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Table 4-1 
Comparison Summary of Alternatives 

Issue 

Fiscally 
Constrained 

Alternative (List of 
short- and long-
term projects) 

No Project 
Alternative – 
(SACOG 1999 

MTP) 

Fiscally 
Unconstrained 

Alternative - (List 
of Unfunded 

Projects 

Transit/Travel 
Demand 

Management 
Alternative 

Medium Medium High Low 

Aesthetics 

The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts on aesthetics when compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this alternative 
would result in less potential for degradation to scenic views or resources, less potential for 
changes along scenic routes, and fewer new sources of light and glare.  The impacts associated 
with the No Project and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the 
transportation improvements in the No Project (SACOG 1999 MTP) and the Fiscally 
Constrained Alternative are not significantly different.  The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative 
would have the greatest potential for adverse impacts because it would result in the construction 
of more transportation improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 

Medium Medium Low Beneficial 

Air 
Quality 

Both the Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative and the Fiscally Unconstrained 
Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse impacts on air quality when compared to 
the Fiscally Constrained and the No Project Alternative.  The approach to reducing the air 
quality impacts are however different.  The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would create 
greater traffic capacity which would reduce traffic congestion.  Traffic congestion is associated 
with higher idling and running times, which can cause greater air emissions and can create CO 
hotspots.  Instead of increasing the capacity of roads throughout the County, the Transit/Travel 
Demand Management Alternative would increase the use of public transit and other alternative 
modes of transportation, which would reduce the total vehicle miles traveled each year and thus 
the total emissions each year.  This would be a beneficial impact.  Comparatively, these 
alternatives would result in potentially lower adverse impacts on air quality when compared to 
the Fiscally Constrained and No Project Alternative.   

Medium Medium High Low 

Biological 
Resources 

The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts on biological resources when compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this 
alternative would result in some of the same impacts to biological resources, but on a smaller 
scale, because fewer roadways would be improved and more public transit/alternative modes of 
transportation would be emphasized.  The impacts associated with the No Project (SACOG 1999 
MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the transportation 
improvements are not significantly different.  The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would 
have the greatest risk of affecting biological resources because it would result in the construction 
of more transportation improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 

Medium Medium High Low 

Cultural 
Resources 

Comparatively, the Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower 
potential for adverse impacts on cultural resources because it would result in substantially less 
construction activities that cause ground disturbance.  The impacts associated with the No 
Project (SACOG 1999 MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained project would be similar because the 
transportation improvements are similar.  The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would have 
the greatest potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources because it would result in the 
construction of more ground disturbing improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 
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Table 4-1 
Comparison Summary of Alternatives, Continued. 

Issue 

Fiscally 
Constrained 

Alternative (List of 
short- and long-
term projects) 

No Project 
Alternative – 
(SACOG 1999 

MTP) 

Fiscally 
Unconstrained 

Alternative - (List 
of Unfunded 

Projects 

Transit/Travel 
Demand 

Management 
Alternative 

Medium Medium Low High 

Land Use 
Planning 

The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would result in the construction of more improvement 
projects when compared to the other alternatives.  These improvements are designed to facilitate 
growth consistent with the form and function that is illustrated in the General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation Maps for the County and City.  The Fiscally Constrained and the No Project 
Alternatives would also result in improvement projects that are designed to facilitate growth 
consistent with the General Plan(s).  However, they are both financially constrained; therefore, 
they would not be able to provide some of the improvements that are needed to improve the 
circulation functions of the region.  These alternatives are both inferior to the Fiscally 
Unconstrained Alternative with regard to land use and planning.  The Transit/Travel Demand 
Alternative would result in fewer roadway capacity improvements when compared to the other 
alternatives; although it would provide far more alternative mode improvements.  These 
alternative mode improvements would provide numerous benefits to the region.  However, these 
alternative modes would not fully offset the capacity improvement needs of the region, thusly, 
making it more difficult for the County and the City to develop land consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Plan(s).  This alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with respect to land 
use planning. 

