withthelowest elevations 
on thewestern edgeof theCity. 

Geology 

Seismic Activity and Faults: Thesiteis located in a geologically stablearea that is classified as a low-
severity earthquakezoneby theCalifornia Department of Mines and Geology. No activefaults are 
known to exist in Placer County and no known geologic faults exist on thesite. Two faults exist 
adjacent to thesitearea but havenot been historically active. Major faults in theregion arerelated 
to theBear Mountain Fault Zoneand theFoothill-Melones Fault System located along theSierra 
Nevada Mountain front. TheBear Mountain Fault Zonehas been mapped approximately 20 miles 
east of theproposed action area. According to earlier studies, theaction area is located in the“low 
severity zone,”implying a probablemaximum earthquakeintensity of VII (Modified Mercalli Scale). 
Generally, thearea is considered to bein a low geologic and seismic hazard category. 

Further, no geologic hazards havebeen identified on thesiteand thesiteis not within any California 
SpecialStudies Zones that requirespecialzoning under theAlquist-Priolo SpecialStudies ZoneAct. 

Soils: Soils types in theproposed action area weredelineated by theU. S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) and theNaturalResourceConservation Service(NRCS) and werereported in theSoil 
Survey of Placer County, California W estern Part. Based on this survey, thepredominant soiltypes 
within thesiteareInks cobbly loam and Exchequer very stony loam. 

Soils that havelimitations for structuralloading could potentially belocated in theproposed action 
area. Theselimitations can vary substantially over short distances. Someclayey soils tend to expand 
when wet and contract upon drying, which can causestructuraldamageif not accounted for in 
construction designs. Soils on thesitearecobbly and stony loams withlow shrink-swellpotential 
and do not posea hazard of this kind. 

Erosion Potential: Theproject siteis level, graded, and compacted and theareas surrounding the 
project sitehavebeen graded and/or fully developed withresidences. Thepredominant geologic 
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formation at or near thesurfaceof theproject siteis theMehrten Formation.2 Thesoiltypeat the 
project siteis categorized as Hydrologic Group D3 and is underlain by bedrockat shallow depths 
(within 20 inches from thesurface). Thesoilin theproject siteis somewhat stony, but has been 
previously excavated and graded for thepurposeof constructing thereplacement storagereservoir. 
Thesecharacteristics of thesoiland underlying bedrockat thesiteprovidestablesoilconditions 
withlow potentialfor erosion. 

Climate andAir Quality 

Theproposed project area is located in theCity of Rosevillein western Placer County, within the 
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). W eather patterns throughout thebasin, including Roseville, 
areaffected by geography. TheSVAB extends from southof Sacramento to northof Redding, and 
is bounded by theSierra Nevada on theeast, theCoast Rangeon thewest, and theCascadeRange 
on thenorth. Thesemountain ranges tend to buffer thebasin from themarineweather systems that 
originateover thePacific and aredrawn inland by thejet stream. TheCarquinezStrait serves as the 
only westerly breachin this barrier, and exposes themidsection of theValley to thePacific Coast 
marineweather regime. W estern Placer County is noticeably affected by this marineinfluence, 
whichmoderates climatic extremes and transports air pollutants into thearea from distant sources, 
such as the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento region. Temperature moderation is 
especially evident on summer evenings when cooling occurs as a result of thepenetration of sea 
breezes. 

W eather in Rosevilleis typically characterized by hot, dry summers and mild, wet winters. Summer 
temperatures rangefrom an averagelow of 70°F to an averagehighof 90°F withtemperatures in 
excess of 100°Fbeing fairly common. This highaveragesummer temperature, combined withvery 
low relativehumidity, produces hot, dry summers that contributeto ozonebuildup. Thewinter 
season is characterized by overcast days and lengthy periods of rain and drizzle. W inter temperatures 
rangefrom an averagelow of 40°F to an averagehighof 57°F, withoccasionalovernight freezing 
temperatures. During thewinter months, carbon monoxideaccumulation is of concern dueto 
winter useof wood stoves and fireplaces. Annualprecipitation averages 25 inches, with90 percent 
falling from November throughApril. Prevailing winds arefrom thesouthwest, witha secondary 
concentration from thenorthwest. 

Surfaceor elevated temperatureinversions arecommon in latesummer and fall. Surfaceinversions 
areformed when theair closeto thesurfacecools morerapidly than thewarm layer of air aboveit. 
Elevated inversions occur when a layer of coolair is suspended between warm air layers aboveand 
below it. Both situations result in air stagnation. Air pollutants accumulateunder and within 
inversions, subjecting peoplein theregion to elevated pollution levels and ensuing healthconcerns. 

2. tndnaneral dans,hgefotportacI
ltna
ivronftaFugro, Dr En me mp Re rTh Hi Ge lPlnAme me (SCH#92122014), City of 
Rocklin, December 1994, pageX-2. 

3.	 U.S. Department of AgricultureSoilConservation Service, SoilSurvey of Placer County, California, W estern 
Part, July 1980, Table13. 
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Air Quality 

TheUSEPA, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and thePlacer County Air Pollution Control 
District (PCAPCD) regulate air quality in Placer County. These agencies develop rules or 
regulations to implement thegoals or directives of legislativeactions. AlthoughUSEPA regulations 
may not besuperseded, both Stateand localregulations may bemorestringent than thefederal 
standards. In general, air quality evaluations arebased on standards developed by thefederaland 
Stategovernments. Localagencies generally controlindividualstationary sources of air pollutants, 
whilemobilesources of air pollutants arelargely controlled throughfederaland Stateagencies. 

Criteria air pollutants area group of pollutants for whichfederalor Stateregulatory agencies have 
adopted ambient air quality standards. This group includes ozone, carbon monoxide(CO), nitrogen 
dioxide(NO2), sulfur dioxide(SO2), particulatematter (PM10), and lead (Pb). Ozoneis a secondary 
pollutant that is formed in theatmosphereby chemicalreactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
and reactiveorganic gases (ROG). Criteria emissions aregenerated throughprocesses suchas the 
burning of fuelor throughtheuseof products that contain organic compounds. 

Criteria air pollutants areclassified in eachair basin or county, or in somecases within a specific 
urbanized area. Theclassification is determined by comparing actualmonitoring data withStateand 
federalstandards. If a pollutant concentration is lower than thestandard, thearea is classified as an 
“attainment”area for that pollutant. If an area exceeds thestandard, thearea is classified as “non-
attainment” for that pollutant. If thereis not enough data availableto determinewhether the 
standard is exceeded in an area, thearea is designated as “unclassified.” Thecriteria pollutants 
mentioned abovearedescribed in Appendix A, along with Placer County’s attainment status for 
each. 

ThePCAPCD and theCARB maintain a number of air monitoring stations within Placer County. 
Themonitoring stations collect data on ambient concentrations of various criteria pollutants. The 
closest station to theproject siteis theRocklin Road sitein Rocklin. TableA-2 in Appendix A 
presents monitoring data from thestation over thelast threeyears for various criteria pollutants. 

Many different sources of criteria air pollutants exist in Placer County. Thesesources can bedivided 
into two categories, mobileand stationary/area sources. Mobilesources consist primarily of vehicles 
driven on and off roadways, as wellas watercraft and other specialmobile sources such as 
locomotives. Stationary/area sources includeallother man-madeemission sources. TheCARB 
maintains an emission inventory of air pollutants for theState’s air basins as wellas for thecounties 
inside those air basins. The most recent emission inventory for Placer County is shown in 
TableA-3 of Appendix A. On-road mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof ROG in Placer 
County and off-road mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof NO x. 

Placer County is currently in non-attainment for bothfederaland Stateozonestandards. Thereare 
no other known existing or projected air quality violations within theCity’s servicearea. Thereare 
no existing City facilities at theTankFacility which generateemissions and air quality within the 
City’s water servicearea is generally good. 
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Environmental Inventory 

Thefollowing list describes theenvironmentalinventory present or adjacent to theproposed project 
site: 

W etlands 

Not Applicable. Theproposed project is located in a hilltop that has been graded, leveled, and 
compacted for development of theTankFacility and adjacent residentialdevelopments. 

Groundwater Resources 

Not Applicable. Thereareno solesourceaquifers in theregion. Further, theproject siteis 
located on a thin veneer of soil, with bedrock as shallow as 20 inches beneath theground 
surface. 

Floodplain 

TheFederalEmergency Management Agency’s Flood InsuranceRateMap designates theproject 
siteas ZoneX, whichis determined to beoutsidethe500-year floodplain. 

Important/Significant Agricultural Lands 

Not Applicable. Theproposed action siteis designated as Urban and Built-Up Land by the 
California Department of Conservation.4 There are no agriculturaluses currently on the 
proposed action siteor within theimmediatevicinity of thesite, and thesiteis not under a 
W illiamson Act contract. Thesitedoes not contain any farmland of significance, agricultural 
resources or operations that could be affected by the proposed action. The entire site is 
enclosed by a perimeter walland fencing that prohibits any routinepublic access. Thearea 
surrounding theproposed action consists of residentialareas in alldirections. 

Coastal Zones 

Not Applicable. Theproject siteis located in theCentralValley. 

W ildandScenicRivers 

Not Applicable. Thereareno designated wild and scenic rivers in Rosevilleor Rocklin. 

Coastal Barriers 

Not Applicable. Theproject siteis located in theCentralValley. 

danrt torantunacer
89p,

4.	 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land ResourceProtection, Pl Co yImp Faml
Ma 19 , 1999. 
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M ajor Botanical Features 

Theproject siteis graded, leveled, and developed withpavement, water tanks, a perimeter wall, 
and other water facilities. Thearea wheretheproposed new replacement tankwould belocated 
was cleared and graded sometimeago and thereareno trees or shrubs on theproposed action 
site. Only minimalearthworkand grading activities areexpected for thenew replacement tank 
location. Theonly habitat found on theproposed action siteis composed of highly disturbed 
ruderalnon-native annualgrasses. The dominant plant species that occur on the site are 
mustard (B ssian ), soft brome(B mush ), yedoreaceusroigracra tnaurellow star thistle(Ce as isilaitltos ), 
wild oat (Av aftauaen ), long-beaked filaree(Er mb ), and pricktorysiudo S honcusasperly sow thistle( ). 

Important FishandW ildlife 

Theonly habitat found on theproposed action siteis composed of highly disturbed ruderalnon-
nativeannualgrasses. Theproposed action sitedoes not support specific habitat requirements 
for fish species or important wildlife. There are no shrubs, trees or wetlands on the site; 
therefore, it is extremely unlikely that thesitesupports any special-status species. In summary, 
the proposed project site supports non-native grassland plant species that grow in highly 
disturbed areas and does not support habitat for special-status species. 

Endangeredor ThreatenedSpecies 

EIP Associates conducted a biologicalreconnaissancesurvey on July 14, 2004 of theproject site 
and surroundings for wildlifeand found no threatened or endangered species. Thesearchof the 
California NaturalDiversity Database 5 (also known as theCNDDB) on boththeRocklin and 
Roseville U.S. GeologicalSurvey (USGS) Quadrangle maps revealed that five special-status 
species havethepotentialto occur in th
earea;
 ihynci tnechrancvernalpoolfairy shrimp (B al ), 
Swainson’s 

mo ishrpid ik dacarduruip
i iwansontuehawk (B o S ), 

, VELB), vernalpooltadpoleshrimp (Le sp ), and Boggs Lak
cerusValley elderberry longhorn beetle (Demo sc f iorncusila
ehedgehyssop


lteerosepaa(Gr ah ). 
occur in vernalpool-typehabitats or seasonalwetlands. TheVELB uses theelderberry shrubas 
host for its life cycle, and Swainson’s hawks use fairly large trees for nesting and open

ilta o

agricultural/grassland areas for foraging. The proposed action site does not support these 
specific habitat requirements. Thereareno shrubs, trees or wetlands on thesite; therefore, it is 
extremely unlikely that thesitesupports any special-status species. 

Critical Habitats 

An oakwoodland is located approximately 370 feet to thenorthwest of thewallsurrounding the 
Northeast TankFacility. Riparian habitat is located further down-slopefrom theoakwoodland. 
Swainson’s hawkand VELB aresupported by someoakwoodlands and riparian habitats in the 
region. TheJuly 14, 2004 biologicalreconnaissancesurvey, however, focused on theproject site 
and areas immediately adjacent to thesitethat could bedirectly or indirectly affected by project 
construction and operation. Oakwoodlands and riparian areas located over 300 feet from the 
project sitewerenot included in that survey. Areas immediately surrounding theproject site 

5 California Department of Fishand Game’s W ildlifeand Habitat Data Analysis Branch. 

Except for Swainson’s hawkand VELB, allof thespecial-status species
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contain no criticalhabitat and consist of landscape trees and sod recently planted with 
construction of thecommunity parksiteeast of theproject site, paved roadway, graded unpaved 
access roadways and disturbed annualgrassland. 

TheJuly 14, 2004 biologicalreconnaissancesurvey found no threatened or endangered on the 
project site. No trees, shrubs or wetlands arelocated on theproject site, and, therefore, the 
project sitecontains no criticalhabitat for listed species that could potentially bein thearea (see 
previous section). 

EnvironmentallySensitive Areas 

Theproject siteis located within theCity’s TankFacility on an area withexisting pavement and 
graded, leveled, and stablesoils. Thereareno environmentally sensitiveareas in theproject site. 

National Natural Landmarks 

Not applicable. Thereareno NationalNaturalLandmarks in or near theproject site. 

Historic,Prehistoric,Architectural,Archeological,andCultural Sites 

TheValley Nisenan, a Penutian-speaking ethnic group, inhabited thedrainages of theAmerican, 
Yuba, and Bear Rivers and lower portions of Feather River. “NativeAmerican archaeological 
sites in this portion of Placer County tend to besituated along streams.”6 Thesiteis in thelow 
foothills near severalwater sources. “Theproject siteis located adjacent to theSecret Ravine 
whichwas thesceneof considerablegold mining in the1850’s and 1860’s.”7 Granitequarries 
werealso common in thearea. Ranching and farming tookover when quarries closed. 

TheNorthCentralInformation Center (NCIC) performed a records searchin July, 2003 for the 
proposed project. Threerecords of archaeologicalstudies within theproject area and onein the 
adjacent area areon record at theNCIC. Threesites arelocated in thearea surrounding the 
project siteand therecord searchdetermined that “given theenvironmentalsetting, thereis a 
moderatepotentialfor NativeAmerican sites in theproject area.”8 Thesearchdetermined that 
“the proposed project area contains no recorded Native American or historic-period 
archaeologicalresources listed.” Additionally, no structures over 45 years old arelocated on the 
project siteor would beaffected by theproposed project. 

Documentation was provided to theOfficeof Historic Preservation. In a letter from theState 
Historic Preservation Officer dated October 14, 2004, a “finding of no historic properties 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults

letter, page3.


Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults

letter, page1.


Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults

letter, page2.
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affected”for theproposed project was issued. 9 This letter is contained in Appendix C of this 
EA. 

AestheticResources 

Thereareno scenic roads, resources, or views within or adjacent to theproposed action area. 
Long-rangeviews includeviews of therolling foothills leading up to theSierra Nevada rangeto 
thenortheast whileshort-rangeviews includeviews of adjacent residentialand undeveloped 
lands to thesouthand west. Development within this area willchangeexisting views. Thereare 
many visualand aesthetic resources throughout theCity’s servicearea including oakwoodlands, 
riparian areas, hilltops, views of theSierra Nevada of theCentralValley. 

Present Facilities 

W astewater Projects 

Not applicablebecausetheproposed project is a potablewater project, not a wastewater project. 

W ater Projects 

W ater System Facilities 

Currently, theCity has a water storagecapacity of 22 million gallons (MG). Two water storage 
reservoirs at thewater treatment plant, 2 MG and 4 MG, and two water storagereservoirs at the 
Northeast reservoir complex, 6 MG and 10 MG, providethis capacity. Another 6 MG reservoir has 
been designed and willbeconstructed at thewater treatment plant to provideadditionalstorage 
capacity for a totalof 28 MG. Theproposed project willreplacetheexisting 6 MG reservoir to 
maintain totalfuturewater storageof 28 MG. 

