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Summary 
The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) proposes to expand the number of daily 
passenger trains operating between the Sacramento Station and downtown Roseville from its 
current single daily roundtrip (two trains per day) to up to ten roundtrips per day (20 total trains 
per day).  CCJPA provides passenger services between Sacramento and Roseville, by 
agreement, over track owned and operated by Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR).  

To meet freight and passenger capacity requirements and to ensure the on-going safety and 
viability of UPRR freight services in the corridor, infrastructure improvements are required by 
UPRR for CCJPA to increase its passenger services.  These infrastructure improvements 
include construction of approximately 17.8 miles of new main track adjacent to the existing 
UPRR main tracks between the Sacramento Valley Station and Downtown Roseville and 
construction of a new passenger station platform in the City of Roseville.  There are twelve (12) 
overhead viaducts that provide grade-separated crossings over the railroad right-of-way, 
including structures on Interstate 80 (I-80), a number of local streets and two crossings of the 
Sacramento Regional Transit light rail system near McClellan Park.  There are two (2) public at-
grade crossings located within the City of Sacramento at 20th Street and 28th Street.  There are 
also several uncontrolled, private crossings within the corridor.  The corridor has ten (10) 
railroad bridges that provide unimpeded, grade-separated operation over a variety of roadways, 
the American River, and other natural features. 

The methodology used to evaluate aesthetics and visual quality impacts of the proposed project 
is based on the federal guidelines provided in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (FHWA 1988), which outlines the six basic steps 
required to assess visual impacts: 1) define the project setting and viewshed; 2) identify key 
views for visual assessment; 3) analyze existing visual resources and viewer response; 4) 
depict the visual appearance of project alternatives; 5) assess the visual impacts of project 
alternatives; and 6) propose methods to mitigate adverse visual impacts. 

For the purposes of this visual and aesthetics resource analysis, the proposed project corridor is 
divided into three landscape units (City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and City of 
Roseville).  Determination of aesthetic impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed 
project were determined based on direct field observation from multiple vantage points; 
photographic documentation of key views of the proposed project; evaluation of existing visual 
character; review of proposed project plans and features; and evaluation of photo simulations, 
which illustrate proposed project components from nine key view point (KVP) locations. 
Simulation vantage points were selected to provide representative public views of locations from 
which proposed project components would be most visible.   
 
This resulting aesthetics and visual resources analysis focuses on proposed project features 
that would have direct impacts on the project corridor by changing the character of, and 
lowering the existing visual quality of the landscape.  The analysis concluded that proposed 
project features would generally appear consistent with existing, similar features, and the 
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proposed project would not substantially obstruct views or substantially alter the existing visual 
character of the proposed project corridor. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 
Ave  Avenue 

Blvd  Boulevard 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CCJPA Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 

DOT  Department of Transportation 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

ft  foot, feet 

I  Interstate 

KVP  Key View Point 

MP  Milepost 

NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA  National Historic Preservation Act 

SR  State Route 

UPRR  Union Pacific Railroad Company 

USC  United States Code 
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1.0 Introduction 
The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) proposes to expand the number of daily 
passenger trains operating between the Sacramento Station and downtown Roseville from its 
current single daily roundtrip (two trains per day) to up to ten roundtrips per day (20 total trains 
per day). 

CCJPA provides passenger services between Sacramento and Roseville, by agreement, over 
track owned and operated by Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR).  To meet freight and 
passenger capacity requirements and to ensure the on-going safety and viability of UPRR 
freight services in the corridor, infrastructure improvements are required by UPRR for CCJPA to 
increase its passenger services.  

These infrastructure improvements include construction of approximately 17.8 miles of new 
main track adjacent to the existing UPRR main tracks between the Sacramento Valley Station 
located at Milepost (MP) 89.04 and Downtown Roseville located at MP 106.84 and construction 
of a new passenger station platform in the City of Roseville (see Figure 1).  Additional mileposts 
identify key wayside elements such as passing sidings, stations, bridges, speed restrictions, 
public at-grade crossings and other operating and engineering features along the railroad right-
of-way.  
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2.0 Project Location and Description 
2.1 Proposed Project Setting 

The corridor runs east and southeast through the City of Sacramento and through 
unincorporated areas of Sacramento County, including the communities of McClellan and 
Antelope.  The corridor generally runs parallel to Interstate 80 (I-80) and crosses the Placer 
County line, which is collocated with the City of Roseville city limits, and into Roseville.  The rail 
corridor continues east from Roseville on the Roseville subdivision of the UPRR to points east 
on the UPRR transcontinental route over Donner Pass.  An overview of the project corridor is 
shown on Figure 1. 

Two of the major railroad junctions are located in Sacramento, at Haggin and Elvas. These 
junctions connect UPRR north/south mainlines with the east/west transcontinental mainline.  
The other major railroad junction is located in Roseville, just east of the existing passenger 
station and connects major east/west and north/south mainline routes. 

In addition to the main tracks, the project area also has other significant railroad infrastructure 
located within the corridor, including the J.R. Davis Yard in Roseville.  This facility is UPRR’s 
main classification yard for Northern California and is where freight traffic destined to or 
originating from Northern California and Oregon is gathered and distributed.  It is also a major 
locomotive, railcar and equipment maintenance and repair facility. 

Numerous rail-served industries connect with the mainline, including a major industrial/ 
commercial facility at McClellan Park. The railroad corridor is also a significant utility corridor, 
which includes natural gas and petroleum product pipelines, fiber optic cable networks and 
electrical power lines.   Land uses along the corridor are predominately urban, with both 
residential and industrial uses located throughout the area that the corridor passes through.   