Medium Medium High Beneficial 

Noise 

The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts from noise when compared to the other alternatives because it would reduce the total 
vehicle miles traveled each year and thus the total roadway noise.  Also, this alternative would 
reduce short-term noise impacts by reducing construction activities on roadways.  The use of 
public transit and other alternative modes of transportation to manage existing and projected 
transportation service demands would reduce long-term noise impacts by consolidating some 
single-occupancy trips into multiple-occupancy trips and by promoting alternative modes of 
transportation such as light rail that produce substantially less noise to transport more people.  
This would be a beneficial impact.  The impacts associated with the No Project (SACOG 1999 
MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the transportation 
improvements are similar.  The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would have the greatest 
potential for adverse impacts because it would result in the construction of more transportation 
improvements when compared to the proposed project and the other alternatives. 

Low Medium Low High 

Traffic 

The Fiscally Constrained and Fiscally Unconstrained Alternatives would result in lower 
potential for adverse impacts on traffic when compared to the No Project and Travel Demand 
Alternative.  The Fiscally Constrained Alternative would facilitate better traffic circulation as a 
result of implementation of the transportation improvement projects that add capacity to the 
roadway network.  The Fiscally Unconstrained alternative would add additional capacity by 
adding transportation improvement projects over and above the projects identified under the 
Fiscally Constrained Alternative.  This alternative would also implement additional transit 
projects when compared to the Fiscally Constrained Alternative.  In contrast, the Transit/Travel 
Demand Management Alternative would increase the use of public transit and other alternative 
modes of transportation, which is intended to reduce congestion on the roadway network.  
However, this alternative would allow the level of service along some roadways to degrade.  
Comparatively, the Fiscally Constrained and Unconstrained alternatives would result in 
substantially lower adverse impacts on traffic when compared to the No Project and TDM 
Alternative.  An LOS analysis is provided in the impact analysis for these alternatives. 
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4.1 Fiscally Constrained Alternative 
 
4.1.1 DESCRIPTION 
 
The fiscally constrained alternative includes the list of short-term and long-term multi-modal 
projects with funding as identified in the 2025 RTP.  It is assumed that these funded projects will 
be implemented, and those that do not have funding will not be implemented even though they 
may be needed.  The projects included in this scenario have the highest funding priorities, 
because it has been determined that they are the most immediately important projects to help 
achieve the regional transportation goals identified in the 2025 RTP.  Other factors considered in 
developing this list of constrained projects include the identification of likely funding sources, 
project feasibility, and environmental considerations.   
 
The impacts associated with the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar to the impacts 
associated with the No Project conditions, because the improvement projects are similar.  This 
alternative would, however, result in some of the additional road capacity improvements that are 
warranted, which would help facilitate development consistent with the form and function of 
General Plan(s).  
 
4.2 No Project Alternative 
 
4.2.1 DESCRIPTION 
 
According to State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(3)(A), the “No Project Alternative” for a 
project, which is a “revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing 
operation,” should analyze the scenario in which there is a “continuation of the existing plan, 
policy or operation into the future.” 
 
Transportation planning in El Dorado County and the City of Placerville is currently operating 
under the SACOG 1999 MTP, which guides transportation planning in the Counties of 
Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, Yuba, Placer, and the western slope of El Dorado.  An interim MTP 
was adopted by SACOG in October 2004 and a comprehensive update is currently underway 
with completion estimated in 2005.  However, the County of El Dorado is currently operating 
under the 1999 MTP.  
 
This alternative scenario would assume that the projects identified in the SACOG 1999 MTP 
would continue to be developed as they are funded and designed.  The impacts associated with 
the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the projects are similar, although 
the No Project Alternative would have fewer impacts comparatively.  This alternative would not 
result in some of the additional road capacity improvements that are warranted and may 
ultimately restrict land development consistent with the General Plan(s).  
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4.3 Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative 
 
4.3.1 DESCRIPTION 
 
The El Dorado County region will not have the necessary funds to implement all of the 
transportation projects that are needed during the twenty-year horizon of this RTP.  The most 
significant funding shortfall has been identified for major state highway improvements, including 
rehabilitation, maintenance and operations needs of the existing system.  Additional revenues are 
also needed to implement the projects associated with other modes of transportation including: 
transit, aviation, goods movement, non-motorized, and other transportation system 
improvements.   
 