Allwater needs arecurrently met by theCity of Roseville’s recently expanded 60 million-gallon per 
day (mgd) treatment plant (W TP). TheW TP is located on Barton Road in thecommunity of 
GraniteBay in unincorporated Placer County. Futureexpansion of theplant willincreasethe 
capacity to 100 mgd as needed to supply theservicearea. AlthoughtheCity is capableof supplying 
allits water needs througha singletreatment facility, contingency water sources areavailable. The 
City maintains four water wells and interties withfour surrounding agencies. Thesefeatures allow 
thewater system to besupplemented as needed, and interties allow for wheeling of water through 
theCity’s distribution system. 

Raw water is conveyed to theW TP from U.S. Bureauof Reclamation (USBR) facilities at Folsom 
Reservoir on theAmerican River throughparallel48”and 60”transmission mains. W ater is treated 
at theW TP throughconventionaltreatment processes of flocculation/sedimentation, filtration, and 
disinfection. Treated water is also fluoridated for human health and pH adjusted for corrosion 
protection of thedistribution system. After treatment, water is conveyed in theservicearea through 
parallel42”and 66”transmission mains. 

9.	 Milford W ayneDonaldson, StateHistoric Preservation Officer, Officeof Historic Preservation, Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Letter dated October 14, 2004. 
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Theservicearea is currently divided into fivepressurezones whichcover theentireservicearea of 
theCity. On theservicearea’s western edge, pressureis reduced throughpressurereducing stations. 
Allother pressurezones arehigher and requireboosting or serviceby adjacent water agencies that 
havepressuresufficient to servethosecustomers. 

TheCity maintains a contract for 32,000 acrefeet (ac-ft) of water from USBR and additionalwater 
contract options for 30,000 ac-ft withPlacer County W ater Agency (PCW A). In addition, theCity 
has negotiated an allotment of 800 ac-ft of water from theSan Juan W ater District for Foothills 
Business Park. Allthesesources of surfacewater comefrom Folsom Reservoir and aretransported 
throughUSBR facilities. 

W ater from Folsom Reservoir is considered very highquality withlow turbidity, cooltemperatures, 
and low pathogen levels. Raw water is tested by theCity as follows: daily for temperature, turbidity, 
alkalinity, pH, hardness, and totaldissolved solids; monthly for coliform bacteria and TOC; annually 
for nitrates; every threeyears for VOCs, SOCs, and nitrite; and every six years for inorganics, 
secondary standards, and generalminerals. 

The City’s water treatment plant is designed to treat raw water to State of California Title 22 
drinking water standards. TheW TP treatment methods that aredesigned to meet thesestringent 
drinking water standards aredescribed below. 

W ater Treatment Plant Facilities and Processes 

Facilities on thesitecurrently include: an operations building, two inlet structures, two 80-foot 
diameter and one120-foot upflow-typeclarifiers, eight filters, two washwater reclamation basins, 
four sludgelagoons, and threeabove-ground water storagetanks. In addition, thesiteincludes a 
chemicalstoragebuilding, a storageshed, and a flocculation/sedimentation basin. Theremainder of 
the site is undeveloped with areas that are landscaped immediately adjacent to the operations 
building. 

W ater Treatment Plant Operations and FutureExpansion Project 

Theexisting water treatment plant is in theprocess of expansion in plant capacity from 60 to 
100 mgd. Provision of the added capacity will occur through increasing the 
flocculation/sedimentation and filtration capacities at theW TP, increasing thewashwater handling 
capacity, and providing facilities to mechanically dewater solids from the treatment process. 
Pipelines within theexisting siteboundaries willconnect thenew and existing facilities, and allow 
independent operation of thetwo process trains between theraw water pipelines and thetreated 
water reservoirs. 

In total, theexpansion project includes thefollowing facilities: 

1. Two new flocculation and sedimentation basins, 
2. Four new filters, 
3. New clearwellstructurewithbackwashpumps, 
4. Sludgethickener, 
5. Mechanicaldewatering facilities, 
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6. Flashmix facilities, 
7. Two new washwater basins, and 
8. W orkshop facility 
9. New connection to 72-incheffluent pipeline, 
10. Modifications to existing chemicalstorageand feed systems, and 
11. Off-sitechlorineresidualmonitoring station. 

QualityofPresent ReceivingW aters 

Not applicable. Theproposed project siteis a water storagefacility and does not dischargewater to 
surface drainage systems, except from stormwater runoff which enters the City’s stormwater 
collection system. 

W ater QualityProblems 

TheCity’s water supply system has had no healthdepartment violations, ceaseand desist orders, 
non-conformancewithbasin plans, or other water quality violations administered by theStateW ater 
Resources ControlBoard or RegionalW ater Quality ControlBoard. 

Characteristics ofthe Air Basin 

ThePCAPCD and theCARB maintain a number of air monitoring stations within Placer County. 
Themonitoring stations collect data on ambient concentrations of various criteria pollutants. The 
closest station to theproject siteis theRocklin Road sitein Rocklin. TableA-2 in Appendix A 
presents monitoring data from thestation over thelast threeyears for various criteria pollutants. 

Many different sources of criteria air pollutants exist in Placer County. Thesesources can bedivided 
into two categories, mobileand stationary/area sources. Mobilesources consist primarily of vehicles 
driven on and off roadways, as wellas watercraft and other specialmobile sources such as 
locomotives. Stationary/area sources includeallother man-madeemission sources. TheCARB 
maintains an emission inventory of air pollutants for theState’s air basins as wellas for thecounties 
insidethoseair basins. Themost recent emission inventory for Placer County is shown in Table 
A-3 of Appendix A. On-road mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof ROG in Placer County 
and off-road mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof NO x. 

Placer County is currently in non-attainment for bothfederaland Stateozonestandards. Thereare 
no other known existing or projected air quality violations within theCity’s servicearea. Thereare 
no existing City facilities at thereservoir complex whichgenerateemissions and air quality within the 
City’s water servicearea is generally good. 

7.	 EVALUATION OFDIRECT AND INDIRECT IM PACTS AS A RESULT OFTHE 
PROPOSED ACTION W ITH M ITIGATION M EASURES CONSIDERED 

Description ofImpact andM itigation M easures 

W etlands 

Not applicable; thereareno wetlands located on theproject site. No impact is expected. 
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Floodplain 

Not applicable: theproject siteis located outsidethe500-year floodplain. No impact is expected. 

Significant and/or Important Farmlands 

Not applicable; thereareno significant or important farmlands located on or adjacent to theproject 
site. No impact is expected. 

Coastal Zones 

Not applicable: theproject siteis not designated as a CoastalZone. No impact is expected. 

W ildandScenicRivers 

Not applicable: thereareno wild and scenic rivers located in thevicinity of theproject site. No 
impact is expected. 

Coastal Barrier Resources 

Not applicable: theproject siteis located in theCentralValley and is not a coastalproject. No 
impact is expected. 

Air Quality 

Construction Impacts 

Air quality is affected by therate, amount, and location of pollutant emissions and theassociated 
meteorological conditions that influence pollutant movement and dispersal. Atmospheric 
conditions including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature, in combination with local 
surfacetopography (i.e., geographic features, suchas mountains and valleys), determinetheeffect of 
air pollutant emissions on localair quality. Another important meteorologicalfactor that determines 
theoverallair quality in theSacramento Valley is thefrequent presenceof temperatureinversions, 
whichoccur when air becomes warmer at higher elevations, making it difficult for air at different 
heights to mix. W hen mixing is minimal, polluted air nearer theground is trapped and cannot 
disperse. Inversion layers aresignificant in determining theseverity of concentrations of pollutants. 

Theanalysis in this section focuses on thenatureand magnitudeof thechangein theair quality 
environment dueto construction and operation of theproposed action. Air pollutant emissions 
associated with theproposed action would result mostly from construction activities; emissions 
could also possibly begenerated by operation. Thenet increasein emissions generated by these 
activities has been estimated and compared to thresholds of significancerecommended by thePlacer 
County Air Pollution ControlDistrict. Thedaily emissions associated withconstruction-related and 
operationalactivities havebeen calculated using theURBEMIS 2002 computer modeldeveloped for 
the CARB. This modelis the newest modelavailable and uses emission factors that have 
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superseded thosein theURBEMIS7G model. For a completedescription of theURBEMIS models, 
pleaserefer to Appendix A, Air Quality, of this EA. 

As theagency principally responsiblefor comprehensiveair pollution controlin theSacramento 
Valley Air Basin, the PCAPCD recommends that projects should be evaluated in terms of air 
pollution control thresholds established by the PCAPCD, which were developed provide 
quantifiablelevels to whichprojects can becompared. TheCity of Rosevilleuses thePCAPCD’s 
thresholds that arerecommended at thetimethat development projects areproposed to assess the 
significanceof quantifiableimpacts. Thequantifiablethresholds arecurrently recommended by the 
PCAPCD and areused to determinethesignificanceof construction-related and operationalair 
quality impacts associated withtheproposed action, and they arelisted in Appendix A. 

Demolition has the potentialto generate emissions of ROG, NO x and PM10. PM10 would be 
produced as concretematerialis disturbed. Theconstruction equipment utilized for thedemolition, 
suchas theexcavator, crane, tractors, and heavy-duty trucks, would generateROG and NO x. Since 
theURBEMIS 2002 modeldoes not haveinputs specific to a concretetank, thetank’s demolition 
emissions were approximated by modeling a building with a volume of 19,687.5 cubic feet. 
Demolition emissions would exceed PCAPCD daily thresholds of significance, and could contribute 
to an air quality violation. This would bea potentially significant impact. 

Equipment used for theconstruction of thenew tankwould most likely bediesel-fueled; emissions 
could also begenerated by equipment used for earthworkthat would occur prior to construction of 
theactual7.25 MG tank. Sincethespecific types and numbers of construction equipment arenot 
known, equipment was estimated based on other proposed actions of similar size, and it was 
concluded that construction emissions could exceed PCAPCD daily thresholds of significancefor 
NO , which conflicts with theapplicableair quality plan. This would bea less than significant x

impact withmitigation incorporated. 

Becausethereareresidences near thesiteof theproposed action that could beaffected by high 
concentrations of particulatematter (PM10), thefollowing Air Quality Mitigation Measure(AQMM) 
willbeincorporated. TheAQMM willensurethat concentrations of PM10 areminimized during 
demolition of theexisting water tank. Themeasurewilleffectively reducePM10 concentrations from 
demolition activities associated withremovalof theexisting 6 MG tank. NO x emissions during the 
demolition phase, while reduced by the AQMM, would not be mitigated below the PCAPCD 
threshold of 82 pounds per day. Therefore, theAQMM contains therequirement that theCity 
contributeto PCAPCD’s OffsiteAir Quality Mitigation Fund. 

Thereader should notethat when Air Quality Mitigation Measure(c) is applied to thedemolition 
phaseof theproject, off-road dieselemissions would bereduced by 20 percent. Totaldaily NOx 

emissions would equalapproximately 118 pounds per day; this is 36 pounds abovethePCAPCD 
threshold of significance. Demolition activities for theproposed project areestimated to takeplace 
over a 13-day period. Consequently, 468 totalpounds of NO x would begenerated in excess of 
PCAPCD standards over theconstruction period. ThePCAPCD currently implements an Offsite 
Air Quality Mitigation Fund for applicants to pay into when a project exceeds PCAPCD standards. 
Themoney collected from theapplicants is used to fund NO x reduction programs in theCounty 
and thelarger Sacramento OzoneNonattainment Area. Currently, thePCAPCD has calculated a 
“priceper ton”of NO x to be$13,600. Since468 pounds of NO x represents 23 percent of oneton, 
$3,128 would bepaid into thePCAPCD fund to mitigatetheimpact from demolition activity. 
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Implementation of Air Quality Mitigation Measurebelow, would reducethepotentialimpact of 
construction impacts on air quality to less than significant levels. 
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SensitiveReceptors 

“Sensitivereceptors”areindividuals that are, for onereason or another, morelikely to experience 
healthimpacts from exposureto air pollution. Reasons for greater sensitivity includeexisting health 
problems, proximity to an emission source, or duration of exposureto air pollutants. Land uses 
such as primary and secondary schools, convalescent homes, and hospitals areconsidered to be 
sensitive receptors to poor air quality. The very young, the elderly, and the infirm are more 
susceptibleto respiratory infections and other air quality related healthproblems than thegeneral 
public. Residentialuses areconsidered sensitivebecausepeoplein residentialareas areoften at 
homefor extended periods of time, and can beexposed to substantialconcentrations of pollutants. 
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10. TheSacramento Metropolitan AQMD websiteis located at www.airquality.org. 
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Becausetheproposed action is near developed areas, sensitivereceptors in theproposed action 
vicinity consist of nearby residences that arein thejurisdiction of theCity of Rocklin. 

Part of any air quality analysis includes an evaluation of whether odor impacts willoccur as a result 
of theproposed action. Theapparent presenceof an odor depends on thespecific characteristics of 
theodor itself, its concentration when it is emitted from a source, and its distanceto a receptor. 
Odors can begenerated by a variety of land uses, someof which arevery common. Everyday 
sources of odors includeland uses suchas restaurants and dry cleaning facilities. Sinceodor impacts 
cannot bequantified, and sincetheproposed project would not createany new odor receptors, an 
evaluation of potentialodor impacts would consist of determining whether theproposed project will
createodors and, if so, whether thoseodors significantly affect existing receptors. 

During construction of theproposed action, existing nearby residences may experiencesomeodor 
impacts as a result of fuelbeing burned by construction equipment. Odors may also occur from the 
chemicals that willinitially beused to treat and disinfect thenew tank. Any odors from these 
chemicals willbereduced or eliminated oncethetankis filled. Further, any odor impacts that do 
occur as a result of construction would betemporary. 

The PCAPCD’s
 Rue205 – Nuisancel would apply to construction activity associated with the

proposed action. This rule prohibits any source from discharging materialthat could cause 
annoyanceto, or endanger thecomfort of, thepublic. SinceRule205 is enforced on a complaint 
basis, nearby residents would have recourse if construction activities would create significantly 
offensiveodors. 

In conclusion, since any odor impacts created by construction would be temporary, and since 
PCAPCD Rule205 regulates nuisances suchas odors, theproposed project would havea less-than-
significant impact. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) areknown to behighly injurious, even in smallquantities. TACs 
areairbornesubstances that arecapableof causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or 
carcinogenic) adversehuman healtheffects (i.e., injury or illness). Therearehundreds of substances 
that can betoxic when inhaled, but unfortunately, air quality standards havenot been set for most of 
them. 

TACs can beemitted from a variety of common sources, including gasolinestations, automobiles, 
dry cleaners, industrialoperations, and painting operations. Naturalsource emissions include 
windblown dust and wildfires. Farms, construction sites, and residentialareas can add to air toxic 
emissions. Research facilities can also be a source of TACs, which include both organic and 
inorganic chemicalsubstances such as chlorinated hydrocarbons (like certain solvents), certain 
metals, and asbestos. 

No largeTAC-producing sources currently exist on theproperty. Sincetheproposed action would 
not createnew TAC receptors, theTAC analysis in this EA concentrates on potentialTACs that 
could be generated by the proposed action and the effect of those TACs on nearby sensitive 
receptors. Theproject, oncebuilt, would not havethecapacity to generatecriteria emissions or 
TACs. Consequently, over thelong term theproposed action would not contributeto levels of 
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criteria pollutants for which the region is in non-attainment, nor would the proposed action 
contributeany TAC emissions that could combinewithTACs from other sources to impact human 
health. Becausetheproposed action is benign and would not produceemissions that could combine 
withother emission sources to createa significant impact, theproposed action would havea less-
than-significant impact. 

No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative would not impact air quality because no 
construction activities would occur. 

Important Vegetation Types 

Not applicable: theproject sitewas previously graded and is entirely within thereservoir complex. 
Thereareno important vegetation types within or adjacent to theproject sitethat would beaffected 
by project construction. No impact is expected. 