There are twelve (12) overhead viaducts that provide grade-separated crossings over the 
railroad right-of-way, including structures on I-80, a number of local streets and two crossings of 
the Sacramento Regional Transit light rail system near McClellan Park.  There are two (2) public 
at-grade crossings located within the City of Sacramento at 20th Street and 28th Street.  There 
are also several uncontrolled, private crossings within the corridor.  The corridor has ten (10) 
railroad bridges that provide unimpeded, grade-separated operation over a variety of roadways, 
the American River, and other natural features. 

2.1.1 Proposed Project Construction 

Proposed construction, which will be necessary to allow the new passenger rail services, will 
involve constructing a new main track; special track work (switches, turnouts, and crossovers), 
new wayside track signals; retaining walls and other earthwork; crash walls to protect existing 
highway structures; the construction of ten new railroad bridges, including a new bridge across 
the American River in Sacramento; a new station platform and associated facilities and utility 
relocation.  The majority of construction activities would occur within the existing UPRR rail 
corridor right-of-way, which is owned by UPRR.  The American River Bridge will be  
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Figure 1: CCJPA Third Track Overview
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constructed using Casted-In-Drilled Holes piles and there will be no pile driving.  There will be 
no nighttime work on the proposed project.  The new American River Bridge will be constructed 
on the north and west (downstream) of the existing bridge and will parallel the existing 
abutments/footings. 

2.1.2 New Main Track 

Construction of the proposed new third main track will consist of the installation of continuously 
welded rail constructed on wood/conrcete ties.  Track will be laid on new ballast and on 
subgrade that will include installation of new drainage and new 36 inch (in) storm water sewers. 
The new track will be constructed on the north side of the rail corridor between MP 89.9, located 
just east of the Sacramento Valley Passenger Station in Sacramento and MP 106.3 at the 
Passenger Station in Roseville.   The new track will be constructed on 20-foot to 35-foot track 
centers from existing Main Track No. 1 between the Sacramento Valley Station and the wye at 
Elvas (MP 92) due to the restricted right-of-way in this area.  East from the Elvas wye, the new 
track will be generally constructed on a 45-foot track center from the existing Main Track No.1.  
The track centers may vary at some locations in order to clear overhead viaduct structures.  
Crash walls will be constructed to protect overhead structures where required.  

2.1.3 Special Track Work and Wayside Signals 

A series of signalized turnouts and crossovers will be constructed at key locations throughout 
the corridor to connect the new main track and to allow for train meets and passing.  The 
turnouts and crossovers will be placed at strategic locations to allow for maximum flexibility and 
to ensure adequate velocity for both freight and passenger traffic through the area.  New 
connections will be built east of the Sacramento station to allow freight trains to pass around 
station tracks and at the junction of the UPRR’s Sacramento and Martinez Subdivisions at MP 
90 (Haggin).  A universal crossover, allowing movement between the main tracks, will be 
constructed along the corridor east of Sacramento and a new connection will be constructed at 
the McClellan Business Park industrial track.  New track alignments and special track work at 
the Roseville Yard will allow the new main track to avoid conflicts with yard activities.  

2.1.4 New Bridges 

The proposed project includes building ten new bridges 20 feet to 45 feet from the existing main 
track centerline alignment on the north side of the right-of-way adjacent to the existing railroad 
bridges except for the Dry Creek Bridge which is 20 feet to the south.  See Chapter 6, Design 
Considerations, for descriptions of the proposed new railroad bridge construction. 

2.1.5 Station Platform and Facilities 

Station construction will include construction of a new station track and an additional 15-foot by 
1300-foot concrete boarding platform at the current station site in Roseville.  The existing 
platform and current Main Track No.1 will be reconfigured to accommodate the new track and 
platform. 
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Trackside improvements will also include construction of layover tracks to store passenger 
trains overnight.  Additional features will include ticket vending machines, passenger information 
displays, lighting, and security systems. 

Working with the City of Roseville, associated landside facilities will include new roadway 
access, kiss & ride drop-off, and bus transfer area.  Additional parking to support the new 
passenger train services will be developed.      

2.1.6 Utilities Relocation 

A number of private pipelines and utility conduits are located within the railroad corridor.  The 
new third track will be designed to avoid utilities.  However, subject to final engineering, where 
utility relocation may be unavoidable, relocation will be within the railroad corridor.  Minor utility 
adjustments to overhead and underground crossings would consist of raising wires to provide 
additional vertical clearance and lowering and extending casings on existing pipeline crossings. 

2.2 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Sacramento to Roseville Third Main Track project would 
not move forward.  The No Project Alternative would include track improvements required for 
CCJPA to continue with the current level of service it provides as well as the removal and 
replacement of non-functional and deficient rail bridges in the corridor. 
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3.0 Regulatory Setting 
3.1 Federal  

3.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] Section 4321 et seq.) was signed into law on January 1, 
1970.  NEPA establishes national environmental policy and goals for the protection, 
maintenance, and enhancement of the environment, and requires federal agencies to integrate 
environmental values into their decision making processes by considering the environmental 
impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives to those actions. 

3.1.2 Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 

Volume 64, Part 28545 of the Federal Register outlines the FRA’s “Procedures for Considering 
Environmental Impacts.”  Specifically, the environmental assessment process indicates several 
aspects of potential environmental impact that should be considered, including aesthetic and 
design quality impacts. 

3.1.3 Department of Transportation (DOT) Act, Section 4(f) 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 (49 USC Section 1653) is a 
special provision which stipulates that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and other 
DOT agencies cannot approve the use of land from publicly owned parks, recreational areas, 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites unless there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative to the use of land or the action includes all possible planning to minimize 
harm to the property resulting from use.  Constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource involves an 
indirect impact to the property of such magnitude as to effectively act as a permanent 
incorporation, including visual impacts. 