The “Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative” assumes that every improvement project identified in 
the RTP (projects that are funded and unfunded) will be implemented regardless of funding 
availability or level of priority.  Table 4-2 summarizes the fiscally unconstrained motorized 
projects and Table 4-3 summarizes the fiscally unconstrained non-motorized projects.  
 
Table 4-2 
Fiscally Unconstrained Motorized Projects 

Project 
Estimated 

Cost 
(in millions) 

Local Arterial Projects  
Highway 50 widening (4 to 6 lanes) from South Shingle Road to El Dorado Hills Blvd. $      31.3 
Highway 50 through Placerville - ultimate improvements $    118.2 
Highway 50 widening (4 to 6 lanes) from Missouri Flat Rd. to Forni Rd. $        7.1 
City of Placerville local circulation improvements (parallel capacity to Highway 50) $      11.8 
Transit Projects 
Rail Capital - rolling stock $        0.5 
Bus Capital - rolling stock, alternate fuel conversion $        2.3 
Bus Capital – other, including transit expansion $        3.8 
Light Rail/Bus Rapid Transit extension from Folsom to El Dorado County $ 57.0-141 
ITS Projects  
Lower US 50 Freeway Mgmt. (Ramp Meters) $.5 
Various Non-Motorized Projects: $20.0 
El Dorado County Road Rehabilitation and Maintenance**: $107.0 

Total Unfunded projects $ 359.5-443.5
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Table 4-3 
Fiscally Unconstrained Non-motorized Projects 

Project Bikeway Facility 

Serrano Parkway -Entire Length (3.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes
Saratoga Drive - Entire Length (1 mile) Class II Bike Lanes
Valley View Bike Paths - Along Valley View parkway to schools, parks and village 
center (1.5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

Valley View Parkway - Entire Length (1.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes
Country Club Drive - Phase 2: Cambridge Road to Cameron Park Drive (1.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes
South Shingle Road - SPTC to US 50 (.75 miles) Class II Bike Lanes
Wild Chaparral Dr - Ponderosa Road to end (.75 miles) Class II Bike Lanes
Forni Road - Missouri Flat Road to Enterprise Drive (1 mile) Class II Bike Lanes
Mother Lode Drive Bike Lanes - Phase 2: Lindberg Ave to Pleasant Valley Road (2 
miles) Class II Bike Lanes

Carson Road - Jacquier Rd to Larsen Drive (4.5 miles) 
Class II Bike Lane 
on climbing 
shoulder 

Bike Path parallel to US 50 - Placerville Drive to Perks Court near Missouri Flat 
Road in Diamond Springs (.75 miles) Class I Bike Path 

Mother Lode Drive Bike Lanes - Phase 3: Pleasant Valley Road to South Shingle 
Road (4 miles) Class II Bike Lanes

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Mother lode Dr in El Dorado to Mother Lode Dr in 
Shingle Springs (5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Mother Lode Drive in Shingle Springs to Shingle Lime 
Mine Road (2.25 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC/El Dorado Trail - Phase 7: Shingle Lime Mine Road to Latrobe Road (8 miles) Class I Bike Path 
SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 2: Missouri Flat Road to Mother Lode Drive in El 
Dorado (3 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 4: Mother Lode Dr in El Dorado to Mother Lode Dr 
in Shingle Springs (4.75 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 5: Mother Lode Dr in Shingle Springs to Shingle 
Lime Mine Road (2.5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 6: Parkway Drive to Snows Road in Camino (4 
miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC/El Dorado Trail - Phase 6: Parkway Drive to Snows Road in Camino (1 miles) Class I Bike Path 
Pony Express Trail Road - Carson Road to Sly Park Road (6 miles) Class II Bike Lanes

Carson Road - Snows Road to Pony Express Trail Road (.5 miles) Class III Bike 
Route 
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4.3.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
Aesthetics 
 