Endangeredor ThreatenedSpecies andCritical Habitat 

Thesearchof theCalifornia NaturalDiversity Database 11 (also known as theCNDDB) on boththe 
Rocklin and RosevilleU.S. GeologicalSurvey (USGS) Quadranglemaps revealed that fivespecial-
statu
s species havethepotentialto occur in th
 ihynci tnechrancearea; vernalpoolfairy shrimp (B al ), 
Swainson’s hawk(B oS ), Valli iwansontue cerusy elderberry longhorn beetle(Demo sc ishrpif iorncu
i
la sdmo ,e


ik dacarduruipVELB), vernalpooltadpoleshrimp (Le sp ), and Boggs Lakehedgehyssop (Gr
ilta oa

). 

pool-typehabitats or seasonalwetlands. TheVELB uses theelderberry shrub as host for its life 
cycle, and Swainson’s hawks usefairly largetrees for nesting and open agricultural/grassland areas 

As noted above, results of the biologicalreconnaissance survey indicate no criticalhabitat for 
Swainson’s hawkor VELB on or adjacent to theproposed project site. Theentiresiteis surrounded 
by an approximately 8-foot highmasonry wallwhichwillserveto contain on-ground disturbanceto 
areas within theproject siteand theexisting tankfacility. It is at least 370 feet from thenearest 
occurrenceof oakwoodland and riparian habitat. Therefore, theoakwoodland and riparian habitat 
is sufficiently wellremoved from theproject so that no impact on theseresources is expected. 

h lteerosepaa

for foraging. 

Thereareno shrubs, trees or wetlands on thesite; therefore, it is extremely unlikely that thesite 
supports any special-status species. Theproposed sitesupports non-nativegrassland plant species 
that grow in highly disturbed areas and does not support habitat for special-status species. 
Therefore, theproject would haveno impact. 

Topography 

Not applicable: theproject siteis graded and level. Only minor grading and excavation would occur 
under theproposed action. No impact is expected. 

11. California Department of Fishand Game’s W ildlifeand Habitat Data Analysis Branch. 

Except for Swainson’s hawkand VELB, allof thespecial-status species occur in vernal
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Groundwater 

Project Action: Groundwater in thevicinity of theproject siteranges from approximately 90 to 100 
feet below theground surface.12 Grading for theproposed action is not expected to intercept 
groundwater, and temporary or permanent dewatering is not anticipated. Further, depthto bedrock 
in theproject siteoccurs approximately eight to 20 inches below ground surface. Further, the 
proposed action would not rely upon or extract water from groundwater sources at theproject site. 
However, in theevent of seepageor other unforeseen conditions that could requiredewatering to 
maintain safeconstruction conditions, any water removed would bedischarged in accordancewith 
Stateand City requirements for construction sitedewatering. Thedewatering activities would also 
besubject to therequirements of theSW RCB’s W asteDischargeRequirements GeneralOrder for 
Dewatering and Other Low-Threat Discharges to SurfaceW aters permit, whichwould ensurethat 
public safety and water quality is monitored and protected. Finally, existing siteconditions do not 
promotesubstantialinfiltration of surfacewater into an underlying aquifer. Theproposed action 
sitewould not additionally restrict or changethepotentialfor groundwater rechargeand would have 
a less-than-significant impact. 

Hazardous M aterials 

SitePreparation, Construction, and Demolition 

Sitepreparation, construction, and demolition activities of theproposed action would involvethe 
useof heavy equipment and vehicles containing fuel, oil, and grease, as wellas materials such as 
cements, asphalt, and paints and solvents, glues and cement, and cleaners. Fluids such as oilor 
greasecould leakfrom construction vehicles or beinadvertently released in theevent of an accident, 
potentially releasing petroleum compounds laden withmetals and other pollutants. Unless properly 
managed, suchreleases could result in adversehuman healthor environmentaleffects. However, 
construction and sitepreparation for theproposed action would becompleted in compliancewith 
federal, State, and locallaws and regulations pertaining to theuse, storage, transport, and disposalof 
such products. Therefore, impacts are expected to be less than significant from construction 
activities. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenanceof theproposed action would involvetheuseof vehicles containing 
fuel, oil, and grease, as wellas materials suchas cements, asphalt, and paints and solvents, glues and 
cement, cleaners, and pesticides and herbicides. Fluids such as oilor grease could leak from 
construction vehicles or beinadvertently released in theevent of an accident, potentially releasing 
petroleum compounds laden withmetals and other pollutants. Chlorinated compounds would be 
used to disinfect thenew replacement reservoir tank(according to nationaldrinking water standards) 
prior to bringing thenew tankonline. Useof thesedisinfecting chlorinated compounds is standard 
practice, but could result in spills during application. Unless properly managed, suchreleases could 

12.	 California Department of W ater Resources, W ater Data Library, 
http://well.water.ca.gov/gw/gw_data/hyd/Rpt_Hist_Data5_gw.asp?wellNumber=10N07E07E002M, 
accessed on July 7, 2004. 
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result in adversehuman healthor environmentaleffects. However, operation and maintenanceof 
theproposed project would becompleted in compliancewith federal, State, and locallaws and 
regulations pertaining to theuse, storage, transport, and disposalof such products. Becauseno 
additionalwater would betreated at thesitedueto implementation of theproposed action, no 
additionalmaterials would beused. Therefore, theproposed action would not changethepotential 
over existing conditions for hazardous materials incidents. Therefore, no impacts areexpected from 
operation activities. 

Hazardous Materials Sites 

Th d action siteis not inclded on thelist of h ardou rials sites compild pus mate ant epropose u az e rsu
13 to Gov nt Code65962.5 (“CorteseList”). No Preliminary (Phase1) EnvironmentalSite ernme
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tstesbtusancestseandzarous13.	 Stateof California, Ha W a dS Si Li, April1998. 

14.	 California EnvironmentalProtection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control, Stateof California 
Hazardous W asteand Substances Sites List, http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/Cortese_List.cfm, 
websiteaccessed, July 6, 2004. 
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Soils 

Soils types in theproposed action area weredelineated by theU. S. Department of Agriculture 
urveySio(USDA) and theNaturalResourceConservation Service(NRCS) and werereported in the lS

fPl rCo ,Ca aW e nP tar. 

tartserf iorna,li

tserf iorniltunyaceo
siteareInks cobbly loam and Exchequer very stony loam. 15 

15.	 United States Department of Agriculture, SoilConservation Servicein cooperation withUniversity of 
Ca W e nP , J

Based on this survey, thepredominant soiltypes within the


California AgriculturalExperiment Stations tuny,aceSurvelSio yofPl rCo uly 1980, pages 
41, 46, 72 through86, and 125 through204. 
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Soils that havelimitations for structuralloading could potentially belocated in theproposed action 
area. Theselimitations can vary substantially over short distances. Someclayey soils tend to expand 
when wet and contract upon drying, which can causestructuraldamageif not accounted for in 
construction designs. Soils on thesitearecobbly and stony loams withlow shrink-swellpotential 
and do not posea hazard of this kind. 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby granular material(i.e., silt and sand) is transformed from a 
stablestateinto a freely moving liquid-likestateas a result of an increasein pore-water (water 
between thegrains) pressuredueto an earthquake. Thesiteis underlain by soils witha low depthto 
rock(generally less than 40 inches), and thereforeis not at highriskfor liquefaction. In addition, the 
proposed action would comply withapplicableStateseismic safety standards to minimizeriskfrom 
liquefaction. Theproposed action would not introduceany new impacts associated with seismic 
risk, including fault rupture, seismic ground shaking, or seismic ground failure due to the 
liquefaction of soils. Therefore, impacts would beless than significant. 

Erosion 

Development of thesitewould requireremovalof ground cover vegetation, whichcould result in 
exposureof thesiteto increased incidenceof erosion; however, becausethearea to bedeveloped is 
relatively flat, thepotentialfor landslides or mudflow hazards is considered low. Therefore, impacts 
would beless than significant. 

UnstableConditions 

Thereservoir complex is located on a plateauwhichslopes gradually to thewest. Thearea within 
thewallthat encloses theproject sitehas been graded and is relatively level. Someminor excavation 
and grading activities for the proposed replacement tank would require standard construction 
equipment, but would not requireblasting becausethesitehas been previously excavated. The 
predominant geologic formation at or near the surface of the project site is the Mehrten 
Formation.16 The soiltype at the project site is categorized as Hydrologic Group D17 and is 
underlain by bedrockat shallow depths (within 20 inches from thesurface). Thesoilin theproject 
site is somewhat stony, but has been previously excavated and graded for the purpose of 
constructing thereplacement storagereservoir. Thesecharacteristics of thesoiland underlying 
bedrock at thesiteprovidea strong basefor thefoundation of thereplacement water storage 
reservoir. 

TheStateof California provides minimum standards for building design through theCalifornia 
Uniform Building Code(CUBC) (California Codeof Regulations [CCR], Title24). TheCUBC is 
based on theUBC used widely throughout theU.S., and has been modified for California conditions 
with numerous more detailed and/or stringent regulations. Specific minimum seismic safety 
requirements areset forth in Chapter 23 of theCUBC. Prior to construction of structures, the 
CUBC requires that geotechnicalinvestigations be conducted to determine the site-specific soil 

16. tndnaneral dans,hgefotportacI
ltna
ivronftaFugro, Dr En me mp Re rTh Hi Ge lPlnAme me (SCH#92122014), City of 
Rocklin, December 1994, pageX-2. 

17.	 U.S. Department of AgricultureSoilConservation Service, SoilSurvey of Placer County, California, W estern 
Part, July 1980, Table13. 
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conditions that could possibly constrain building designs, suchas soils susceptibleto liquefaction or 
landslides. In addition, theStateearthquakeprotection law (California Health and Safety Code 
191000 et seq.) requires that structures bedesigned to resist stress produced by lateralforces that are 
caused by earthquakes. Current codes in effect in the City of Roseville (Section 16.04.100) 
incorporatethe2001 California Building Code(CCR Title24) and incorporatethe1997 Uniform 
Building Code, including appendix Chapters 15 and 33. Becausetherequirements of theCUBC are 
in effect in theCity, theproposed action would berequired to comply with Stateseismic safety, 
unstableslope, and unstablesoils design requirements. Earthquake-resistant design and materials 
arerequired to meet or exceed thecurrent seismic engineering standards of theCUBC Seismic Zone 
3 improvements. Theproposed action would bedesigned to meet current seismic safety standards 
and would not result in on- or off-sitelandslides, lateralspreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse. 

Shrink-swellpotentialis thepotentialfor volumechanges in a soilwitha loss or gain in moisture. If 
theshrink-swellpotentialis rated moderateto high, damageto buildings, roads, and other structures 
can occur. Based on information developed by theSCS for western Placer County, allof thesite 
soils havea low shrink-swell(expansion) potential.18 TheCity of RosevilleImprovement Standards 
(revised May 1993) providetheminimum construction standards required for proposed actions. All
grading and other construction activities associated with the proposed action would occur in 
accordancewiththeCity’s Improvement Standards and impacts would beless than significant. 

National Natural Landmarks 

Not applicable: thereareno Nationalnaturallandmarks located in thevicinity of theproject site. 
No impact is expected. 

Historical,Architectural,Archeological,andCultural Sites 

Project Action: TheValley Nisenan, a Penutian-speaking ethnic group, inhabited thedrainages of 
theAmerican, Yuba, and Bear Rivers and lower portions of Feather River. “NativeAmerican 
archaeologicalsites in this portion of Placer County tend to besituated along streams.”19 Thesiteis 
in thelow foothills near severalwater sources. “Theproject siteis located adjacent to theSecret 
Ravinewhich was thesceneof considerablegold mining in the1850’s and 1860’s.”20 Granite 
quarries werealso common in thearea. Ranching and farming tookover when quarries closed. 

TheNorth CentralInformation Center (NCIC) performed a records search in July, 2003 for the 
proposed project. Threerecords of archaeologicalstudies within theproject area and onein the 
adjacent area areon record at theNCIC. Threesites arelocated in thearea surrounding theproject 
siteand therecord search determined that “given theenvironmentalsetting, thereis a moderate 

18. U.S. Department of Agriculture, SoilConservation Service, lS fPl rCo ,Ca ,W e nP tyo ar,tserf iornalitunyaceurveSio
July 1980, Table12. 

19.	 Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults 
letter, page3. 

20.	 Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults 
letter, page1. 
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potentialfor NativeAmerican sites in theproject area.”21 Thesearchdetermined that “theproposed 
project area contains no recorded Native American or historic-period archaeologicalresources 
listed.” Additionally, no structures over 45 years old arelocated on theproject siteor would be 
affected by the proposed project. Documentation was provided to the Office of Historic 
Preservation. In a letter from theStateHistoric Preservation Officer dated October 14, 2004, a 
“finding of no historic properties affected”for theproposed project was issued.22 

Construction of the replacement tank and demolition of the existing tank would involve 
earthmoving and excavation activities. These activities could result in adverse changes to 
undiscovered historicaland archeologicalresources or result in disturbing undocumented human 
remains. Since the project site has been disturbed from previous excavation and grading, the 
likelihood of encountering undisturbed areas with culturalresources in the project site is low. 
However, the proposed project could stillresult in a potentially significant impact to cultural 
resources. 

Impact would be reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of Historical, 
Architectural, Archeologicaland CulturalSites Mitigation Measure, below.
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AestheticResources 

Impacts on Views or VisualResources 

Implementation of theproposed action would involvetheconstruction of a replacement water 
reservoir (tank) on a cleared sitethat currently contains two water tanks and a smallpumping plant. 
Under theproposed action, oneof theexisting tanks would bedemolished and removed upon 
completion of thereplacement tank. 

Thereareno scenic roads, resources, or views within or adjacent to theproposed action area. Long-
rangeviews includeviews of therolling foothills leading up to theSierra Nevada rangeto the 
northeast whileshort-rangeviews includeviews of adjacent residentialand undeveloped lands to the 
south and west. Development within this area would change existing views, and impacts are 
discussed below withtheaid of visualsimulations. Theviews from whichthesesimulations were 
taken areshown in Figure5. Figures 6 through 11 show both theexisting view (without the 
proposed action) and thesimulated view (with theproposed action) for each of theview points 
described below. 

21.	 Davis McCullough, Jr., Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, July 22, 2003 Record SearchResults 
letter, page2. 

22.	 Milford W ayneDonaldson, StateHistoric Preservation Officer, Officeof Historic Preservation, Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Letter dated October 14, 2004. 

P:\Projects - W P Only\50903.00 NE RosevilleTank\FinalEA\FinalEA.doc 37 



EnvironmentalAssessment 

Thevantagepoint for View 1 is to thesouthwest of theproposed action sitefrom theSutter 
RosevilleMedicalCenter, looking northeast at theproposed action site(Figure6). Theexisting tank 
and surrounding wallarevisiblefrom this vantagepoint, as is residentialdevelopment beyond the 
proposed action site. Portions of thewalls areobscured by vegetation. Theproposed tankwould 
be located behind the existing walland obscured further by the existing vegetation (Figure 6). 
Residentialdevelopment is also proposed between thesiteand this vantagepoint and would further 
obscureany views of thesitefrom this location. 

Thevantagepoint for View 2 is to thesouthwest of theproposed action sitealong Secret Ravine 
Parkway, looking northeast at theproposed action site(Figure7). Theexisting tankis highly visible 
behind thewallfrom this location as would betheproposed tank. Residentialdevelopment is also 
proposed between thetanksiteand this vantagepoint and, in thefuture, willobscureany views of 
theproposed action sitefrom this location. 

Thevantagepoints for Views 3 and 4 areeast of theproposed action siteand theadjacent park 
along BallantraeW ay (Figures 8 and 9, respectively). Residences along this street and further north 
haveclear views of thesiteeither from their front or backyards. Figures 8 and 9 simulatehow the 
proposed tankwilllookfrom theresidences to theeast. As shown in thefigures, theproposed tank 
would partially blockviews to thewest, but thefullskylinewould remain unbroken. Trees and 
shrubs seen along thewallin theparkwillcontinueto grow and willeventually partially screen views 
of theproposed action site. 

Thevantagepoint for View 5 is west of and adjacent to theproposed action site(Figure10). This 
view is taken slightly downhillfrom theproposed action site, looking east at thesite. Thewallis 
currently thedominatefeaturefrom this vantagepoint. A portion of theproposed tankwould be 
visibleabovethewallas seen in Figure10. 