3.1.4 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
The NHPA (16 USC Section 470 et seq.) of 1966 establishes federal government policy on 
historic preservation.  Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account 
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, including the introduction of visual 
elements that diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic features. 

3.2 State  

3.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

CEQA (Section 21000 et seq.) is a statute passed by legislature in 1970.  CEQA requires state 
and local agencies to identify the significant environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid 
or mitigate those impacts, if feasible.
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3.2.2 State Scenic Highways  
The State Legislature established the California Scenic Highway Program in 1963 through 
Senate Bill 1467, with the purpose of protecting and enhancing the natural scenic beauty of 
California highways and adjacent corridors through special conservation treatment.  The 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) manages the State Scenic Highway Program 
(Caltrans, 2014).  A portion of State Route 160 (SR 160) is classified as an officially designated 
state and county scenic highway; however, this portion of the route is located south of and 
outside of the proposed project area.  

3.3 Local 

Several city and county plans, including general plans and specific or community plans, address 
aesthetic and visual resources in the project area.  Policies include establishment of design 
guidelines, designation of regional or local scenic corridors and routes, and identification of 
areas of scenic value.  The relevant plans, goals, and policies for each jurisdiction within the 
proposed project corridor are described below. 

3.3.1 City of Sacramento 

The southern portion of the proposed project is located in the City of Sacramento.  The 
Environmental Resources element of the City of Sacramento General Plan contains a section 
dedicated to Aesthetics Resources. Policies in the Aesthetics Resources section provide for the 
maintenance and protection of significant visual and aesthetic resources (City of Sacramento, 
2009).  The following goal and policies of the City of Sacramento General Plan are applicable to 
the proposed project. 

Goal ER 7.1  Visual Resource Preservation. Maintain and protect significant visual 
resources and aesthetics that define Sacramento. 

Policies: 

ER 7.1.1  Protect Scenic Views. The City shall seek to protect views from public 
places to the Sacramento and American river and adjacent greenways, 
landmarks, and urban views of the downtown skyline and the State 
Capitol along Capitol Mall.  

ER 7.1.2  Visually Complimentary Development. The City shall require new 
development be located and designed to visually complement the natural 
environment/setting when near the Sacramento and American rivers, and 
along streams.  

ER 7.1.3  Minimize Removal of Existing Resources. The City shall require new 
commercial, industrial, and residential development to minimize the 
removal of mature trees, and other significant visual resources present on 
the site. 
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ER 7.1.4  Standards for New Development. The City shall seek to ensure that new 
development does not significantly impact Sacramento’s natural and 
urban landscapes. 

ER 7.1.5  Lighting. The City shall minimize obtrusive light by limiting outdoor lighting 
that is misdirected, excessive, or unnecessary.  

ER 7.1.6  Glare. The City shall require that new development avoid the creation of 
incompatible glare through development design features.  

The proposed project also passes through the Central City and North Sacramento Community 
Plan areas, as identified in Part 3, Community Plan Areas and Special Study Areas, of the 
General Plan (City of Sacramento, 2009).  However, there are no additional policies specific to 
Central City or North Sacramento that supplement the citywide General Plan policies.  

3.3.2 Sacramento County 

The central portion of the proposed project is located in Sacramento County. The Circulation 
Element of the Sacramento County General Plan addresses scenic highways (Sacramento 
County, 2011).  The proposed project does not cross any locally designated scenic county 
roads or corridors.  There are no other Sacramento County General Plan policies specific to 
aesthetics and visual resources that are applicable to the proposed project.  

3.3.3 City of Roseville 

The northern portion of the proposed project is located in the City of Roseville.  The Land Use 
element of the City of Roseville General Plan contains a section dedicated to Community 
Design (City of Roseville, 2014).  The following goal and policies of the City of Roseville General 
Plan are applicable to the proposed project. 

Goal 4  Emphasize the preservation and enhancement of historically and 
culturally significant buildings, native oak trees, woodlands and other 
significant features, as a primary element in defining Roseville’s 
community character. 

Policy 8 Encourage and promote the preservation of historic and/or unique, 
culturally and architecturally significant buildings, features and visual 
environments. 

The proposed project also passes through the Downtown Specific Plan area (City of Roseville, 
2014).  However, there are no additional policies specific to the Downtown Specific Plan that 
supplement the citywide General Plan policies.
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4.0 Assessment Methodology 
The methodology used to evaluate aesthetics and visual quality impacts is based on the federal 
guidelines provided in the FHWA Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (FHWA 1988), 
which outlines the six basic steps required to assess visual impacts. They are as follows: 

 Define the project setting and viewshed. 
 Identify key views for visual assessment. 
 Analyze existing visual resources and viewer response. 
 Depict the visual appearance of project alternatives. 
 Assess the visual impacts of project alternatives. 
 Propose methods to mitigate adverse visual impacts. 

4.1 Visual Character and Quality 
The visual impacts of a proposed project are determined by assessing the visual resource 
changes that would occur as the result of the project and predicting viewer response to those 
changes.  Visual resource change is the sum of the change in visual character and the change 
in visual quality.  This change can be determined by assessing the compatibility of the proposed 
project with the visual character of the existing landscape, and then comparing the visual quality 
of the existing resources with projected visual quality after implementation of the proposed 
project. 

Visual character is descriptive and non-evaluative, which means it is based on defined attributes 
that are neither good nor bad themselves.  A change in visual character can not be described as 
having good or bad attributes until it is compared with the viewer response to that change.  Both 
natural and artificial landscape features contribute to the visual character of an area or view. 

Visual quality is evaluated by identifying three criteria present in the viewshed: vividness, 
intactness, and unity, as described in detail below.  The FHWA states that this method should 
correlate with public judgments of visual quality well enough to predict those judgments. This 
approach to evaluating visual quality can help identify specific methods for mitigating specific 
adverse impacts that may occur as a result of a project.  The three criteria for evaluating visual 
quality can be defined as follows: 

 Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they combine 
in distinctive visual patterns. 
 

 Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and built landscape and its freedom from 
encroaching elements.  It can be present in well-kept urban and rural landscapes, as 
well as in natural settings. 
 

 Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered 
as a whole.  It frequently attests to the careful design of individual components in the 
landscape. 
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4.2 Viewer Response 
The viewer response to changes resulting from a project is the sum of viewer exposure and 
viewer sensitivity to the project.  These elements combine to form a method of predicting how 
sensitive receptors might react to visual changes brought about by a project.  Viewer sensitivity 
is defined as both the viewers’ concern for scenic quality and the viewers’ response to change 
in the visual resources that make up the view.  Viewer exposure is defined as the measurement 
of the number of viewers exposed to the resource change, the type of viewer activity, the 
duration of their view, the speed at which the viewers move, and the position of the viewers. 
Recreational travelers and residential viewers tend to have extended viewing periods and may 
be more concerned about changes in views; therefore, they are generally considered to have 
high visual sensitivity.  Viewers using recreation trails and areas tend to have viewing 
opportunities of extended duration and are also usually assessed as having high visual 
sensitivity.  The resulting level of visual impact is determined by combining the degree of 
resource change with the degree to which people are likely to oppose the change. FHWA 
defines the levels of visual impact as follows. 

 Low - Minor adverse change to the existing visual resource, with low viewer response to 
change in the visual environment. May or may not require mitigation. 
 

 Moderate - Moderate adverse change to the visual resource with moderate viewer 
response.  Impact can be mitigated within five years using conventional practices. 
 

 Moderately High - Moderate adverse visual resource change with high viewer response 
or high adverse visual resource change with moderate viewer response.  Extraordinary 
mitigation practices may be required. Landscape treatment required would generally 
take longer than five years to mitigate. 
 

 High - A high level of adverse change to the resource or a high level of viewer response 
to visual change such that architectural design and landscape treatment cannot mitigate 
the impacts.  Viewer response level is high. An alternative project design may be 
required to avoid highly adverse impacts. 

Residential viewers are generally assumed to have higher levels of viewer sensitivity due to a 
concern for their home environment and typically long-term exposure to changes in that 
environment.  Recreational viewers are generally assumed to have higher levels of viewer 
sensitivity due to a particularly focused interest in scenic quality.  Motorists are generally 
assumed to have moderate levels of sensitivity due to the typically short-term exposure to 
changes.  Workers are generally assumed to have lower levels of viewer sensitivity to a work 
environment.  Viewer groups anticipated to be present in the proposed project corridor are 
described below in Section 5.4.
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5.0 Existing Conditions 
5.1 Project Setting and Viewshed 

The regional landscape establishes the general visual environment of the proposed project.  As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Location and Description, the proposed project corridor begins 
at the Sacramento Station and runs west to east and then northeast through the City of 
Sacramento, and then continues northeast through unincorporated areas of Sacramento 
County, including the communities of McClellan and Antelope.  The corridor generally runs 
parallel to I-80 through unincorporated Sacramento County, and crosses the Placer County line, 
which is collocated with the City of Roseville city limits, and into Roseville where the corridor 
terminates just east of the Roseville Station.  The UPRR line outside of the project corridor 
continues east from Roseville on the Roseville subdivision to points east on the UPRR 
transcontinental route over Donner Pass.   

The proposed project is located on mostly flat terrain and passes mainly through urbanized 
areas.  Dominant visual features in the existing landscape include the strong linear features of 
the paved highway and surface streets, utility lines and poles, street trees, the historic railroad 
that is fenced and includes freight cars, sidings and signals.  Land uses adjacent to the corridor 
consist primarily of urban development, including areas of residential and commercial/industrial 
development.  In some portions of the proposed project corridor, adjacent land uses are also 
recreational, including a golf course and regional parks.  The proposed project corridor also 
traverses several water bodies: the American River, Arcade Creek, Magpie Creek, and Dry 
Creek. 

5.2 Landscape Units 

A landscape unit is a portion of the regional landscape, and these units are commonly used to 
divide long linear projects into logical geographic entities for assessment purposes.  These units 
generally have similar visual characteristics, although smaller locations within each landscape 
unit may differ from the overall unit’s character.   For the purposes of this visual and aesthetics 
resource analysis, the proposed project corridor is divided into three landscape units: 
Landscape Unit 1 (City of Sacramento), Landscape Unit 2 (Sacramento County), and 
Landscape Unit 3 (City of Roseville), as described in further detail below.  Figure 2 shows the 
limits of the three landscape units, and Figures 3 through 5 show a detailed view of each 
Landscape Unit. 

5.2.1 Landscape Unit 1 (City of Sacramento) 
Landscape Unit 1 is generally bound by the limits of the City of Sacramento, and is located 
within the both the City’s Central City Community Plan Area and North Sacramento Community 
Plan Area.  The Central City Community Plan area is characterized by an urban downtown with 
a variety of land uses, including State government buildings, corporate offices and businesses, 
high-rise condominiums, historic neighborhoods, parks and recreational areas, nightlife, 
restaurants and shops, schools, and industrial and manufacturing complexes all within a tree-
lined street grid (City of Sacramento, 2009).  The Central City contains numerous infill parcels in  
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Figure 2: Overview of Landscape Units
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Figure 3: Detail of Landscape Unit 1
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Figure 4: Detail of Landscape Unit 2
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Figure 5: Detail of Landscape Unit 3
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large districts such as the River District and the Railyards.  The North Sacramento Community 
Plan Area is characterized by a diversity of suburban residential, light industrial, and office uses 
(City of Sacramento, 2009).  Due to its proximity to Downtown Sacramento, this plan area is 
attractive as an employment center.  Light industrial areas are concentrated on SR 160, which 
the proposed project corridor passes, and in the northwestern portion of the plan area. Parks 
and recreation areas are distributed throughout Landscape Unit 1, including waterfront areas 
like the American River Parkway and Sutter’s Landing Park, which the proposed project corridor 
passes.  The proposed project corridor also passes both I-80 and State Route SR 160, which 
are major roadways in Landscape Unit 1. The Sacramento Regional Transit Light Rail line also 
extends through Landscape Unit 1, a portion of which runs parallel to the proposed project 
corridor. 