This alternative would result in the construction of more improvement projects than the other 
alternatives, thus creating the greatest potential for adverse impacts on aesthetics compared to the 
other alternatives.  Comparatively, this alternative would result in the potential for loss or 
degradation of scenic vistas and resources and the more sources of light and glare.  This 
alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with regard to aesthetics. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Although this alternative will allow for greater traffic capacity it will also result in less traffic 
congestion and associated pollutant emissions (CO hotspots).  This alternative will also allow for 
increased use of public transit and other transportation alternatives that reduce pollutant 
emissions.  This alternative is superior to the Fiscally Constrained and No Project Alternative, 
but inferior to the Transit/Travel Demand Alternative with regard to air quality. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
None of the alternatives would conflict with any habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans, and all are expected to be developed consistent with established policies and 
regulations that protect biological resources. Because this alternative would result in the 
construction of more improvement projects there is a greater risk of impact to biological 
resources.  This alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with regard to biological resources. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
This alternative would result in a greater chance of disturbing cultural and historical resources 
because the increased number of improvement projects constructed will increase the area that 
will be graded or otherwise disturbed.  This alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with 
regard to cultural resources.   
 
Land Use and Planning 
 
The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would result in the construction of more improvement 
projects when compared to the other alternatives.  These improvements are designed to facilitate 
growth consistent with the form and function that is illustrated in the General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation Maps for the County and City. The other alternatives would not result in the 
development of needed capacity improvements that would facilitate implementation of the 
General Plan. This alternative is superior to the other alternative with regard to land use and 
planning. 
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Noise 
 
This alternative will result in the construction of more improvement projects than the other 
alternatives, which would result in greater short-term construction related noise impacts, as well 
as long-term operational impacts.  This alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with regard 
to noise. 
 
Transportation/Traffic 
 
Table 4-4 contains a summary of the Level of Service (LOS) for the Fiscally Unconstrained 
Alternative compared to 2004 conditions.  Several assumptions were used to either reduce 
automobile trips or increase the roadway capacity resulting from the implementation of the 
Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative. The first assumption involved an increased capacity on 
Highway 50. Widening Highway 50 to six-lanes through the study area would add capacity to 
the roadway. This increased capacity would result in a volume to capacity ratio that is lower, 
which would improve the LOS.  The peak hour capacity that corresponds to three freeway lanes 
(Table 3.7-7) was utilized in determining the freeway levels of service on Highway 50. 
 
The second assumption involves ramp metering. By providing ramp meters at the on-ramps, the 
traffic flow would improve and congestion on freeways would be minimized.  To reflect the 
improved traffic flow, freeway capacity was increased by five percent. 
 
The third assumption involves the addition of transit and non-motorized projects. By 
implementing a light rail/bus rapid transit system and promoting the use of bikes by constructing 
new bike lanes/paths within the study area there is an expected reduction in passenger car traffic 
through the road network. To reflect the reduction in passenger car traffic following the 
implementation of light rail/bus rapid transit and bike lanes/paths, a one percent reduction to year 
2025 volumes was applied.  
 
Overall, this alternative would allow for more improvement projects that are needed to maintain 
acceptable levels of service to be constructed, including roadway and transit projects. As 
identified in Table 4-4, implementation of the fiscally unconstrained alternative would either 
maintain or improve roadway level of service conditions when compared with the No Project 
Alternative. This alterative is also superior to the Fiscally Constrained and the TDM alternatives 
with regard to Traffic. 



 D
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4.4 Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative 
 
4.4.1 DESCRIPTION 
 
This alternative assumes that funding will be given to those projects that will maintain, improve 
and expand public transit systems and other alternative modes of transportation such as 
carpooling.  This alternative is intended to promote the use of transit and other alternative modes 
of transportation to manage the anticipated increase in population and associated transportation 
needs.  In addition, this alternative would cost substantially less than the Fiscally Constrained 
and No Project Alternative and would have fewer significant adverse environmental impacts then 
the No Project, Fiscally Constrained, and Fiscally Unconstrained Alternatives.  Table 4-5 
identifies the list of projects that are included in this alternative. 
 
Table 4-5 
Transit/TDM Alternative Projects 

Projects and Location Project Details 

Placerville Station, Phase II (Mosquito Road/Clay St) Expanded park-n-ride lot with 
approx. 25 spaces 

Central Park-n-ride lot at the EDCTA offices (Commerce Way in 
Diamond Springs) 

Approx. 30 –40 spaces 

Various new and expanded park and ride lots: 
 
White Rock/Latrobe Roads 
Silva Valley @ US 50 
Bass Lake Rd @ US 50 
Cambridge Rd @ US 50 
El Dorado Rd @ US 50 
Missouri Flat Rd @ US 50 
Placerville Dr/Forni Road or Ray Lawyer Dr @ US 50 
Ponderosa Road @ US 50 

A more detailed description of 
these projects is included in the 
RTP. 