As discussed above, theproposed tankwould beconstructed on a sitethat has already been cleared 
and developed. Theexisting facility is surrounded by a masonry wall, which would concealthe 
majority of theproposed tankfrom most vantagepoints. Theproposed tankwould bea neutral 
grey in color, as to not disrupt public views from theparksite, and would besimilar in appearance 
to the10 MG existing tankwhichwillremain onsite. As seen from View 6 (Figure11) theproposed 
tankwould bein keeping withthevisualcharacter of theexisting siteand would not substantially 
degradethat character. However, theproposed tankcould slightly impair views of thesurrounding 
landscapefrom existing and futureresidentialdevelopment surrounding theproposed action site 
and would bevisiblefrom View 6 from theCommunity Park(Figure11). As noted above, this 
impairment would bepartialand would not blockfullviews of theskylineto thewest. In addition, 
demolition and removalof theexisting 6 MG tank willopen up someviews from neighboring 
residences that currently arepartially obscured. 

W hether the proposed action “significantly” affects the quality of the human environment is 
determined by considering thecontext in which theaction occurs and theintensity of theaction 
[40 C.F.R. 1508.27]. Given that theproposed action would occur on a currently developed site, 
would not changethenatureof the visualcharacter of thesite, and would only partially obscure 
someexisting views from a smallnumber of neighboring residences, theproposed action would 
havea less-than-significant impact. 
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Viewpoint Map: Viwe locations shown in Figures 6 thoguh 11 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2006 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 6 
View 1 From Sutter Medical Center southwest of the Project Site 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2004 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 7 
View 2 From Secret Ravine Parkway southwest of the Project Site 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2004 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 8 
View 3 From Neighboring Residence east of the Project Site 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2004 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 9 
View 4 From Neighboring Residence east of the Project Site 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2004 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 10 
View 5 From field west of the Project Site 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2004 City of Roseville 
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FIGURE 11 
View 6 From Community Park 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2006 City of Roseville 
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New Sources of Light/Glare 

Thesurrounding residentialdevelopment provides a varying amount of glareand light throughout 
theday and night from sources suchas homes, vehicles, and streetlights. Theadjacent parksiteis 
illuminated withsecurity lighting at night. Theproposed action sitealso contains minimalartificial 
lighting for the existing facilities. The proposed action would include additionalnight-lighting 
sources for security purposes. Theexisting vegetation between theproposed action siteand the 
existing residentialneighborhood would only partially blocklight from spilling onto adjacent parcels 
and from theview of surrounding neighbors; theamount of light created by theproposed action 
would beminimal, and lighting would becontained to thesiteto theextent feasible. Therefore, the 
proposed action would havea less-than-significant impact. 

LandUse andZoning 

Theproposed action would belocated within thecorporateboundaries of theCity of Rocklin, but 
on land owned by theCity of Roseville. Therefore, theproposed action is subject to thejurisdiction 
of theCity of Roseville, including City of Rosevilleordinances, goals and policies. Theproject siteis 
adjacent to existing or planned low density residentialuses on allsides, and is immediately adjacent 
to a developed parksitenortheast of theproject site. 

Thereplacement tank would beconsistent with theCity of Roseville’s GeneralPlan policies to 
provideadequatedomestic water to meet futureplanned demand and to ensurethat adequatepublic 
facilities and services areprovided that protect thepublic’s health, safety, and welfare. Therefore, 
theproject does not conflict withany applicableland useplan, policy or regulation or any agency 
withjurisdiction over theproject, and no impacts areexpected. 

SocioeconomicImpacts 

Not applicable: no impact is expected. 

Utilities 

Project Action: Not applicable; theproposed action would occur on City property that has been 
prepared for construction of a tankand other associated water supply infrastructures. No impact is 
expected. 

Transportation andAccess 

Traffic 

Theproposed action would not introducea new population into a community or causean increase 
in thenumber of employees at thetankfacility that would generatenew vehicletrips. In addition, 
thecompleted project would not involveany activity that would inducetraffic. Theproposed action 
would not causean increasein operationaltraffic that would besubstantialin relation to theexisting 
traffic load and capacity of thestreet system or exceed an existing levelof servicestandard. 

Construction vehicles would travelto and from thesitevia ScarboroughDriveeast to Sierra College 
Boulevard or southto RosevilleParkway. Up to 50 trucktrips would bemadeper day during peak 
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construction periods. Theeffects of construction-related traffic for proposed action, whichincludes 
the proposed construction/demolition of tanks, would have a potentially significant impact, 
althoughtemporary, on localtraffic patterns. 

Transportation Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 would beimplemented as part of theproposed action 
and would reducepotentialimpacts on traffic to less-than-significant levels. 
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Road Construction 

Theproposed action would not alter existing roadways, and thereforewould not introducedesign 
features that would increaseroad hazards or result in inadequateemergency access. In addition, the 
proposed action would not promoteincompatibleuses, suchas that of farm equipment, whichcould 
createa road hazard or restrict emergency access. Therefore, therewould beno impact. 

Parking 

Construction activities for theproposed action would involvetemporary and short-term increases in 
thenumber of employees at thesite. Theproject sitewould haveadequatespacefor thetemporary 
increasein employees during construction activities. Operation of thenew replacement reservoir 
would not causean increasein thenumber of employees at thesite. Therefore, therewould beno 
demand for increased parking facilities in thearea, and no impact would occur. 

Access 

Theproposed action would not remove, block, or otherwiseinterferewithexisting bus turnouts or 
bicycle racks, and would not conflict with adopted alternative transportation policies, plans, or 
programs. Therefore, no impact
would occur. 

Climate 

Not applicable: no impact is expected. 

Noise Considerations 

Thearea around theproject sitehas relatively littlenoise. Noisethat does exist at theproject site 
includes the typicalnoise associated with residentialuses, traffic noise on localroads, and 
intermittent noisefrom activity from a nearby playground. Nearby periodic construction activities 
also contributeto thenoiseenvironment at thesite. 

Fundamentals of Sound and EnvironmentalNoise 

Sound can bedescribed in terms of amplitude(loudness) and frequency (pitch). Thestandard unit 
of sound amplitudemeasurement is thedecibel(dB). Thedecibelscaleis a logarithmic scalethat 
describes theintensity of thepressurevibrations that makeup a sound. Thepitchof thesound is 
correlated to thefrequency of thesound’s pressurevibration. Becausehumans arenot equally 
sensitiveto a given sound levelat allfrequencies, a specialscalehas been devised to relatenoiseto 
human sensitivity. TheA- weighted decibelscale(dBA) does this by placing moreimportanceon 
frequencies that aremorenoticeableto thehuman ear. 

Noiseis typically defined as unwanted sound. A typicalnoiseenvironment consists of a baseof 
steady “background”noisethat is madeup of many distant and indistinguishablenoisesources. 
Superimposed on this background noiseis thesound from individuallocalsources. Thesecan vary 
from an occasionalaircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noisefrom, for example, 
traffic on a major highway. 
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Severalrating scales havebeen developed to analyzetheadverseeffect of noiseon people. Since 
environmentalnoisefluctuates over time, thesescales consider that theeffect of noiseupon people 
is largely dependent upon thevolumeof thenoise, as wellas thetimeof day when thenoiseoccurs. 
Thosethat areapplicableto this analysis areas follows: 

•	 Leq, theequivalent energy noiselevel, is theaverageacoustic energy content of noisefor a 
stated period of time. Thus, theL eq of a time-varying noisesourceand that of a steady noise 
sourcearethesameif they deliver thesameacoustic energy to theear during exposure. For 
evaluating community impacts, this rating scaledoes not vary, regardless of whether the 
noiseoccurs during theday or thenight. 

•	 Ldn, theDay Night AverageLevel, is a 24-hour averageLeq witha 10 dBA “weighting”added 
to noiseduring thehours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noisesensitivity in the 
nighttime. 

•	 Lmax, themaximum instantaneous noiselevelexperienced during a given period of time. 

Noisecaused by naturalsources and human activities is usually wellrepresented by median noise 
levels during theday, night, or over a 24-hour period. Environmentalnoiselevels aregenerally 
considered low when theL eqis below 60 dBA, moderatein the60-to 70-dBA range, and highabove 
70 dBA. Examples of settings with low daytime background noise levels are isolated, natural 
settings that can providenoiselevels as low as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residentialstreets that 
can providenoiselevels around 40 dBA. Noiselevels above45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. 
Examples of moderate-levelnoisesettings areurban residentialor semi-commercialareas (typically 
55 to 60 dBA) and commerciallocations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder 
environments adverse, but most people living or working in urban residentialor residential-
commercialareas (60 to 75 dBA) or denseurban or industrialareas (65 to 80 dBA) accept thehigher 
noiselevels commonly associated withtheseland uses. 

W hen evaluating changes in community noiselevels, or Ldn, a difference of 3 dBA is a barely 
perceptibleincreaseto most people. A 5 dBA increaseis readily noticeable, whilea differenceof 
10 dBA would beperceived as a doubling of loudness. 

Noiselevels from a particular sourcedeclineas distanceto thereceptor increases. Other factors, 
suchas theweather or theshielding of a receptor from a noisesource, can also help intensify or 
reducethenoiselevelat any given location. For roadway noise, a commonly used ruleof thumbis 
that for every doubling of distancefrom thesource, thenoiselevelis reduced by about 3 dBA at 
acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., thearea between thenoisesourceand thereceptor is nearly 
completeasphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically 
“soft”locations (i.e., thearea between thesourceand receptor is normalearth or has vegetation, 
including grass). Noisefrom stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every 
doubling of distanceat acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. Noiselevels may also be 
reduced by intervening structures; generally, a singlerow of buildings between thereceptor and the 
noisesourcereduces thenoiselevelby about 5 dBA, whilea solid wallor berm reduces noiselevels 
by 5 to 10 dBA. The manner in which older homes in California were constructed generally 
provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior noiselevels of about 20 to 25 dBA withclosed windows. 
Theexterior-to-interior reduction of newer residentialunits is generally 30 dBA or more. 
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Fundamentals of GroundborneVibration 

Vibration is sound radiated throughtheground. Therumbling sound caused by thevibration of 
room surfaces is called groundbornenoise. Theground motion caused by vibration is measured in 
theU.S. as vibration decibels (VdB). 

The background vibration velocity levelin residentialand educationalareas is usually around 
50 VdB. Groundbornevibration is normally perceptibleto humans at approximately 65 VdB. A 
vibration velocity levelof 75 VdB is theapproximatedividing linebetween barely perceptibleand 
distinctly perceptiblelevels for most people. 

Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanicalequipment, movement of people, or theslamming of doors. Typicaloutdoor sources of 
perceptiblegroundbornevibration areconstruction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on 
roughroads. If a roadway is smooth, thegroundbornevibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 
Therangeof interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is thetypicalbackground vibration 
velocity level, to 100 VdB, whichis thegeneralthreshold whereminor damagecan occur in fragile 
buildings. Thegeneralhuman responseto different levels of groundbornevibration velocity levels is 
described in TableB-2 in Appendix B, NoiseTechnicalStudy. 

Existing SensitiveReceptors 

Theproposed project siteis located on thesideof a hill. Existing receptors at theproject site 
consist of residences located on thehillsideabovethesiteof theproposed project to thesouth. 
Thesearethenearest receptors and areapproximately 300 yards away from thesite. Receptors also 
exist below theproject siteto thewest. A busy road runs adjacent to theseresidences, running 
between thehomes and theproject site, whichis approximately ½ - ³ mileaway. 

Existing Ambient NoiseLevels 

Thescientific instrument used to measurenoiseis thesound levelmeter. Sound levelmeters can 
accurately measureenvironmentalnoiselevels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. 

Sound levels weremeasured at threelocations around theproject site. Thesemeasurements show 
that theclosest receptors to theproject siteexperiencerelatively quiet conditions, whilethenext 
closest receptors below theproject siteexperiencemuchhigher noiselevels dueto traffic noise. The 
noiseL eqmeasurements areshown in Appendix B. 

Please note, for a complete discussion on applicable federal, State, and localregulations and 
ordinances governing noisein theproject area, pleaserefer to the“Regulatory Context”section of 
Appendix B. 

The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the noise 
environment associated withimplementation of theproposed project. Theprimary sources of noise 
associated withtheproject would betemporary noisegenerated during demolition and construction 
activities. Secondary sources of noisewould includeany new noisegenerated during operations of 
the proposed project. The increase in noise levels and groundborne vibration associated with 
construction activities havebeen quantitatively estimated using methods discussed below. Thelevels 
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arethen compared to applicablenoisestandards and thresholds of significance. Potentialnoise 
from operations of theProposed Project is discussed qualitatively to determinewhether applicable 
standards would beexceeded. 

Construction noiselevels wereestimated using data published by theUSEPA. TheUSEPA has 
identified typicalnoiselevels for construction equipment that willbeused during construction of the 
reservoir replacement. Potentialnoiselevels from construction areidentified for existing noise 
receptors in theproposed action area. 

Exposureof Persons to Noisefrom Construction 

One of the existing tanks on the proposed action site is slated for demolition. The tank is 
constructed of pre-stressed concrete and would be demolished with a hydraulic demolition 
excavator, wrecking balland crane, or similar equipment. Oncedemolished, theconcretematerial 
would beremoved from thesitewithhauling trucks. This activity would createsubstantialnoise. 
Construction of thenew tankwould createnoiseas well, primarily from construction equipment 
used for grading and fabrication. According to theabovetables, construction activities could create 
temporary noiselevels up to 98 dBA at 50 feet from thenoisesource. Sincesound attenuates at 
approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance, construction noiselevels could reach86 dB at the 
nearest receptors. This would exceed theCity of Rocklin “acceptable”noisestandard of 60 Ldn for 
residentialdevelopment and result in a potentially significant impact. 

To ensurethat construction activities comply withtheCity of RosevilleNoiseOrdinance, and to 
ensurethat noisedoes not occur during recognized sleep hours, implementation of NoiseMitigation 
Measurewould reduceimpacts to less-than-significant levels. 
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W hiledemolition and construction activity would createnoiselevels in excess of City of Rocklin 
standards, becausetheproject siteis owned by theCity of Roseville, theCity of Rocklin’s Noise 
Standards do not apply. Further, construction noisewould betemporary and in compliancewith 
theCity of RosevilleMunicipalCode, whichexempts construction noiseas long as certain measures 
aretaken to reducenoisefrom construction machinery, suchas factory installed muffling devices 
and other measures identified in theordinance. 

Exposureof Persons to GroundborneVibrations 

Heavy-duty equipment used during demolition and construction activities would creategroundborne 
vibration that could impact thoseresidences nearest thesiteof theproposed action. TableB-6 in 
Appendix B shows vibration sourcelevels for construction equipment. Thenearest residences are 
approximately 200 feet from theproposed action site. According to TableB-6, maximum levels of 
75 VdB could beexperienced at 100 feet if a bulldozer is used. Consequently, residences over 
100 feet away would not beexposed to vibration levels that would exceed the80 VdB threshold of 
significance. However, construction would not occur during recognized sleep hours or exceed 
thresholds of significanceand impacts would beless than significant. 
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Noisefrom Operations 

Oncetheproject is constructed, its function willbeto storewater for useby theCity of Roseville. 
No noise-generating operations willbeneeded for thetank to perform this function. Periodic 
serviceand maintenancetrips to theproposed action sitemay also createnoisefor limited amounts 
of time. However, sincethenew 7.25 MG tankwillbereplacing an existing tank, it is unlikely that 
therewould bean increasein thenumber of servicevisits to thesite. Sincethenew tankwould not 
producenoisewhilein operation, and sinceallother conditions would not changesignificantly, there 
would beno impact from theproposed action during operation. 

Environmental Justice Considerations 

The project site is located on an existing reservoir facility and is adjacent to new and future 
residences. No impact is expected. 

Tribal Issues 

As discussed above, no impact on culturally significant resources is expected dueto theproposed 
action. 

Energy 

Theproposed action would not changetheenergy requirements of theCity. No impact is expected. 

SummaryofSignificant Impacts andM itigation M easures 

Theadverseand beneficialimpacts associated withimplementation of theproposed project areboth 
short- and long-term in duration and effect. Theshort-term impacts arerelated to construction of 
theproposed project, whilethelong-term impacts arerelated to operation of theproposed project. 