Visual quality of the proposed project corridor in Landscape Unit 1 is considered low to 
moderate for vividness and unity, especially within areas where structures dominate the view or 
where motorists have short-term views.  Additionally, views for motorists tend to be dominated 
by other vehicles and the highway. Intactness in Landscape Unit 1 is generally low, as there is a 
lack of continuity of pattern and character, due to the varied topography and land uses.  
However, in recreational areas of Landscape Unit 1, such as the American River Parkway, 
vividness, intactness, and unity are moderately high due to the natural features prominent at this 
site, and the mature landscape that is present along the parkway. 

5.2.2 Landscape Unit 2 (Sacramento County) 
Landscape Unit 2 is generally located between the northern limits of the City of Sacramento and 
the southern limits of Placer County and the City of Roseville.  The proposed project corridor 
passes through areas of Sacramento County, including the McClellan Business Park (formerly 
McClellan AFB, and now a light industrial area), and the unincorporated community area of 
North Highlands/Foothill Farms, which mainly consists of industrial, commercial, and low density 
residential land uses (Sacramento County, 2009).  Recreational features of Landscape Unit 2 
include Magpie Creek, which is crossed by the proposed project corridor.  The proposed project 
corridor also runs parallel to I-80, which is one of the largest roadways in the greater 
Sacramento area.  The Sacramento Regional Transit Light Rail line also extends through a 
portion of Landscape Unit 2 (terminating at Watt Avenue), and runs parallel to the proposed 
project corridor. 

Visual quality of the proposed project corridor in Landscape Unit 2 is considered low to 
moderate for vividness and unity, especially within areas where structures dominate the view or 
where motorists have short-term views.  As with Landscape Unit 1, views for motorists tend to 
be dominated by other vehicles and the highway. Intactness in Landscape Unit 2 is generally 
low, as there is a lack of continuity of pattern and character, due to the varied topography and 
land uses.  

5.2.3 Landscape Unit 3 (City of Roseville) 
Landscape Unit 3 is generally located between the southern limits of Placer County/City of 
Roseville and the northern project limits at the proposed layover facility north of the Roseville 
Station.  Landscape Unit 3 is characterized by a variety of land uses, with the proposed project 
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corridor considered general industrial, including low to medium density residential, public, open 
space, and business (City of Roseville, 2014).  Landscape Unit 3 is also located within the 
Downtown Specific Plan area, which is roughly 176 acres and completely surrounded by built 
out neighborhoods.  The Downtown Specific Plan area is comprised of two existing physical 
areas, Vernon Street and Historic Old Town, and is bisected by the wide UPRR right-of-way and 
the existing Roseville Station.  Major access to the downtown Roseville area is via I-80. 

Visual quality of the proposed project corridor in Landscape Unit 3 is considered low to 
moderate for vividness and unity, especially within areas where structures or industrial activities 
dominate the view, or where motorists have short-term views. Intactness in Landscape Unit 3 is 
generally low, as there is a lack of continuity of pattern and character, due to the varied 
topography and land uses. 

5.3 Project Viewshed 

A viewshed is a subset of a landscape unit and is comprised of all the surface areas visible from 
an observer’s viewpoint.  The limits of a viewshed are defined as the visual limits of the views 
located from the proposed project.  The viewshed also includes the locations of viewers likely to 
be affected by visual changes resulting from the addition of proposed project features.  Thus the 
study area for the proposed project includes the areas that could potentially have views of 
proposed project features and the areas which rail users could potentially view as they travel 
through the landscape.  

5.4 Viewer Groups 

Viewer response is composed of two elements: viewer sensitivity and viewer exposure.  These 
elements combine to form a method of predicting how a viewer might react to visual changes 
brought about by a project.  Viewer sensitivity is defined both as the viewers’ concern for scenic 
quality and the viewers’ response to change in the visual resources that make up the view.  
Viewer exposure is typically assessed by measuring the number of viewers exposed to the 
resource change, the type of viewer activity, the duration of the view, the speed at which the 
viewer moves, and the position of the viewer.  Low viewer sensitivity results when there are few 
viewers who experience a defined view, or when they may be less focused on the view, such as 
a freeway commuter on the freeway.  Low viewer sensitivity is also related to viewer 
expectations resulting from what viewers are used to seeing along the corridor.  Because this 
corridor has historically been a freight rail corridor, also used for passenger rail, viewers are 
accustomed to seeing rail as a dominant visual feature in the landscape.  High viewer sensitivity 
results when there are many viewers who have a view of frequent or long duration.  For 
example, familiarity with a view can occur when viewing a resource from a residence, a 
recreational site, or a commute route. 

The study area for the proposed project includes several types of viewer groups, such as rail 
users, motorists, residents, workers, and recreational users, as described in further detail below.  

 Rail users: Rail users include both occasional and frequent (e.g. commuters) 
passengers on rail lines utilizing the project corridor.  Single views for rail users are 
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typically of short duration.  Rail users who frequently travel a route generally possess 
low to moderate visual sensitivity to their surroundings, as the passing landscape 
becomes familiar.  Also rail users may be less focused on the passing views and more 
focused on activities such as reading or use of electronic devices. 
 