Vanpool services (ED Hills Business Park) See US 50 TMA fact sheet 

Ramp meters (ED Hills Blvd to Placerville)  

HOV lanes (ED Hills Blvd to Ponderosa Road) See HOV data from General Plan 

Light rail/Bus rapid Transit (Folsom light rail station to El Dorado 
County) 

 

Expanded transit commuter services (US 50 corridor)  

Serrano Parkway -Entire Length (3.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 
Saratoga Drive - Entire Length (1 mile) Class II Bike Lanes 
Valley View Bike Paths - Along Valley View parkway to schools, 
parks and village center (1.5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

Valley View Parkway - Entire Length (1.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 
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Table 4-5 
Transit/TDM Alternative Projects, Continued. 
Projects and Location Project Details 
Country Club Drive - Phase 2: Cambridge Road to Cameron Park 
Drive (1.5 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 

South Shingle Road - SPTC to US 50 (.75 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 
Wild Chaparral Dr - Ponderosa Road to end (.75 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 
Forni Road - Missouri Flat Road to Enterprise Drive (1 mile) Class II Bike Lanes 
Mother Lode Drive Bike Lanes - Phase 2: Lindberg Ave to 
Pleasant Valley Road (2 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 

Carson Road - Jacquier Rd to Larsen Drive (4.5 miles) Class II Bike Lane on climbing 
shoulder 

Bike Path parallel to US 50 - Placerville Drive to Perks Court near 
Missouri Flat Road in Diamond Springs (.75 miles) Class I Bike Path 

Mother Lode Drive Bike Lanes - Phase 3: Pleasant Valley Road to 
South Shingle Road (4 miles) Class II Bike Lanes 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Mother lode Dr in El Dorado to Mother 
Lode Dr in Shingle Springs (5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Mother Lode Drive in Shingle Springs 
to Shingle Lime Mine Road (2.25 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC/El Dorado Trail - Phase 7: Shingle Lime Mine Road to 
Latrobe Road (8 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 2: Missouri Flat Road to Mother 
Lode Drive in El Dorado (3 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 4: Mother Lode Dr in El Dorado 
to Mother Lode Dr in Shingle Springs (4.75 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 5: Mother Lode Dr in Shingle 
Springs to Shingle Lime Mine Road (2.5 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC – El Dorado Trail - Phase 6: Parkway Drive to Snows Road 
in Camino (4 miles) Class I Bike Path 

SPTC/El Dorado Trail - Phase 6: Parkway Drive to Snows Road in 
Camino (1 miles) Class I Bike Path 

Pony Express Trail Road - Carson Road to Sly Park Road (6 
miles) Class II Bike Lanes 

Carson Road - Snows Road to Pony Express Trail Road (.5 miles) Class III Bike Route 
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4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
Aesthetics 
 
The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts on aesthetics when compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this alternative 
would result in less potential for degradation to scenic views or resources, less potential for 
changes along scenic routes, and fewer new sources of light and glare.  This alternative is 
superior to the other alternatives with respect to aesthetics. 
 
Air Quality 
 
This alternative would lessen the adverse impacts on air quality when compared to the other 
alternatives.  Instead of increasing the capacity of roads throughout the County, this alternative 
would increase the use of public transit and other alternative modes of transportation, which 
would reduce the total vehicle miles traveled each year and thus the total emissions each year.  
This would be a beneficial impact. Comparatively, this alternative would result in potentially 
lower adverse impacts on air quality when compared to the Fiscally Constrained and No Project 
Alternative. This alternative is superior to the other alternatives with respect to air quality. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
This alternative would result in lower potential for adverse impacts on biological resources when 
compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this alternative would result in some of the 
same impacts to biological resources, but on a smaller scale, because fewer roadways would be 
improved and more public transit/alternative modes of transportation would be developed.  This 
alternative is superior to the other alternatives with respect to biological resources. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
This alternative would result in less construction activities that might disturb unknown cultural 
and historic resources.  This alternative is superior to the other alternatives with respect to 
cultural resources. 
 