Mitigation measures that reduce impacts to less than significant have been developed for the 
potentialimpacts identified in theprevious section. Beneficialimpacts from theproposed project 
includethedevelopment of a safeand reliablestoragetankthat meets seismic safety standards, and 
operationalflexibility in theCity’s water supply system. 

W ater QualityBenefits ofthe ProposedAction 

Thepurposeand need for theproposed project is to maintain reliableand flexibletreated water 
serviceto theCity’s residential, industrial, and commercialcustomers. Theproposed project does 
not involve discharges to surface or groundwater resources in the area, so there would be no 
benefits to water quality other than thoseprovided from prevention of failurefrom theseismically-
deficient tank(e.g., dischargeof largevolumeof water into localstormwater system and natural 
drainages). 

Short-Term Use ofthe Environment versus Long-Term Productivity 

Construction of theproposed project would accomplish thelong-term objectives of theCity to 
maintain a safeand reliablesupply of water, prevent futureemergency situations withtheexisting 
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seismically-deficient tank, and createoperationalflexibility within thewater supply system. The 
short-term useof theenvironment would result in temporary impacts from construction of the 
project, including inconvenienceto humans. However, theshort-term impacts of theproject would 
beless than significant withmitigation measures. Theshort-term impacts would allow theCity to 
achievethelong-term project objectives. Thelong-term effects of theproject wereanalyzed and 
determined to beless than significant. 

Irreversible andIrretrievable Commitment ofResources 

The following is a description of the impacts that would result in irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of resources. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project 
would requiretheirreversibleand irretrievableuseof construction materials suchcement, aggregate, 
wood, steel, and other building materials. Further, theproject would result in irreversibleand 
irretrievableuseof financialand energy resources and useof land for constructing thereplacement 
tank. 

8. CUM ULATIVE IM PACTS 

NEPA requires an EA to analyzethe“cumulativeimpact”of a proposed action. This analysis looks 
at theimpact of theproposed action in combination with similar impacts associated with past, 
present and planned development, that has occurred (or willoccur) independent of theproposed 
action under consideration. By requiring an evaluation of cumulativeimpacts, NEPA attempts to 
minimize the potentialthat large-scale environmentalimpacts would be ignored due to the 
project-by-project natureof project-specific analyses. Cumulativeanalyses need not beundertaken 
in thesamemanner as theproject-specific impacts identified in an EA. 

In accordancewiththeaboverequirements, thecumulativecontext for this EA is defined as impacts 
attributableto urban growthforecast (buildout) in theRosevilleGeneralPlan and approved specific 
plans. Growthand development in theproject vicinity willoccur largely as a result of implementing 
land usepolicies in theRosevilleGeneralPlan and specific plans within theCity’s water servicearea. 
As of 2005, theCity approved ninespecific plans (including theW est RosevilleSpecific Plan) that 
were used to comprehensively plan the City’s growth areas. Additionalspecific plans may be 
developed for potentialfuturegrowthareas. 23 

It is in theabovecontext that thepotentialimpacts of theproposed action wereviewed in relation 
to their potentialcontribution to cumulativeimpacts related to planned regionaldevelopment. In all
issue areas assessed in this EA for the proposed action, impacts were found to be less than 
significant or less than significant withmitigation. Becauseconstruction-related impacts associated 
with theproposed action areshort-term and less-than-significant with mitigation, theincremental 
contribution of theproposed action to impacts in allareas is not considerable. Theproposed action 
willhave no long-term operationalimpacts and willnot substantially change the nature of the 
existing site, which currently supports theCity’s water storagereservoir facility. Theproposed 
action would, therefore, not result in significant cumulativeadverseimpacts. 

23. City of Roseville, 2004 GeneralPlan Land UseElement, February 2004, pageII-59. 
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cumulativeair quality impacts to beless than significant. 
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PERSONS CONSULTED (Personal Communication) 

Barraza, Don. Project Engineer and StructuralEngineering Lead, Kennedy Jenks Consultants. 
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Gerould, Stuart. Project Manager, Kennedy Jenks Consultants.


Glotzbach, Ken. AssociateEngineer, City of Roseville, EnvironmentalUtilities Department.


Kriz, Ed. W ater Utility Manager, City of Roseville, EnvironmentalUtilities Department.


Latone, Bill. Construction Services Lead, Kennedy Jenks Consultants.


Laubenheimer, Pete. Quality Assurance/Quality Control, Kennedy Jenks Consultants.


Marr, Suzanne. U. S. EnvironmentalProtection Agency.


ltsu searccorMcCullough, Davis Jr. Researcher, NorthCentralInformation Center, Re dS hRe . Letter

dated July 22, 2003. 

Morse, Mark. EnvironmentalCoordinator, City of Roseville, EnvironmentalUtilities Department. 

Mulligan, Jim. AssociateEngineer, City of Roseville, EnvironmentalUtilities Department. 

Norton, Tammara. Far W estern AnthropologicalResearchGroup. 

W akim, Tony. ElectricalEngineering Lead, Kennedy Jenks Consultants. 

Consultants 

Andregg, Inc., Survey and Mapping Services 

España GeotechnicalConsulting, GeotechnicalInvestigations 

iservorli fayssocSiesdranuhi lcncaMontgomery W atson. Te Memo m: miAn 6MG Re . April22, 2001. 

EXECUTIVE ORDERS: 

Executive Order 11988 – Floodplain M anagement 

ExecutiveOrder 1988 was issued in 1977 to address thelong and short term adverseimpacts 
associated withtheoccupancy and modification of floodplains, and to address thedirect or indirect 
support of floodplain development wherever thereis a practicablealternative. 

As stated in theEO, eachfederalagency shallprovideleadership and shalltakeaction to reducethe 
riskof flood loss, to minimizetheimpact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to 
restore and preserve the naturaland beneficialvalues served by floodplains in carrying out its 
responsibilities for thefollowing activities: 

• acquiring, managing, and disposing of federallands, and facilities; 

• providing federally undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and improvements; and 
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•	 conducting federalactivities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to 
water and related land resources planning, regulating, and licensing activities. 

TheNortheast RosevilleW ater StorageReservoir Replacement action is not located within a 100-
year floodplain as designated by the FederalEmergency Management Agency (FEMA) and 
construction and demolition willnot occur withany floodplain. Therefore, theproposed action is 
consistent with theexecutiveorder and its provisions becauseit would not haveany impacts on 
floodplains. 

Executive Order 11990– W etlands 

ExecutiveOrder 11990 was issued in 1977 to address thelong- and short- term adverseimpacts 
associated withthedestruction or modification of wetlands throughout thenation, and to address 
the direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable 
alternative. Theorder directs federalagencies to provideleadership and takeaction to minimizethe 
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserveand enhancethenaturaland beneficial 
values of wetlands in carrying out theagency's responsibilities for thefollowing activities: 

•	 acquiring, managing, and disposing of federallands and facilities; and 

•	 providing federally undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and improvements; and 

•	 conducting federalactivities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to 
water and related land resources planning, regulating, and licensing activities. 

The proposed action is located entirely within the existing Northeast Tanks Facility, and 
construction and demolition activities would beconfined to within thewalls of thetankfacility. No 
wetlands exist within thefacility; therefore, theproposed action is consistent with theexecutive 
order and its provisions becauseit would not haveany impacts on wetlands. 

Executive Order 12898 – Environmental Justice 

ExecutiveOrder 12898 was issued in 1994 to address theissueof environmentaljustice. TheEO 
states that federalagency shallmake achieving environmentaljustice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-incomepopulations 
in theUnited States. TheEO instructs federalagencies to develop environmentaljusticestrategies 
to: 

•	 promoteenforcement of allhealthand environmentalstatutes in areas withminority

populations and low-incomepopulations;


•	 ensuregreater public participation; 

•	 improveresearchand data collection relating to thehealthof and environment of minority 
populations and low-incomepopulations; and 

•	 identify differentialpatterns of consumption of naturalresources among minority 
populations and low-incomepopulations. In addition, theenvironmentaljusticestrategy 
shallinclude, whereappropriate, a timetablefor undertaking identified revisions and 
consideration of economic and socialimplications of therevisions. 
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Implementation of theproposed action would not result in new developments, programs, policies, 
or activities or result in any adversehuman health or environmentaleffects on minority or low 
incomepopulations. Therefore, theproposed action is consistent withtheexecutiveorder. 

Executive Order 13007 – Indian SacredSites on federal Land 

Executive Order 13007 was issued in 1996 in order to protect and preserve Indian religious 
practices. The EO states that in managing federallands, each executive branch agency with 
statutory or administrativeresponsibility for themanagement of federallands shall, to theextent 
practicable, permitted by law, and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions: 
(1) accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious 
practitioners and (2) avoid adversely affecting thephysicalintegrity of such sacred sites. W here 
appropriate, agencies shallmaintain theconfidentiality of sacred sites. 

Theproposed action is located within theexisting Northeast Tanks Facility, and construction and 
demolition activities would beconfined to within thewalls of thetankfacility. No Indian sacred 
sites exist within thefacility; therefore, theproposed action is consistent withtheexecutiveorder. 

Executive Order 12372 - Intergovernmental Review ofFederal programs 

ExecutiveOrder 12372 was issued in 1982 in order to foster intergovernmentalpartnerships by 
relying on State and localprocesses for coordination and review of proposed federalfinancial 
assistance and direct federaldevelopment. The EO states that federalagencies shallprovide 
opportunities for consultation by elected officials of thoseStateand localgovernments that would 
providethenon-federalfunds for, or that would bedirectly affected by, proposed federalfinancial 
assistanceor direct federaldevelopment. 

Theproposed action would beconsistent with allapplicableState, area-wideand localplanning 
programs and would thereforebeconsistent withthis EO. 

Section 106 ofthe National HistoricPreservation Act 

This act requires Federalagencies to review allactions which may affect a property listed on the 
NationalRegister of Historic Places, or whichmay affect a property eligiblefor listing. Specifically, 
§106 of theAct (16 U.S.C. 470(f)) requires that a federalagency involved in a proposed action or 
activity is responsiblefor initiating and completing thereview process. Theagency must confer with 
theStateHistoric Preservation Officer and theNHPA. Federalactions include, but arenot limited 
to, construction, rehabilitation, and repair projects, demolition, licenses, permits (e.g., Clean W ater 
Act §404 permits), loans, loan guarantees, grants, and federalproperty transfers. The agency 
sponsoring of oneof theseactivities is obligated to seekAdvisory Councilon Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) comments. 

Again, theproposed action is located within theexisting Northeast Tanks Facility, and construction 
and demolition activities would beconfined to within thewalls of thetankfacility. No portion of 
theproperty on whichtheproposed action is located is listed on theNationalRegister of Historic 
Places exist within thefacilities, therefore, provisions of theact do not apply. Additionally, no 
structures over 45 years old arelocated on theproposed action siteor would beaffected by the 
proposed action. Documentation was provided to theOfficeof Historic Preservation. In a letter 

P:\Projects - W P Only\50903.00 NE RosevilleTank\FinalEA\FinalEA.doc 57 



EnvironmentalAssessment 

from theStateHistoric Preservation Officer dated October 14, 2004, a “finding of no historic 
properties affected”for theproposed action was issued. 

Federal W ildandScenicRiver Act 

TheFederalW ild and Scenic River Act declares a nationalpolicy to: 

• Preservecertain rivers and their immediateenvironments; 

• Maintain free-flowing condition; 

• Protect water quality; and 

• Fulfillother vitalnationalconservation purposes. 

TheAct provides a nationalpolicy and program to preserveand protect selected rivers, or segments 
of rivers, in their free-flowing condition in theNationalSystem. TheAct states: 

It is hereby declared to bethepolicy of theUnited States that certain selected rivers of theNation 
which, with their immediate environments possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, 
geologic, fishand wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shallbepreserved in free-flowing 
condition, and that they and their immediateenvironments shallbeprotected for thebenefit and 
enjoyment of present and futuregenerations. 

Thefederalact establishes a river corridor along designated segments and can beas wideas ½ mile. 
Federalagencies are required to develop and implement management plans to ensure river 
protection. 

Theproposed action is located within theexisting Northeast Tanks Facility, and construction and 
demolition activities would beconfined to within thewalls of thetank facility. Therearenot 
designated W ild and Scenic Rivers in theproposed action area, thereforeprovision of this act do not 
apply to this proposed action. 

California W ildandScenicRivers Act 

The California W ild and Scenic Rivers Act was passed in 1972 to preserve designated rivers 
possessing extraordinary scenic recreation, fishery, or wildlifevalues. Theact was patterned after the 
1968 NationalW ild and Scenic Rivers Act. Theprimary purposeof boththeStateand federalacts 
is to prohibit new water impoundments on designated rivers. UnlikethefederalW ild and Scenic 
River Act, theStateact provideprotection only to thefirst lineof permanent riparian vegetation and 
does not requirea management plan likeits federalcounterpart. 

No dam, reservoir, diversion, or other water impoundment facility may beconstructed on any river 
segment included in thesystem. Agencies of theStateof California may not assist local, Stateand 
federalagencies in theplanning and construction of any dam reservoir, diversion, or other water 
impoundment facility that could adversely affect thefree-flowing condition and naturalcharacter of 
river segment included in thesystem or of rivers otherwiseprotected under theAct. 

Theproposed action is located within theexisting Northeast Tanks Facility, and construction and 
demolition activities would be confined to within the walls of the tank facility. There are no 
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designated W ild and Scenic Rivers in theproposed action area, thereforeprovision of this act do not 
apply to this proposed action. 
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AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL STUDY



This section assesses the potentialair quality effects of the proposed project and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts. First, the section summarizes 
pertinent baselineinformation: (1) theclimatein theproject area; (2) existing air quality conditions 
in theproject area for both “criteria air pollutants”and “toxic air contaminants”; and (3) federal, 
State, and regionalair quality standards. Secondly, thesection analyzes theair quality effects caused 
by stationary and mobilesources related to theproposed project. 

ENVIRONM ENTAL SETTING 

Regional Climate andTopography 

Air quality is affected by therate, amount, and location of pollutant emissions and theassociated 
meteorological conditions that influence pollutant movement and dispersal. Atmospheric 
conditions including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature, in combination with local 
surfacetopography (i.e., geographic features, suchas mountains and valleys), determinetheeffect of 
air pollutant emissions on localair quality. 

Theproject siteis located in theCity of Rocklin, Placer County. Placer County extends from the 
Sacramento Valley east into theSierra Nevada foothills and mountains. Theprevailing wind in the 
project vicinity is from thesouth, primarily becauseof marinebreezes throughtheCarquinezStraits, 
althoughduring winter, thesea breezes diminishand winds from thenorthoccur morefrequently. 
W inter storms, however, can bring strong southerly winds. 

Another important meteorologicalfactor that determines theoverallair quality in theSacramento 
Valley is thefrequent presenceof temperatureinversions. Temperatureinversions occur when air 
becomes warmer at higher elevations, making it difficult for air at different heights to mix. W hen 
mixing is minimal, polluted air near theground is trapped and cannot disperse. Inversion layers are 
significant in determining theseverity of concentrations of pollutants.24 

Criteria Air Pollutants andRegional Air Quality 

llt touansi
iter
iCr aarp area group of poll
adopted ambient air quality standards. This group includes ozone, carbon monoxide(CO), nitrogen 
dioxide(NO2), sulfur dioxide(SO2), particulatematter (PM10), and lead (Pb). Ozoneis a secondary 
pollutant that is formed in theatmosphereby chemicalreactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
and reactiveorganic gases (ROG). 

utants for which federalor Stateregulatory agencies h
ave


24 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance–Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 1994, 
First Edition. Page2. 
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Criteria air pollutants areclassified in each air basin, county, or in somecases, within a specific 
urbanized area. Theclassification is determined by comparing actualmonitoring data withStateand 
federalstandards. If a pollutant concentration is lower than thestandard, thearea is classified as an 
“attainment”area for that pollutant. If an area exceeds thestandard, thearea is classified as “non-
attainment” for that pollutant. If thereis not enough data availableto determinewhether the 
standard is exceeded in an area, thearea is designated as “unclassified.” Thecriteria pollutants 
mentioned abovearedescribed below, along withPlacer County’s attainment status for each. 