 Motorists: Motorists include both routine (e.g. commuters) and occasional (e.g. 
recreational) travelers.  Motorists use roadways at varying speed due to differences in 
the topography of the route, the traveler’s familiarity with the route, and roadway and 
weather conditions.  Single views for motorists are typically of short duration. Motorists 
who frequently travel a route generally possess low to moderate visual sensitivity to their 
surroundings, as the passing landscape becomes familiar.  Also motorists may be less 
focused on the passing views and more focused on roadway conditions.  
 

 Residents: Residents include individuals whose homes are located near the proposed 
project corridor.  Residents may have a moderately high viewer sensitivity because they 
are likely to place a high value on their local visual resources and to be more sensitive to 
changes in views. 
 

 Workers: Workers include individuals whose place of employment or work activities are 
located within or near the proposed project corridor.  Viewer sensitivity is moderate 
among workers, as they are typically less focused on the visual resources surrounding 
their workplace, and therefore are less sensitive to changes in views.  
 

 Recreational Users: The existing UPRR corridor and the proposed project corridor pass 
through regional park areas, and recreational users in the proposed project corridor may 
include walkers/joggers, bikers, and nature viewing.  Viewer sensitivity is moderately 
high among recreational users because they are more likely to place a high value on the 
natural environment and to be more sensitive to changes in views. 

5.5 Key View Points  
Determination of aesthetic impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project were 
determined based on direct field observation from multiple vantage points, including from 
neighboring properties and roadways; photographic documentation of key views of the 
proposed project; evaluation of existing visual character; review of proposed project plans and 
features, including construction and staging areas; and evaluation of photo simulations, which 
illustrate proposed project components from nine key view point (KVP) locations.  Simulation 
vantage points were selected to provide representative public views of locations from which 
proposed project components would be most visible.  KVPs represent specific locations within a 
landscape unit from which a proposed project would be visible.  KVPs are used to characterize 
the existing visual conditions of, and to represent examples of visual character and visual quality 
found within, the landscape unit.  They are also used to determine impacts by demonstrating 
how the proposed project would change views within the landscape unit.  A map of each KVP 
location is provided below (see Figures 6 through 23). 
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6.0 Design Considerations 
6.1 Bridges 

6.1.1  New American River Crossing  

The new American River crossing would be an approximately 2,223-foot long structure.  The 
new structure would match the vertical clearances of the existing structure.  It would be a 
precast/pre-stressed concrete double cell box bridge and steel thru-plate girder bridge. 

6.1.2  Arcade Creek   

The new bridge at Arcade Creek would be approximately 225 feet long.  The new structure 
would match the vertical clearances of the existing structure.  It would be a steel thru-plate 
girder bridge. 

6.1.3  Dry Creek  

The new bridge at Dry Creek would be approximately 201 feet long.  It would be a precast/pre-
stressed concrete single cell box girder bridge.  

6.2 Other Bridges (no water features) 

6.2.1 Sacramento Northern 

The new bridge at Sacramento Northern would be approximately 22 feet long.  It would be a 
precast/pre-stressed concrete slab girder bridge.  

6.2.2 UPRR Sacramento Sub.  

The UPRR Sacramento Sub bridges would be approximately 85 feet and 135 feet long.  They 
would be a precast/pre-stressed concrete double cell box bridge and a steel beam bridge.  

6.2.3 Business I-80  

The new bridge at Business I-80 would be approximately 135 feet long.  It would be a steel 
beam bridge.  

6.2.4 Exposition Boulevard (Blvd.)  

The new bridge at Exposition Blvd. would be approximately 130 feet long.  It would be a 
precast/pre-stressed concrete single cell box bridge. 

6.2.5 SR 160  

The new bridge at SR 160 would be approximately 219 feet long.  It would be a steel thru-plate 
girder bridge. 
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6.2.6 Magpie Creek viaduct  

The new bridge at Magpie Creek viaduct would be approximately 36 feet long.  It would be a 
precast/pre-stressed concrete double cell box bridge. 

6.2.7 Watt Avenue (Ave.) 

The new bridge at Watt Ave. would be approximately 151 feet long.  It would be a steel thru-
plate girder bridge. 

6.3 Roseville Station 

As described in Chapter 2, Project Location and Description, construction at the Roseville 
Station will include a new station track and an additional 15- x 3000-foot concrete boarding 
platform at the current station site.  The existing platform and current Main Track No.1 will be 
reconfigured to accommodate the new track and platform. 

6.4 Layover Facility 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, trackside improvements at the Roseville Station 
will also include construction of layover tracks to store passenger trains overnight.   
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7.0 Visual Impact Assessment 
 
The comparison of existing views with project simulation views shows the changes in the 
viewshed, and is the foundation for assessing visual impacts resulting from implementation of 
the proposed project.  Assessment of the visual quality for each KVP with the proposed project 
corridor uses the same analysis as the views of existing conditions, allowing a comparison of 
qualitative values. 

7.1 Visual Simulations 

Simulation vantage points were selected to provide representative public views from which 
proposed project components would be most visible.  As described above, analysis of aesthetic 
impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project included an evaluation of 
photographic documentation of key views of the proposed project, as well as photo simulations 
which illustrate proposed project components from nine KVP locations (see Figures 6 through 
23 below).  Included for each of the nine KVPs are a general location map and an aerial 
photograph of each KVP location.  The aerial photographs include proposed project features 
(e.g. new track, bridge or crossing, etc.), a reference location with the KVP identification 
number, and a directional arrow for the KVP view.  Each of these locational figures is followed 
by a figure with the corresponding KVP photographs, with the “before Project” existing condition, 
and a simulation of the conceptual “after Project” condition.  