Land Use Planning 
 
This alternative would result in fewer roadway capacity improvements when compared to the 
other alternatives; although it would provide far more alternative mode improvements. These 
alternative mode improvements would provide numerous benefits to the region. However, these 
alternative modes would not fully offset the capacity improvement needs of the region, thusly, 
making it more difficult for the County and the City to develop land consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Plan(s). This alternative is inferior to the other alternatives with respect to land 
use planning. 
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Noise 
 
This alternative would result in lower potential for adverse impacts from noise when compared 
to the other alternatives because it would reduce the total vehicle miles traveled each year and 
thus the total roadway noise. Also, this alternative would reduce short-term noise impacts by 
reducing construction activities on roadways. The use of public transit and other alternative 
modes of transportation to manage existing and projected transportation service demands would 
reduce long-term noise impacts by consolidating some single-occupancy trips into multiple-
occupancy trips and by promoting alternative modes of transportation such as light rail that 
produce substantially less noise to transport more people.  This would be a beneficial impact. 
Overall, this alternative is superior to the other alternatives with respect to noise.   
 
Transportation/Traffic 
 
Table 4-6 contains a summary of the Level of Service (LOS) for the TDM Alternative compared 
to 2004 conditions.  One main assumption was used to reduce automobile trips and increase the 
roadway capacity resulting from the implementation of this alternative. The assumption involved 
the addition of Transit/Travel Demand Management projects. With implementation of 
Transit/TDM projects there is an expected reduction in passenger car traffic through the road 
network. To reflect the reduction in passenger car traffic, a two percent reduction to year 2025 
volumes was applied. 
 
Overall, this alternative would increase the use of public transit and other alternative modes of 
transportation, which is intended to help reduce congestion on the roadway network.  This 
alternative would still result in some of the necessary capacity improvements, although it would 
not be expected to provide the number of capacity improvements provided under the Fiscally 
Constrained or Unconstrained Alternatives. As identified in Table 4-6 implementation of this 
alternative would cause some deficiencies in the roadway level of service. Comparatively, this 
alternative is inferior to the Fiscally Constrained and the Fiscally Unconstrained Alternatives 
with regards to traffic.  
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4.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
This section compares the impacts of the alternatives under consideration.  Table 4-7 shows 
relative impact level of significance (high, medium, low, or beneficial) of each environmental 
impact for each alternative. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an 
alternative is only considered superior if it avoids or substantially lessens a significant impact. 
 
The “Transit/Travel Demand Management” alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative because the impact level of significance is either low or beneficial on five of the 
seven impact topics that are analyzed.  The “Fiscally Unconstrained” alternative is the second 
best alternative, with low impacts on three of the seven impact topics.  
 
Table 4-7 
Comparison Summary of Alternatives 

Issue 

Fiscally 
Constrained 

Alternative (List of 
short- and long-
term projects) 

No Project 
Alternative – 
(SACOG 1999 

MTP) 

Fiscally 
Unconstrained 

Alternative - (List 
of Unfunded 

Projects 

Transit/Travel 
Demand 

Management 
Alternative 

Aesthetics Medium Medium High Low 
Air 
Quality Medium Medium Low Beneficial 

Biological 
Resources Medium Medium High Low 

Cultural 
Resources Medium Medium High Low 

Land Use 
Planning Medium Medium Low High 

Noise Medium Medium High Beneficial 

Traffic Low Medium Low High 
 
Aesthetics 
 
The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts on aesthetics when compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this alternative 
would result in less potential for degradation to scenic views or resources, less potential for 
changes along scenic routes, and fewer new sources of light and glare.  The impacts associated 
with the No Project and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the 
transportation improvements in the No Project (SACOG 1999 MTP) and the Fiscally 
Constrained Alternative are not significantly different. The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative 
would have the greatest potential for adverse impacts because it would result in the construction 
of more transportation improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 
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Air Quality 
 
Both the Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative and the Fiscally Unconstrained 
Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse impacts on air quality when compared to 
the Fiscally Constrained and the No Project Alternative.  The approach to reducing the air quality 
impacts are however different. The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would create greater 
traffic capacity which would reduce traffic congestion. Traffic congestion is associated with 
higher idling and running times, which can cause greater air emissions and can create CO 
hotspots. Instead of increasing the capacity of roads throughout the County, the Transit/Travel 
Demand Management Alternative would increase the use of public transit and other alternative 
modes of transportation, which would reduce the total vehicle miles traveled each year and thus 
the total emissions each year.  This would be a beneficial impact. Comparatively, these 
alternatives would result in potentially lower adverse impacts on air quality when compared to 
the Fiscally Constrained and No Project Alternative.   
 