• Oz e(

• Ca n Mo xidno

03on

bro

) is a gas that is formed when ROGs and NO x, both byproducts of internal 
combustion engineexhaust, undergo slow photochemicalreactions in thepresenceof 
sunlight. Ozoneconcentrations aregenerally highest during thesummer months when 
direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable to the 
formation of this pollutant. Placer County is currently in non-attainment for both 
federaland Stateozonestandards. 

e (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete

combustion of fuels. CO concentrations tend to be the highest during the winter 
morning, with littleto no wind, when surface-based inversions trap thepollutant at 
ground levels. BecauseCO is emitted directly from internalcombustion engines, unlike 
ozone, motor vehicles operating at slow speeds aretheprimary sourceof CO in the 
SVAB. Thehighest ambient CO concentrations aregenerally found near congested 
transportation corridors and intersections. Placer County attains the federalCO 
standard; however, only thesouthern portion of Placer County is in attainment of the 
StateCO standard. Thenorthern portion is unclassified. 

)tte• Re e P e Ma r (PM10i ltcuatar

d

l

io

i bspra

S lufu• rd xi
atmosphereas a pollutant mainly as a result of burning highsulfur-content fueloils and 
coaland from chemicalprocesses occurring at chemicalplants and refineries. W hen 
sulfur dioxide oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms sulfates (SO4). Together, these 
pollutants arereferred to as sulfur oxides (SOx). Placer County attains bothfederaland 
StateSO2 standards. 

TableA-1 presents thehealtheffects associated withcriteria pollutants. 

ThePCAPCD and theCARB maintain a number of air monitoring stations within Placer County. 
Themonitoring stations collect data on ambient concentrations of various criteria pollutants. The 
closest station to theproject siteis theRocklin Road sitein Rocklin. TableA-2 presents monitoring 
data from thestation over thelast threeyears for various criteria pollutants. 

consists of extremely small, suspended particles

10 microns or smaller in diameter. Somesources of suspended particulatematter, like 
pollen and dust raised by windstorms, occur naturally. However, in populated areas, 
most finesuspended particulatematter is caused by road dust, dieselsoot, combustion 
products, abrasion of tires and brakes, and construction activities. Placer County is 
unclassified for thefederalPM10 standard and in non-attainment for theStatestandard. 

e(SO2)
 is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the
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TABLE A-1 

HEALTH EFFECT SUM M ARY OFTHE M AJOR CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 
Air Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Ozone 
Eyeirritation 

Respiratory function impairment 

Carbon Monoxide 

Impairment of oxygen transport in theblood stream 
Aggravation of cardiovascular disease 

Impairment of centralnervous system function 
Fatigue, headache, confusion, dizziness 

Can befatalin thecaseof very highconcentrations in enclosed places 

ParticulateMatter 

May beinhaled and lodgein and irritatethelungs 
Increased riskof chronic respiratory diseasewithlong exposure 

Altered lung function in children 
May produceacuteillness withsulfur dioxide 

Nitrogen Dioxide Increased riskof acuteand chronic respiratory disease 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Irritation of lung tissue 

Increased riskof acuteand chronic respiratory disease 
Source: CARB website– www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/fs.fs.htm. Accessed 6/24/04. 

TABLE A-2 

SUM M ARY OFAIR POLLUTANT DATA FROM ROCKLIN-ROCKLIN ROAD 
M ONITORING STATION,ROCKLIN (W ITH DAYS VIOLATING FEDERAL AND 

STATE STANDARDS) 
Pollutant 2001 2002 2003 

OZONE (1-hour) 

Highest 1-hour (ppm) 0.128 0.135 N/A 

Days>0.125 ppm (Fed) 1 2 N/A 

Days>0.09 ppm (Cal) 18 21 N/A 

OZONE (8-hour) 

Highest 8-hour (ppm) 0.097 0.111 N/A 

Days>0.08 (Fed)1 8 15 N/A 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

Highest 8-hour (ppm) 1.90 2.81 1.59 

Days>=9.5 ppm (Fed) 0 0 0 

Days>=9.1 ppm (Cal) 0 0 0 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) 

Highest 24-hour (ug/m3) 57.0 36.0 N/A 

Days>50 ug/m3 (Cal) 2 0 N/A 

Days>150 ug/m3 (Fed) 0 0 N/A 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM2.5)2 

Highest 24-hour (ug/m3) 49.0 53.0 30.0 

Days>65 ug/m3 (Fed) 0 0 0 

NITROGEN DIOXIDE 

Highest 1-hour (ppm) 0.086 0.075 0.083 

Days>.25 ppm (Cal)3 0 0 0 
1 Thereis no State8-hour ozonestandard. 
2 Placer County is stillunclassified for PM2.5 by EPA, and willremain so untilenoughannualdata has been collected. 
3 Thereis no federalstandard for nitrogen dioxide. 
Source: California Air Resources Board. www.arb.ca.gov Siteaccessed 6/2/04 
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ExistingSources ofCriteria Air Pollutants 

Many different sources of criteria air pollutants exist in Placer County. Thesesources can bedivided 
into two categories, mobileand stationary/area sources. Mobilesources consist primarily of vehicles 
driven on and off roadways, as wellas watercraft and other specialmobile sources such as 
locomotives. Stationary/area sources includeallother man-madeemission sources. TheCARB 
maintains an emission inventory of air pollutants for theState’s air basins as wellas for thecounties 
insidethoseair basins. Themost recent emission inventory for Placer County is shown in Table 
A-3. On-road mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof ROG in Placer County and off-road 
mobilesources arethesinglelargest sourceof NO x. Off-road mobilesources aresources suchas 
aircraft, trains, and off-road equipment. 

TABLE A-3 

2003 ESTIM ATED ANNUAL EM ISSIONS SUM M ARY FOR PLACER COUNTY 
(TONS/DAY) 

Source Category ROG CO NOx PM 10 

Stationary Sources 

FuelCombustion 0.41 1.59 3.25 0.17 

W asteDisposal 0.17 - - -

Cleaning and SurfaceCoatings 2.56 - - -

Petroleum Production and Marketing 1.08 - - -

IndustrialProcesses 1.48 0.10 0.13 0.96 

TotalStationary Sources 5.70 1.69 3.37 1.13 

Area-W ideSources 

Solvent Evaporation 3.01 - - -

Miscellaneous Processes 3.53 46.88 1.15 21.73 

TotalArea-W ideSources 6.54 46.88 1.15 21.73 

MobileSources 

On-Road Vehicles 9.06 87.29 13.75 0.41 

Other Mobile 6.75 44.66 14.35 0.78 

TotalMobileSources 15.80 131.96 28.09 1.19 

Natural(Non-Anthropogenic) Sources 

TotalNaturalSources 0.02 0.34 0.01 0.06 

TOTAL 68.07 180.87 32.62 24.21 
Source: California Air Resources Board. W ebsiteaccessed 6/2/04 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) areknown to behighly injurious, even in smallquantities. TACs 
areairbornesubstances that arecapableof causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or 
carcinogenic) adversehuman healtheffects (i.e., injury or illness). Therearehundreds of substances 
that can betoxic when inhaled, but air quality standards havenot been set for most of them. 

TACs can beemitted from a variety of common sources, including gasolinestations, automobiles, 
dry cleaners, industrialoperations, and painting operations. Naturalsource emissions include 
windblown dust and wildfires. Farms, construction sites, and residentialareas can add to air toxic 
emissions. Researchfacilities can also bea sourceof toxic air contaminants. TACs includeboth 

A-4




A. Air Quality TechnicalStudy 

organic and inorganic chemicalsubstances. Examples includecertain chlorinated hydrocarbons, 
suchas solvents, and certain metals and asbestos. 

The proposed project site is the Northeast Roseville Tank Facility. No large TAC-producing 
sources currently exist on theproperty. Sincetheproposed project would not createnew TAC 
receptors, theTAC analysis in this appendix concentrates on potentialTACs that could begenerated 
by theproposed project and theaffect of thoseTACs on nearby receptors. 

Odors 

Part of any air quality analysis includes an evaluation of whether odor impacts willoccur as a result 
of theproposed project. Theapparent presenceof an odor depends on thespecific characteristics 
of theodor itself, its concentration when it is emitted from a source, and its distanceto a receptor. 
Odors can begenerated by a variety of land uses, someof which arevery common. Everyday 
sources of odors includeland uses suchas restaurants and dry cleaning facilities. 

Sinceodor impacts cannot bequantified, and sincetheproposed project would not createany new 
odor receptors, an evaluation of potentialodor impacts would consist of determining whether the 
proposed project willcreateodors and, if so, willthoseodors significantly affect existing receptors. 

SensitiveReceptors 

Someindividuals areconsidered to bemoresensitivethan others to air pollution. These“sensitive 
receptors” are individuals that are, for onereason or another, morelikely to experiencehealth 
impacts from exposure to air pollution. Reasons for greater sensitivity include existing health 
problems, proximity to an emission source, and duration of exposureto air pollutants. Land uses 
such as primary and secondary schools, convalescent homes, and hospitals areconsidered to be 
sensitivereceptors to poor air quality becausethevery young, theold and theinfirm aremore 
susceptibleto respiratory infections and other air quality related healthproblems than thegeneral 
public. Residentialuses areconsidered sensitivebecausepeoplein residentialareas areoften at 
homefor extended periods of time, allowing them to beexposed to pollutants for extended periods. 

Becausetheproject is near developed areas, sensitivereceptors in theproject vicinity consist of 
nearby residences that arein thejurisdiction of theCity of Rocklin. Also, new development is 
proposed in thevicinity of theproposed project in thenear future. 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 

Air quality in Placer County is regulated by theUSEPA, theCARB, and thePCAPCD (PCAPCD). 
These agencies develop rules or regulations to implement the goals or directives of legislative 
actions. AlthoughUSEPA regulations may not besuperseded, bothstateand localregulations may 
be more stringent than the federalstandards. In general, air quality evaluations are based on 
standards developed by the federaland State governments. Localagencies generally control 
individualstationary sources of air pollutants, whilemobilesources of air pollutants arelargely 
controlled throughfederaland Stateagencies. 
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Federal 

TheUSEPA is thefederalagency responsiblefor setting and enforcing thefederalambient air 
quality standards for atmospheric pollutants. TheEPA regulates emission sources that areunder the 
exclusiveauthority of thefederalgovernment, suchas aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. 

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, theUSEPA requires eachstatewithnonattainment areas 
to prepareand submit a StateImplementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates themeans to attain the 
federalstandards. TheSIP must integratefederal, State, and localplan components and regulations 
to identify a strategy to reducepollution, using a combination of performancestandards and market-
based programs. 

State 

TheCARB, a part of theCalifornia EPA, is responsiblefor thecoordination and administration of 
both federaland State air pollution controlprograms within California. The CARB conducts 
research, sets Stateambient air quality standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested 
controlmeasures, and provides oversight of localprograms. The CARB establishes emissions 
standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (such as hairspray, aerosol 
paints, and barbecuelighter fluid), and various types of commercialequipment. It also sets fuel 
specifications to further reducevehicleemissions. TheCARB also has primary responsibility for the 
development of California’s SIP, on which it works closely with thefederalgovernment and the 
localair districts. 

Local 

ThePCAPCD is theprimary agency responsiblefor federaland Stateair quality standards in Placer 
County. On a regionalscale, Placer County is part of thelarger Sacramento OzoneNonattainment 
Area that covers multipleair districts in theSacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). Allof theair 
districts in theOzoneNonattainment Area worktogether to achievethefederalozonestandard in 
theSVAB. In order to demonstratetheability to eventually meet thesestandards in theSVAB, the 
districts maintain theregion’s portion of theSIP for ozone. ThePCAPCD’s part of theSIP is a 
compilation of plans and regulations that govern how Placer County willdo its part to comply with 
thefederalClean Air Act requirements to attain and maintain thefederalozonestandards. 

In Juneof 2004, thefederalozonestandard was changed from a one-hour standard to an eight-hour 
standard. The districts of the Ozone Nonattainment Area had produced a RegionalOzone 
Attainment Plan (1994) to meet the one-hour standard. W ith the adoption of the eight-hour 
standard, thedistricts wererequired to develop a new SIP to meet thenew standard. In thecaseof 
the Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment Area, the SIP must show attainment of the eight-hour 
standard by 2013. This SIP is stillunder development. 
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LocalAir District Rules


ThePCAPCD has severalrules that relateto theproposed project, whicharesummarized below:


Ru 207P Ma

A person shallnot releaseor dischargeinto theatmospherefrom any sourceor singleprocessing unit, 
exclusiveof sources emitting combustion contaminants only, particulatematter in excess of 0.1 grains 
per cubic foot of gas at standard conditions. 

tteri ltcuaetarle

Ru 218Ar

1.	 Except as provided in Subsections (D)(2) and (D)(5) a person shallnot sellor offer for sale, 
apply or manufacture for sale any architecturalcoating which at the time of sale or 
manufacture: 

a.	 Contains morethan 250 grams of VOC’s per liter of coating excluding water and 
any colorant added to tint bases, or 

b. Is recommended for useas a bituminous pavement sealer unless it is an emulsion-
typecoating. 

2.	 A person shallnot sell, offer for sale, apply or manufacturefor saleany non-flat architectural 
coating whichat thetimeof saleor manufacturehas a VOC content excluding water and 
colorant added to tint bases in excess of thefollowing: 

a.	 380 grams of VOC per liter of coating if manufactured prior to September 1, 1989. 

b. 250 grams of VOC per liter of coating if manufactured on or after September 1, 
1989. 




Q t kd 
1 / 4 
M t hr` m b d 



A person shallnot dischargefrom any sourcewhatsoever suchquantities of air contaminants or other 
materialwhichcauseinjury, detriment, nuisanceor annoyanceto any considerablenumber of persons 
or to thepublic, or whichendanger thecomfort, repose, healthor safety of any suchpersons or the 

le

public, or whichcauseto havea naturaltendency to causeinjury or damageto business or property. 

City of RosevilleGeneralPlan 

TheCity of RosevilleGeneralPlan also contains languagethat is pertinent to air quality. TheAir 
Quality Element of theGeneralPlan, Chapter IV states thefollowing goals: 

GOALS:

AIR QUALITY

Goal1 ImproveRoseville's air quality by:


a) Achieving and maintaining ambient air quality standards established by the U.S. 
EnvironmentalProtection Agency and theCalifornia Air Resources Board; and, 
b) Minimizing public exposureto toxic or hazardous air pollutants and air pollutants that 
createa public nuisancethroughirritation to thesenses (suchas unpleasant odors). 

Goal2 Integrateair quality planning withtheland useand transportation planning process.

Goal3 Encouragethecoordination and integration of allforms of public transport whilereducing

motor vehicleemissions througha decreasein theaveragedaily trips and vehiclemiles traveled and by

increasing thecommutevehicleoccupancy rateby 50% to 1.5 or morepersons per vehicle.


Colttecuraihc ita ngs 
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Goal4 Increasethecapacity of thetransportation system, including theroadway system and alternate

modes of transportation.

Goal5 Provideadequatepedestrian and bikeway facilities for present and futuretransportation needs.

Goal6 Promotea well-designed and efficient light railand transit system.

Goal7 W hilerecognizing that theautomobileis theprimary form of transportation, theCity of

Rosevilleshould makea commitment to shift from theautomobileto other modes of transportation.


POLICIES DEVELOPED TO MEET THESE GOALS INCLUDE:

Policies: Air Quality - General

Implementation Measures

1. Cooperatewithother agencies to develop a consistent and effectiveapproachto air pollution 
planning 

• Interagency Coordination 

• Development Review Process 

• Transportation System Management (TSM) Ordinance 
2. W orkwiththePCAPCD to monitor air pollutants of concern on a continuous basis. 

• Interagency Coordination 

• Air Quality Funding 
3. Develop consistent and accurate procedures for evaluating the air quality impacts of new 
projects. 

• Interagency Coordination 

• Development Review Process 
4. As part of thedevelopment review process, develop mitigation measures to minimizestationary 
and area sourceemissions. 

• Mitigation Strategies: Area and Stationary Sources 
Policies: Air Quality, Transportation, and Circulation – Related Implementation Measures 
5. Develop transportation systems that minimizevehicledelay and air pollution. 

• Mitigation Strategies: Motor Vehicles 
6. Develop consistent and accurateprocedures for mitigating transportation emissions from new 
and existing projects. 