Computer-generated photo simulations were prepared using digital photographs and computer 
modeling techniques to document the visual changes that would result from implementation of 
the proposed project.  As described above, the simulations show project features from nine 
locations.  Simulation vantage points were selected to provide representative public views from 
which project features would be most visible to the various types of sensitive receptors that are 
anticipated to be located within the proposed project landscape units.  Specific viewer groups 
that would be exposed to the potential changes that would occur as a result of the proposed 
project include rail users, motorists, residents, workers, and recreational users. 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
Figure 6: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 1 (Sacramento Northern) 

 

  

KVP 1 
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Existing Sacramento Northern Bridge 

 

 
Sacramento Northern Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 7: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 1 (Sacramento Northern) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
 

Figure 8: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 2 (Business I-80) 

 

KVP 2 
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Existing Business I-80 Bridge 

 

 
Business I-80 Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 9: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 2 (Business I-80) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
 

Figure 10: Location and Maps for KVP 3 (American River) 

KVP 3 
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Existing American River Crossing 

 

 
New American River Crossing with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 11: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 3 (American River) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
 

Figure 12: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 4 (Exposition Blvd.) 

KVP 4 
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Existing Exposition Blvd. Bridge 

 

 
Exposition Blvd. Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 13: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 4 (Exposition Blvd.) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
 

Figure 14: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 5 (SR 160) 

KVP 5 



 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources Report   31 

 
Existing SR 160 Bridge 

 

 
SR 160 Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 15: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 5 (SR 160) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
Figure 16: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 6 (Watt Ave.) 

 

KVP 6 



 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources Report   33 

 
Figure 8a: Existing Watt Ave. Bridge 

 

 
Watt Ave. Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 17: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 6 (Watt Ave.) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
Figure 18: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 7 (Dry Creek) 

 

KVP 7 
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Existing Dry Creek Bridge 

 

 
Dry Creek Bridge with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 19: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 7 (Dry Creek) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
Figure 20: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 8 (Roseville Station) 

KVP 8 
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Existing Roseville Station 

 
Roseville Station with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 21: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 8 (Roseville Station) 
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Location Map 

 
 

 
KVP Map 

 
Figure 22: Location and KVP Maps for KVP 9 (Layover Facility) 

KVP 9 
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Existing Tracks Adjacent to Layover Facility Site 

 

 
New Tracks and Layover Facility with Proposed Project 

 
Figure 23: Existing and Simulated Photographs of KVP 9 (Layover Facility) 
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7.2 Analysis of Landscape Units and Key Views 

The following sections describe the anticipated changes in visual quality and character, within 
each landscape unit and for each KVP, as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project. 
As described above, the Proposed Project would pass through three landscape units, for which 
nine KVPs were analyzed. 

7.2.1 Landscape Unit 1 (City of Sacramento) 

In general, with the proposed project in place, the visual quality of views within Landscape Unit 
1 would remain as it is with existing conditions.  The most noticeable changes would occur at 
the Sacramento Northern Bikeway and at the new American River crossing, based on the 
recreational nature of these sites and the resulting higher degree of viewer sensitivity than for 
the other bridges in Landscape Unit 1.  However, the proposed project would not substantially 
alter the landscape unit’s existing visual character.  The visual character of Landscape Unit 1, in 
terms of vividness, intactness, and unity, is anticipated to remain unchanged. 

KVP 1 Sacramento Northern represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by recreation 
users, such as pedestrians or bikers, utilizing the Sacramento Northern Bikeway, which is a 
scenic bikeway that runs from downtown Sacramento to the community of Elverta in northern 
Sacramento County.  It crosses the American River on a bridge to the west of the new American 
River crossing, several small neighborhood creeks, and Dry Creek.  While views at this location 
would typically be of short duration, viewers would have a moderate sensitivity based on the 
recreational nature of land uses at this crossing.  However, in the simulated view from KVP 1, 
this crossing would appear as a consistent linear feature alongside the existing UPRR tracks.  
Operation of the proposed project would not change existing land uses or preclude continued 
recreational use at this portion of the Sacramento Northern Bikeway. 

KVP 2 Business I-80 represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists.  There 
would be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, but views would be from 
vehicles traveling at highway speeds, and viewer sensitivity is assumed to be low.  In the 
simulated view from KVP 2, the linear and horizontal aspects of the bridge would appear 
consistent with existing, similar features (UPRR tracks and bridge).  With the proposed project, 
the visual quality of the view would remain moderately low.  The project would not substantially 
obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the existing visual character. 

KVP 3 American River represents changes to the viewshed as seen by recreation users, such 
as pedestrians, bikers, or boaters, of the American River Parkway, which is a 23-mile parkway 
that runs along the American River throughout Sacramento County.  Views at this location 
would typically be of long duration, and viewers would have a moderately high sensitivity based 
on the recreational nature of land uses at this crossing.  However, in the simulated view from 
KVP 3, the new bridge would be of lower profile than the existing bridge, and therefore would be 
difficult for viewers to see from the eastern viewpoint.  From the western viewpoint, the new 
bridge would be noticeable, but would appear as a consistent linear feature alongside the 
existing UPRR tracks and bridge.  With the proposed project, the visual quality of the view 
would remain moderately high.  The project would not substantially obstruct long-distance views 
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or substantially alter the existing visual character.  Operation of the proposed project would not 
change existing land uses or preclude continued recreational use at this portion of the American 
River Parkway. 

KVP 4 Exposition Blvd. represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists and 
workers.  There would be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, but views 
would either be from vehicles traveling at local roadway speeds or from work locations where 
viewers are typically less focused on the visual resources surrounding their workplace.  Thus 
viewer sensitivity at this location is assumed to be low. In the simulated view from KVP 4, the 
linear and horizontal aspects of the bridge would appear consistent with existing, similar 
features (UPRR tracks and bridge).  With the proposed project, the visual quality of the view 
would remain moderately low.  The project would not substantially obstruct long-distance views 
or substantially alter the existing visual character. 