Biological Resources 
 
The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts on biological resources when compared to the other alternatives.  Comparatively, this 
alternative would result in some of the same impacts to biological resources, but on a smaller 
scale, because fewer roadways would be improved and more public transit/alternative modes of 
transportation would be emphasized.  The impacts associated with the No Project (SACOG 1999 
MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the transportation 
improvements are not significantly different. The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would have 
the greatest risk of affecting biological resources because it would result in the construction of 
more transportation improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Comparatively, the Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower 
potential for adverse impacts on cultural resources because it would result in substantially less 
construction activities that cause ground disturbance.  The impacts associated with the No 
Project (SACOG 1999 MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained project would be similar because the 
transportation improvements are similar. The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would have the 
greatest potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources because it would result in the 
construction of more ground disturbing improvements when compared to the other alternatives. 
 
Land Use Planning 
 
The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would result in more improvement projects when 
compared to the other alternatives.  These improvements will facilitate growth consistent with 
the form and function illustrated in the Land Use/Circulation Maps for the County and City. 
However, they are both financially constrained; therefore, they would not be able to provide 
some of the improvements needed to improve the circulation functions of the region.  These 
alternatives are both inferior to the Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative with regard to land use 
and planning.  
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The Transit/Travel Demand Alternative would result in fewer roadway capacity improvements 
when compared to the other alternatives; although it would provide far more alternative mode 
improvements. These alternative mode improvements would provide numerous benefits to the 
region. However, these alternative modes would not fully offset the capacity improvement needs 
of the region, thusly, making it more difficult for the County and the City to develop land 
consistent with the General Plan Land Use Plan(s). This alternative is inferior to the other 
alternatives with respect to land use planning. 
 
Noise 
 
The Transit/Travel Demand Management Alternative would result in lower potential for adverse 
impacts from noise when compared to the other alternatives because it would reduce the total 
vehicle miles traveled each year and thus the total roadway noise. Also, this alternative would 
reduce short-term noise impacts by reducing construction activities on roadways. The use of 
public transit and other alternative modes of transportation to manage existing and projected 
transportation service demands would reduce long-term noise impacts by consolidating some 
single-occupancy trips into multiple-occupancy trips and by promoting alternative modes of 
transportation such as light rail that produce substantially less noise to transport more people.  
This would be a beneficial impact. The impacts associated with the No Project (SACOG 1999 
MTP) and the Fiscally Constrained Alternative would be similar because the transportation 
improvements are similar. The Fiscally Unconstrained Alternative would have the greatest 
potential for adverse impacts because it would result in the construction of more transportation 
improvements when compared to the proposed project and the other alternatives. 
 
Traffic 
 
The Fiscally Constrained and Fiscally Unconstrained Alternatives would result in lower potential 
for adverse impacts on traffic when compared to the No Project and Travel Demand Alternative.  
The Fiscally Constrained Alternative would facilitate better traffic circulation as a result of 
implementation of the transportation improvement projects that add capacity to the roadway 
network.  The Fiscally Unconstrained alternative would add additional capacity by adding 
transportation improvement projects over and above the projects identified under the Fiscally 
Constrained Alternative.  This alternative would also implement additional transit projects when 
compared to the Fiscally Constrained Alternative.  In contrast, the Transit/Travel Demand 
Management Alternative would increase the use of public transit and other alternative modes of 
transportation, which is intended to reduce congestion on the roadway network.  However, this 
alternative would allow the level of service along some roadways to degrade.  Comparatively, 
the Fiscally Constrained and Unconstrained alternatives would result in substantially lower 
adverse impacts on traffic when compared to the No Project and TDM Alternative.  An LOS 
analysis is provided in the impact analysis for these alternatives. 
 