• TSM Ordinance 

• Air Quality Funding 

• Mitigation Strategies: Motor Vehicles 
7. Encouragealternativemodes of transportation including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit usage. 

• Mitigation Strategies: Motor VehicleAlternatives 
Policies: Air Quality - Land Use-Related Implementation Measures 
8. Separateair pollution-sensitiveland uses from sources of air pollution. 

• -Mitigation Strategies: Land Use 
9. Encourageland usepolicies that maintain and improveair quality. 

• Interagency Coordination 

• Mitigation Strategies: Land Use 
Policies: Air Quality - Energy Conservation-Related Implementation Measures 
10. Conserveenergy and reduceair emissions by encouraging energy efficient building designs 
and transportation systems. 

• -Development Review Process 

• Mitigation Strategies: Area and Stationary Sources 

• Mitigation Strategies: Motor Vehicles 

• Mitigation Strategies: Motor VehicleAlternatives 

• Mitigation Strategies: Land Use 
Policies: Air Quality - Hazardous Materials-Related Implementation Measures 
11. Protect City residents from therisks involved in thetransport, distribution, storage, use, and 
disposalof hazardous materials. 

• Interagency Coordination 

• Development Review Process 

• Hazardous Materials Regulation 
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City of Rocklin GeneralPlan 

The City of Rocklin GeneralPlan also contains language that is pertinent to air quality. The 
Circulation Element of theGeneralPlan states thefollowing goal: 

“To provideand maintain a safeand efficient system of streets, highways, and public transportation to meet 
community needs and promotesound land use.” 

Policies developed to meet this goalinclude: 
“To coordinateand cooperatewiththePlacer County Air Pollution District in thedevelopment of 
stationary and mobilesourcecontrolmeasures affecting theCity of Rocklin, to beincluded in the 
California Clean Air Act Plan for Placer County.” 

IM PACTS AND M ITIGATION M EASURES 

M ethods ofAnalysis 

Theanalysis in this section focuses on thenatureand magnitudeof thechangein theair quality 
environment dueto construction and operation of theproposed project. Air pollutant emissions 
associated withtheproposed project would result mostly from construction activities. Emissions 
could also possibly be generated by operation of the proposed project. The net increase in 
emissions generated by these activities have been estimated and compared to thresholds of 
significancerecommended by thePCAPCD. 

Thedaily emissions associated with construction and operationalactivities havebeen calculated 
using theURBEMIS 2002 computer modeldeveloped for theCARB. This modelis thenewest 
modelavailableand uses emission factors that havesuperseded thosein theURBEMIS7G model. 

Standards ofSignificance 

For thepurposes of this Appendix, air quality impacts areconsidered significant if theproposed 
project would: 

•	 contributesubstantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; 

•	 exposesensitivereceptors to substantialpollutant concentrations; 

•	 exposesensitivereceptors to toxic air contaminants that would adversely impact their health 
and wellbeing; 

•	 conflict withor obstruct implementation of theapplicableair quality plan; or 

•	 result in a cumulatively considerablenet increaseof any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federalor State ambient air quality 
standard. 

As theagency principally responsiblefor comprehensiveair pollution controlin theSVAB, the 
PCAPCD recommends that projects should beevaluated in terms of air pollution controlthresholds 
established by the PCAPCD. These thresholds were developed by the PCAPCD to provide 
quantifiablelevels that projects can becompared to. TheCity of Rosevilleuses thePCAPCD’s 
thresholds that arerecommended at thetimethat development projects areproposed to assess the 
significance of quantifiable impacts. The following quantifiable thresholds are currently 
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recommended by thePCAPCD and areused to determinethesignificanceof construction-related 
and operationalair quality impacts associated withtheproposed project: 

• 82 pounds per day of ROG; 

• 82 pounds per day of NOX; 

• 550 pounds per day of CO; and 

• 82 pounds per day of PM10. 

Impact 1 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 

SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Demolition ofthe existing6 M G tankcouldgenerate emissions of 
criteria pollutants. 

PCAPCD Thresholds of Significance 

Significant 

1: MinimizeDust and Combustion Emissions During Construction and 
Demolition 
Less than significant 

As part of theproposed project, theexisting 6 MG tankis proposed for demolition. A new 7.25 
MG tankwould bebuilt to replacethetankto bedemolished. Demolition activity has thepotential 
to generateemissions of ROG, NOx and PM10. 

The6 MG tankto bedemolished is constructed of pre-stressed, reinforced concrete. Demolition of 
thetanks would beaccomplished by hydraulic demolition excavator, wrecking balland crane, or 
similar equipment. Demolition materialwould then betransported from thesiteusing excavating 
equipment and haultrucks. PM10 would beproduced during eachof theseactivities as theconcrete 
materialis disturbed. Theconstruction equipment utilized for thedemolition, suchas theexcavator, 
crane, tractors, and heavy-duty trucks, would generateROG and NO x. 

Since the URBEMIS 2002 modeldoes not have inputs specific to a concrete tank, the tank’s 
demolition emissions wereapproximated by modeling a building witha volumeof 19,687.5 cubic 
feet. Themodeled demolition emissions areshown in TableA-4 below. As shown, demolition 
emissions would exceed PCAPCD daily thresholds of significance. This would bea significant 
impact. 

Becausethereareresidences near thesiteof theproposed project that could beaffected by high 
concentrations of particulatematter, thefollowing mitigation willbeincorporated. This measure 
willensurethat concentrations of PM10 areminimized during demolition of theexisting water tank. 
Mitigation Measure 1 willeffectively reduce PM10 concentrations from demolition activities 
associated withremovalof theexisting 6 MG tank. NO x emissions during thedemolition phase, 
whilereduced by Mitigation Measure1, would not bemitigated below thePCAPCD threshold of 
82 pounds-per-day. Therefore, themeasurecontains therequirement that theCity contributeto 
PCAPCD’s Offsite Air Quality Mitigation Fund. This contribution to the fund would help 
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implement NO x reduction programs in theregion. Implementation of Mitigation Measure1 would 

reducethepotentialimpact of tankdemolition to kd rr
sg ` m 
rhf m hehb` m s. 

TABLE A-4 

ESTIM ATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EM ISSIONS (DEM OLITION PHASE) 

Emissions Source 
PeakDayEmissions in Pounds Per Day 

ROG NOx CO PM 10 

Demolition Phase 

FugitiveDust - - - 8.27 

Off-Road Diesel 16.43 112.74 132.77 5.05 

On-Road Diesel 1.66 27.59 6.13 0.87 

W orker Trips 0.18 0.22 3.87 0.02 

TOTAL 18.27 140.55 142.77 14.21 

APCD Thresholds 82.00 82.00 550.00 82.00 

Significant Impact? No Yes No No 
Source: EIP Associates, 2003. Air quality modeloutputs areprovided in Appendix D. 
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Thereader should notethat when Mitigation Measure1 (c) is applied to thedemolition phaseof the 
project, off-road dieselemissions would bereduced by 20 percent. Totaldaily NOx emissions would 
equalapproximately 118 pounds per day. This is 36 pounds abovethePCAPCD threshold of 
significance. Demolition activities for theproposed project areestimated to takeplaceover a 13-day 
period. Consequently, 468 totalpounds of NO x would begenerated in excess of PCAPCD standards 

ThePCAPCD currently implements an OffsiteAir Quality Mitigation Fund for applicants to pay 

n

into when a project exceeds PCAPCD standards. Themoney collected from theapplicants is used 
to fund NO x reduction programs in theCounty and thelarger Sacramento OzoneNonattainment 

io
hta e

Area. Currently, thePCAPCD has calculated a “priceper ton”of NO x to be$13,600. Since468 

it tga
tons

nds of NO nts 23 pe nt of oneton, $3,128 would bepaid into thePCAPCD fund to pou represe rcex 

itla
e

its
PCAPCD c omi missi eedPCAPCD tat xc

mitigatetheimpact from demolition activity. 

iter

r th ction period. econstruove

h
ir

btuitnr)e(

Impact 2 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 

SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Construction ofthe new water tankcouldgenerate emissions of 
criteria pollutants. 

PCAPCD Thresholds of Significance 

Significant 

MinimizeDust and Combustion Emissions During Construction and 
Demolition 
Less than significant 

Equipment used for theconstruction of thenew tank would most likely bediesel-fueled. This 
equipment would produce ROG, NO x, and PM10 during use. PM10 emissions could also be 
generated by earthworkthat would occur prior to construction of theactual7.25 MG tank. This 
would includetheremovalof a berm and excavation of an open pit to approximately 350 feet msl. 
Any excess materialproduced as a result of theearthworkwould behauled off-sitefor disposal. 
Therewould beno emissions from theuseof architecturalcoatings sincetheapplication of exterior 
paint is not planned for thenew tank. 

As discussed in Impact 1, URBEMIS 2002 modeldoes not haveinputs specific to a concretetank, 
so thetank’s construction emissions wereapproximated by modeling a building with a volume 
equivalent to that of thetank. Sincethespecific types and numbers of construction equipment are 
not known, equipment was estimated based on other projects of similar size. The modeled 
construction emissions areshown in TableA-5. As shown, construction emissions would exceed 
PCAPCD daily thresholds of significancefor NOx. Allother pollutants of concern would bebelow 
applicable thresholds. W ith implementation of the following measure, the impact would be 

considered kdrr
sg ` m 
rhf m hehb` m s. 
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This mitigation measurerequires off-road construction equipment to reduceNO x 20 percent below 
theARB fleet average. Therearea number of ways that theapplicant could comply with this 
requirement, suchas throughtheuseof a lean-NO x or dieseloxidation catalyst. Based on air quality 
modeling conducted for theproposed project, when a 20 percent NO x reduction is applied to the 
anticipated off-road equipment in theURBEMIS model, emissions of NO x for theconstruction 
phase are reduced below the PCAPCD significance threshold of 82 pounds per day for NO x. 
Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure, construction NO x emissions would be 

reduced to a kdrr,sg ` m ,rhf m hehb` m s
kdu d k. 

TABLE A-5 

ESTIM ATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EM ISSIONS (GRADING AND 
CONSTRUCTION PHASES) 

Emissions Source 
PeakDayEmissions in Pounds Per Day 

ROG NOx CO PM 10 

GradingPhase 

SiteGrading -- -- -- 11.83 

Off-Road DieselEquipment 5.40 37.59 43.23 1.69 

Construction W orker Trips 0.01 0.01 0.14 -

TOTAL 5.41 37.60 43.37 13.52 

APCD Thresholds 82.00 82.00 550.00 82.00 

Significant Impact? No No No No 

TankConstruction Phase 

TankConstruction Off-Road DieselEquipment 14.54 97.96 117.59 4.26 

TankConstruction W orker Trips 1.37 0.83 17.46 0.20 

ArchitecturalCoatings Off-Gas - -- -- --

ArchitecturalCoatings W orker Trips - - - -

Asphalt Paving Off-Gas 0.06 -- -- --

Asphalt Paving Off-Road DieselEquipment - - - -

Asphalt Paving On-Road DieselVehicles 0.01 0.20 0.04 -

Asphalt Paving W orker Trips - - - -

TOTAL 15.98 98.99 135.10 4.37 

APCD Thresholds 82.00 82.00 550.00 82.00 

Significant Impact? No Yes No No 
Source: EIP Associates, 2003. Air quality modeloutputs areprovided in Appendix D. 
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Impact 3 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Temporaryodor impacts maybe createdduringconstruction ofthe 
ProposedProject. 

PCAPCD Rule205 

Less than significant 

Nonerequired 
Not applicable 

During construction of theproposed project, existing nearby residences may experiencesomeodor 
impacts as a result of fuelbeing burned by construction equipment. Odors may also occur dueto 
thechemicals that willinitially beused to treat and disinfect thenew tank. Any odors from these 
chemicals willbe reduced or eliminated once the tank is filled. Since the offensiveness of a 
perceived odor is subjectiveand can vary from person to person, potentialodor impacts aredifficult 
estimate. However, any odor impacts that do occur as a result of construction would betemporary. 

PCAPCD Rue20 Nuisance–5l would apply to construction activity associated with theProposed

Project. This ruleprohibits any sourcefrom discharging materialthat could causeannoyanceto, or 
endanger thecomfort of, thepublic. SinceRule205 is enforced on a complaint basis, nearby 
residents would haverecourseif construction activities would createoffensiveodors. 

Sinceany odor impacts created by construction would betemporary, and sincePCAPCD Rule205 

regulates nuisances suchas odors, theproposed project would havea
kdrr
sg ` m 
rhf m hehb` m s
hl o ` bs-
 

Impact 4 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Operations ofthe ProposedProject wouldnot create emissions 
ofcriteria pollutants or TACs. 

AB 2588 

No impact 

Nonerequired 
Not applicable 

Criteria emissions aregenerated throughprocesses suchas theburning of fuelor throughtheuseof 
products that contain organic compounds. TACs, likewise, are generated through specific 
processes. Essentially, theproposed project would bea stationary receptaclewhosesolepurpose 
would beto contain water for useby theCity of Roseville. As such, theproposed project, once 
built, would not requireany processes to occur that would generatecriteria pollutants or TACs. 

Consequently theProject would havem n 
hl o ` bs-
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Impact 5 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and 
Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

The proposedproject wouldnot create a cumulatively 
considerable impact. 

PCAPCD Thresholds of Significance 

Less than significant 

Nonerequired 
Not applicable 

As discussed in Impact 4, theproposed project, oncebuilt, would not havethecapacity to generate 
criteria emissions or TACs. Consequently, over thelong term theproposed project would not 
contributeto levels of criteria pollutants for whichtheregion is in non-attainment, nor would the 
proposed project contributeany TAC emissions that could combinewithTACs from other sources 
to impact human health. BecausetheProposed Project is benign and would not produceemissions 
that could combinewithother emission sources to createa significant impact, theProject would 

havem n 
bt l t k` shu d 
hl o ` bs-
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APPENDIX B


NOISE TECHNICAL STUDY



This section describes theexisting noiseenvironment in thearea of theproposed project and the 
regulatory programs or adopted plans that shapethenoiseenvironment. Thesection also analyzes 
theeffects of theproject on theexisting and futurenoiseenvironment. Topics addressed in this 
section include: 

•	 construction-related noiseimpacts to existing receptors; and 

•	 any noise impacts from the operations of the proposed project on existing or future 
development in thearea. 

ENVIRONM ENTAL SETTING 

Thearea around theproject sitehas relatively littlenoise. Noisethat does exist at theproject site 
includes the typicalnoise associated with residentialuses, traffic noise on localroads, and 
intermittent noisefrom activity from a nearby playground. Nearby periodic construction activities 
also contributeto thenoiseenvironment at thesite. 

Fundamentals ofSoundandEnvironmental Noise 

Sound can bedescribed in terms of amplitude(loudness) and frequency (pitch). Thestandard unit 
of sound amplitudemeasurement is thedecibel(dB). Thedecibelscaleis a logarithmic scalethat 
describes theintensity of thepressurevibrations that makeup a sound. Thepitchof thesound is 
correlated to thefrequency of thesound’s pressurevibration. Becausehumans arenot equally 
sensitiveto a given sound levelat allfrequencies, a specialscalehas been devised to relatenoiseto 
human sensitivity. TheA- weighted decibelscale(dBA) does this by placing moreimportanceon 
frequencies that aremorenoticeableto thehuman ear. 

Noiseis typically defined as unwanted sound. A typicalnoiseenvironment consists of a baseof 
steady “background”noisethat is madeup of many distant and indistinguishablenoisesources. 
Superimposed on this background noiseis thesound from individuallocalsources. Thesecan vary 
from an occasionalaircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noisefrom, for example, 
traffic on a major highway. TableB-1 lists representativenoiselevels for theenvironment. 

Severalrating scales havebeen developed to analyzetheadverseeffect of noiseon people. Since 
environmentalnoisefluctuates over time, thesescales consider that theeffect of noiseupon people 
is largely dependent upon thevolumeof thenoise, as wellas thetimeof day when thenoiseoccurs. 
Thosethat areapplicableto this analysis areas follows: 
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Table B-1


Representative Environmental Noise Levels


Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

—110— RockBand 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet 

—100— 

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet 

—90— 

Food Blender at 3 feet 

DieselTruckgoing 50 mphat 50 feet —80— GarbageDisposalat 3 feet 

Noisy Urban Area during Daytime 

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet —70— Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

CommercialArea NormalSpeechat 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet —60— 

LargeBusiness Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime —50— Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime —40— Theater, LargeConferenceRoom (background) 

Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime 

—30— Library 

Quiet RuralArea during Nighttime Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall(background) 

—20— 

Broadcast/Recording Studio 

—10— 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing —0— Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source: California Department of Transportation 1998. 

•	 Leq, theequivalent energy noiselevel, is theaverageacoustic energy content of noisefor a 
stated period of time. Thus, theL eq of a time-varying noisesourceand that of a steady noise 
sourcearethesameif they deliver thesameacoustic energy to theear during exposure. For 
evaluating community impacts, this rating scaledoes not vary, regardless of whether the 
noiseoccurs during theday or thenight. 

•	 Ldn, theDay Night AverageLevel, is a 24-hour averageLeq witha 10 dBA “weighting”added 
to noiseduring thehours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for noisesensitivity in the 
nighttime. 

•	 Lmax, themaximum instantaneous noiselevelexperienced during a given period of time. 

Noisecaused by naturalsources and human activities is usually wellrepresented by median noise 
levels during theday, night, or over a 24-hour period. Environmentalnoiselevels aregenerally 
considered low when theL eqis below 60 dBA, moderatein the60-to 70-dBA range, and highabove 
70 dBA. Examples of settings with low daytime background noise levels are isolated, natural 
settings that can providenoiselevels as low as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residentialstreets that 
can providenoiselevels around 40 dBA. Noiselevels above45 dBA at night can disrupt sleep. 
Examples of moderate-levelnoisesettings areurban residentialor semi-commercialareas (typically 
55 to 60 dBA) and commerciallocations (typically 60 dBA). People may consider louder 
environments adverse, but most people living or working in urban residentialor residential-
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commercialareas (60 to 75 dBA) or denseurban or industrialareas (65 to 80 dBA) accept thehigher 
noiselevels commonly associated withtheseland uses. 

W hen evaluating changes in community noiselevels, or Ldn, a difference of 3 dBA is a barely 
perceptibleincreaseto most people. A 5 dBA increaseis readily noticeable, whilea differenceof 
10 dBA would beperceived as a doubling of loudness. 

Noiselevels from a particular sourcedeclineas distanceto thereceptor increases. Other factors, 
suchas theweather or theshielding of a receptor from a noisesource, can also help intensify or 
reducethenoiselevelat any given location. For roadway noise, a commonly used ruleof thumbis 
that for every doubling of distancefrom thesource, thenoiselevelis reduced by about 3 dBA at 
acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., thearea between thenoisesourceand thereceptor is nearly 
completeasphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically 
“soft”locations (i.e., thearea between thesourceand receptor is normalearth or has vegetation, 
including grass). Noisefrom stationary or point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every 
doubling of distanceat acoustically hard and soft locations, respectively. Noiselevels may also be 
reduced by intervening structures; generally, a singlerow of buildings between thereceptor and the 
noisesourcereduces thenoiselevelby about 5 dBA, whilea solid wallor berm reduces noiselevels 
by 5 to 10 dBA. The manner in which older homes in California were constructed generally 
provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior noiselevels of about 20 to 25 dBA withclosed windows. 
Theexterior-to-interior reduction of newer residentialunits is generally 30 dBA or more. 

Fundamentals ofGroundborne Vibration 

Vibration is sound radiated throughtheground. Therumbling sound caused by thevibration of 
room surfaces is called groundbornenoise. Theground motion caused by vibration is measured in 
theU.S. as vibration decibels (VdB). 

The background vibration velocity levelin residentialand educationalareas is usually around 
50 VdB. Groundbornevibration is normally perceptibleto humans at approximately 65 VdB. A 
vibration velocity levelof 75 VdB is theapproximatedividing linebetween barely perceptibleand 
distinctly perceptiblelevels for most people. 

Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of 
mechanicalequipment, movement of people, or theslamming of doors. Typicaloutdoor sources of 
perceptiblegroundbornevibration areconstruction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on 
roughroads. If a roadway is smooth, thegroundbornevibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. 
Therangeof interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is thetypicalbackground vibration 
velocity level, to 100 VdB, whichis thegeneralthreshold whereminor damagecan occur in fragile 
buildings. Thegeneralhuman responseto different levels of groundbornevibration velocity levels is 
described in TableB-2 below. 

ExistingSensitive Receptors 

Theproposed project siteis located on thesideof a hill. Existing receptors at theproject site 
consist of residences located on thehillsideabovethesiteof theproposed project to thesouth. 
Thesearethenearest receptors and areapproximately 300 yards away from thesite. Receptors also 
exist below theproject siteto thewest. A busy road runs adjacent to theseresidences, running 
between thehomes and theproject site, whichis approximately ½ - ³ mileaway. 

B-3




B. NoiseTechnicalStudy 

Table B-2


Human Response to Different Levels ofGroundborne Vibration


Vibration VelocityLevel H uman Reaction 

Approximatethreshold of perception for many 
65 VdB people. 

Approximatedividing linebetween barely 
perceptibleand distinctly perceptible. Many 

peoplefind that transportation-related vibration 
75 VdB at this levelis unacceptable. 

Vibration acceptableonly if therearean infrequent 
85 VdB number of events per day. 
Source: FederalRailroad Administration 1998. 

ExistingAmbient Noise Levels 

Thescientific instrument used to measurenoiseis thesound levelmeter. Sound levelmeters can 
accurately measureenvironmentalnoiselevels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. 

Sound levels weremeasured at threelocations around theproject site. Thesemeasurements show 
that theclosest receptors to theproject siteexperiencerelatively quiet conditions, whilethenext 
closest receptors below theproject siteexperiencemuchhigher noiselevels dueto traffic noise. The 
noiseL measurements areshown below in TableB-3. eq 

Table B-3


ExistingDaytime Noise Levels at SelectedLocations


Noise M easurement Location PrimaryNoise Sources Leq 

Playground near project site Very light traffic 46.2 

Residentialhomes just southof playground and project site. Very light traffic 46.2 

Residentialbelow project site, ³ - ½ mileaway. Heavy traffic 69.1 
Source: EIP Associates, 2005. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal andState 

Thereareno federalregulations related to noisethat apply to theproposed project. W hilethereare 
no specific Stateregulations related to noisethat apply to theproposed project, theCalifornia State 
Officeof Planning and Research has published GeneralPlan Guidelines (1998) for useby local 
jurisdictions. TheGeneralPlan Guidelines contain recommended community noiseexposurelevels 
for various land uses. Localjurisdictions do not haveto adopt thesenoiseexposurelevels into their 
generalplans, but therecommendations do providea usefultoolfor jurisdictions when developing 
their generalplan noiseelements. 
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Local 

Cities of Rosevilleand Rocklin GeneralPlans 

Theproposed project, whileit would occur on land owned by theCity of Roseville, is actually 
physically located within the boundaries of the City of Rocklin. Consequently, regulations or 
policies concerning noisein both city GeneralPlans and MunicipalCodes areconsidered in this 
Appendix. 

The generalplan noise elements of the cities of Rocklin and Roseville are mechanisms for 
incorporating noisecontrolinto theplanning process. It is a toolthat City planners useto achieve 
and maintain consistent noiselevels for existing and proposed land uses. 

For residentialuses, bothNoiseElements recommend “normally acceptable”noiselevels as found 
in theStateof California Officeof Planning and Research’s GeneralPlan Guidelines. Thelimit of 
this normally acceptablerangeis 60 Lnd. TheCity of Rosevillealso specifies an interior noise 
standard of 45 Ldn for residentialuses. In Rocklin’s noiseelement, this 60 Ldn standard applies to all
sources of noise. In Roseville’s GeneralPlan, the60 Ldn standard applies to transportation noise 
only. For non-transportation stationary sourcenoise, theRosevilleGeneralPlan specifies hourly Leq 

levels of 50 dB and maximum levels of 70 dB from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and hourly Leq levels of 45 dB 
and maximum levels of 65 dB from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

Thereareno ordinances in theRocklin MunicipalCodethat pertain to noisethat would apply to the 
proposed project. TheRosevilleMunicipalCodehas provisions related to acceptablenoiselevels, 
but Section 9.24.030 (Exemptions) exempts short-term construction noisefrom theseprovisions as 
long as certain measures aretaken. Section 9.24.030(G) states that noiseis exempt from “Private 
construction (e.g., construction, alteration or repair activities) between thehours of seven a.m. and 
seven p.m. Monday throughFriday, and between thehours of eight a.m. and eight p.m. Saturday 
and Sunday, are allowed provided that allconstruction equipment shallbe fitted with factory 
installed muffling devices and that allconstruction equipment shallbemaintained in good working 
order.” 

IM PACTS AND M ITIGATION M EASURES 

M ethods ofAnalysis 

The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the noise 
environment associated withimplementation of theproposed project. Theprimary sources of noise 
associated withtheproject would betemporary noisegenerated during demolition and construction 
activities. Secondary sources of noisewould includeany new noisegenerated during operations of 
the proposed project. The increase in noise levels and groundborne vibration associated with 
construction activities havebeen quantitatively estimated using methods discussed below. Thelevels 
arethen compared to applicablenoisestandards and thresholds of significance. Potentialnoise 
from operations of theProposed Project is discussed qualitatively to determinewhether applicable 
standards would beexceeded. 

Construction noiselevels wereestimated using data published by theUSEPA. TheUSEPA has 
identified typicalnoiselevels for construction equipment that willbeused during construction of the 
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reservoir replacement. Potentialnoiselevels from construction areidentified for existing noise 
receptors in theProject area. 

Standards ofSignificance 

For purposes of this Appendix, impacts areconsidered significant if theproposed project would: 

•	 generateor exposepeopleto noiselevels in excess of thestandards established in thelocal 
generalplans or noiseordinances;26 

•	 generateor exposepeopleto excessivegroundbornevibration levels;27 or 

•	 causea substantialpermanent increasein ambient noiselevels in theproject vicinity above 
levels existing without theproject.28 

Impact 1 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Demolition andconstruction activitywouldgenerate temporary 
noise. 

City of Rosevilleand Rocklin GeneralPlans 

Significant 

Limit Construction Activities to DaytimeHours 
Less-than-significant 

Oneof theexisting tanks on theproject siteis slated for demolition. Thetankis constructed of pre-
stress concreteand would bedemolished with hydraulic demolition excavator, wrecking balland 
crane, or similar equipment. Oncedemolished, theconcretematerialwould beremoved from the 
sitewith haultrucks. This activity would createsubstantialnoise. Construction of thenew tank 
would createnoiseas well, primarily from construction equipment used for grading and fabrication. 
TableB-4 and TableB-5, below, show noiseranges for construction equipment and typicaloutdoor 
construction noiselevels by phase. 

26.	 TheCity GeneralPlan NoiseElements of Rocklin and Rosevilleprescribea “normally acceptable”noiselevel 
for residentialdevelopment of no morethan 60 Ldn for transportation sources. Additionally, theCity of 
Rosevillespecifies hourly Leqlevels of 50 dB and maximum levels of 70 dB from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and hourly 
Leqlevels of 45 dB and maximum levels of 65 dB from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m 

27.	 W hiletheCEQA Guidelines do not definelevels at which groundbornevibration is considered “excessive”, 
the FederalRailway Administration has published vibration impact thresholds for sensitive buildings and 
residences of 80 VdB. This 80 VdB threshold willbeused for thepurposes of this section. 

28.	 W hiletheCity of Rocklin focuses its standards on new development and does not havenoisestandards for 
existing development, the Noise Element of the City of Roseville’s GeneralPlan indicates that its noise 
standards apply to bothnew and existing development. Consequently, theapplicabletransportation and non-
transportation noisesourcestandards willapply to existing receptors as well. 
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Table B-4


Noise Ranges ofTypical Construction Equipment


Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA Leq at 50feet1 

Front Loader 73-86 

Trucks 82-95 

Cranes (moveable) 75-88 

Cranes (derrick) 86-89 

Vibrator 68-82 

Saws 72-82 

Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83-88 

Jackhammers 81-98 

Pumps 68-72 

Generators 71-83 

Compressors 75-87 

ConcreteMixers 75-88 

ConcretePumps 81-85 

BackHoe 73-95 

PileDriving (peaks) 95-107 

Tractor 77-98 

Scraper/Grader 80-93 

Paver 85-88 
Notes: 
1. Machinery equipped withnoisecontroldevices or other noise-reducing design features does not generatethesamelevelof noiseemissions as 

that shown in this table. 
Source: U.S. EPA, 1971. 

Table B-5


Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels


Construction Phase 
Noise Levels at 50Feet 

(dBA Leq) 
Noise Levels at 50Feet withM ufflers (dBA 

Leq) 

Ground Clearing 84 82 

Excavation, Grading 89 86 

Foundations 78 77 

Structural 85 83 

Finishing 89 86 
Source: U.S. EPA, 1971. 

Thenearest residences areapproximately 200 feet from theproposed project site. According to the 
abovetables, construction activities could createtemporary noiselevels up to 98 dBA at 50 feet 
from thenoisesource. Sincesound attenuates at approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance, 
construction noiselevels could reach86 dB at thenearest receptors. This would exceed theCity of 
Rocklin “acceptable”noisestandard of 60 Ldn for residentialdevelopment. 
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W hiledemolition and construction activity would createnoiselevels in excess of City of Rocklin 
standards, becausetheproject siteis owned by theCity of Roseville, theCity of Rocklin’s Noise 
Standards do not apply. Further, construction noisewould betemporary and in compliancewith 
theCity of RosevilleMunicipalCode, whichexempts construction noiseas long as certain measures 
aretaken to reducenoisefrom construction machinery, suchas factory installed muffling devices 
and other measures identified in theordinance. To ensurethat construction activities comply with 
theCity of RosevilleNoiseOrdinance, and to ensurethat noisedoes not occur during recognized 
sleep hours, implementation of thefollowing NoiseMitigation Measurewould reduceimpacts to 
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Impact 2 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Demolition andconstruction activities wouldcreate groundborne 
vibration. 

n/a 

Less than significant 

Nonerequired 
Not applicable 

Heavy-duty equipment used during demolition and construction activities would creategroundborne 
vibration that could impact thoseresidences nearest thesiteof theproposed project. TableB-6, 
below, shows vibration source levels for construction equipment. The nearest residences are 
approximately 200 feet from theproject site. According to TableB-6, maximum levels of 75 VdB 
could beexperienced at 100 feet if a bulldozer is used. Consequently, residences over 100 feet away 
would not beexposed to vibration levels that would exceed the80 VdB threshold of significance. 
Also, in accordancewithMitigation Measure1, construction activities willbelimited to thehours of 
7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Thus, construction would not occur during recognized sleep hours or exceed 

thresholds of significance, and therewould bea kdrr,sg ` m ,rhf m hehb` m s impact. 

Impact 3 

ApplicablePolicies and 
Regulations 
Significancewith 
Policies and Regulations 
Mitigation Measures 
SignificanceAfter 
Mitigation 

Operation ofthe project wouldnot create noise impacts. 

Rosevilleand Rocklin GeneralPlan NoiseElements 

No impact 

Nonerequired 
Not applicable 
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Oncetheproposed project is constructed, its function willbeto storewater for useby theCity of 
Roseville. No noise-generating operations willbeneeded for thetankto perform this function. 
Periodic serviceand maintenancetrips to theproject sitemay also createnoisefor limited amounts 
of time. However, sincethenew 7.25 MG tankwillbereplacing an existing tank, it is unlikely that 
therewould bean increasein thenumber of servicevisits to thesite. 

Sincethenew tankwould not producenoisewhilein operation, and sinceallother conditions would 

not changesignificantly, therewould bem n 
hl o ` bs from theproposed project during operation. 

Table B-6


Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment


Construction Equipment 

Approximate VdB 

25 Feet 50Feet 60Feet 75 Feet 100Feet 

LargeBulldozer 87 81 79 77 75 

Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76 74 

Jackhammer 79 73 71 69 67 

SmallBulldozer 58 52 50 48 46 
Source: FederalRailroad Administration, 1998; and EIP Associates, 2003. 
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