KVP 5 SR 160 represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists and workers.  
There would be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, but views would either 
be from vehicles traveling at highway speeds or from work locations where viewers are typically 
less focused on the visual resources surrounding their workplace.  Thus viewer sensitivity at this 
location is assumed to be low. In the simulated view from KVP 5, the linear and horizontal 
aspects of the bridge would appear consistent with existing, similar features (UPRR tracks and 
bridge).  With the proposed project, the visual quality of the view would remain moderately low. 
The project would not substantially obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the 
existing visual character. 

7.2.2 Landscape Unit 2 (Sacramento County) 

In general, with the proposed project in place, the visual quality of views within Landscape Unit 
2 would remain as it is with existing conditions.  The proposed project would not substantially 
alter the landscape unit’s existing visual character. The visual character of Landscape Unit 2, in 
terms of vividness, intactness, and unity, is anticipated to remain unchanged. 

KVP 6 Watt Avenue represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists.  There 
would be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, but views would be from 
vehicles traveling at highway speeds, and viewer sensitivity is assumed to be low. In the 
simulated view from KVP 6, the linear and horizontal aspects of the bridge would appear 
consistent with existing, similar features (UPRR tracks and bridge).  With the proposed project, 
the visual quality of the view would remain moderately low.  The project would not substantially 
obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the existing visual character. 

7.2.3 Landscape Unit 3 (City of Roseville) 

In general, with the proposed project in place, the visual quality of views within Landscape Unit 
3 would remain as it is with existing conditions.  The most noticeable changes would occur at 
the Roseville Station with the new layover facility and presence of the Capitol Corridor train sets 
within a downtown setting and adjacent to residential development.  However, the proposed 
project would not substantially alter the landscape unit’s existing visual character and the 
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presence of UPRR freight trains at the railyard.  The visual character of Landscape Unit 3, in 
terms of vividness, intactness, and unity, is anticipated to remain unchanged. 

KVP 7 Dry Creek represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists.  There would 
be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, but views would be from vehicles 
traveling at highway speeds, and viewer sensitivity is assumed to be low. In the simulated view 
from KVP 7, the linear and horizontal aspects of the bridge would appear consistent with 
existing, similar features (UPRR tracks and bridge).  With the proposed project, the visual 
quality of the view would remain moderately low.  The project would not substantially obstruct 
long-distance views or substantially alter the existing visual character. 

KVP 8 Roseville Station represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by rail users and 
workers.  There could be a relatively large number of viewers from this key view, based on 
ridership, but views for rail users would be of relatively short duration either while waiting, 
boarding, or stopping over at the station.  Views from work locations would also be of relatively 
short duration, as viewers are typically less focused on the visual resources surrounding their 
workplace.  Based on the location of this station between the east and west portions of the 
Downtown Roseville specific plan area, viewer sensitivity is assumed to be moderate.  In the 
simulated view from KVP 8, the linear and horizontal aspects of the new track and platform 
would appear consistent with existing, similar features (adjacent track and platform).  With the 
proposed project, the visual quality of the view would remain moderate.  The project would not 
substantially obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the existing visual character.  

KVP 9 Layover Facility represents the changes to the viewshed as seen by motorists, workers, 
and to a limited extent, residents.  There would be a relatively large number of viewers from this 
key view.  However, where the new tracks would be visible, the layover facility trailers would not 
be visible due to existing landscaping.  In contrast, from an alternate view where the layover 
facility trailers might be visible, such as from adjacent residential areas, the new tracks would 
not be visible due to existing landscaping.  Based on the industrial nature of the proposed 
layover facility site, viewer sensitivity is assumed to be low to moderate.  In the simulated view 
from KVP 9, the new tracks are visible and appear consistent with existing, similar features 
(UPRR tracks), and the layover facility trailer is minimally visible.  The trailers at the layover 
facility would be temporary structures, and would not exceed 10 to 12 feet in height.  Further, 
the trailers would not appear inconsistent or represent a significant visual disruption to the 
landscape at this site, which in its current condition is industrial in nature. With the proposed 
project, the visual quality of the view would remain low to moderate. 

7.3 Impacts  

The visual impacts of the proposed project were determined by evaluating the changes to 
existing visual resources that would occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project, 
and assessing the anticipated viewer response to those changes. 

There are no officially designated state scenic highways located near the proposed project or 
that would be affected by implementation of the proposed project.  Therefore, there would be no 
impacts on such resources, and this report does not analyze them further.  Similarly, impacts 
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related to new light and glare sources are not analyzed further because project design features 
would avoid and minimize impacts. 

Per Section 4(f) of the DOT Act, agencies cannot use land from publicly owned parks, 
recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historical sites unless 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land or the action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from use.  There are no wildlife refuges or 
public or private historical sites located near the proposed project or that would be affected by 
implementation of the proposed project.  As described above, the proposed project would cross 
over the Sacramento Northern Bikeway and through the American River Parkway.  However, 
the majority of construction activities are anticipated to occur within the existing UPRR rail 
corridor right-of-way, which is owned by UPRR.  Construction activities occurring near these 
resources would be temporary, and following construction, no change in designated land uses 
at these sites would result.  Construction and operation of the proposed project would not 
preclude the continued use of, substantially obstruct long-distance views of, or substantially 
alter the existing visual character of the proposed project corridor at these recreational locations 
and impacts would be less than significant.  Implementation of the proposed project would be 
consistent with the goals and policies of the applicable local jurisdictions. 

7.3.1 Construction Impacts 

Temporary construction activities are anticipated to include partial or complete road and lane 
closures, vehicle and pedestrian detours, construction material deliveries, and transport of 
construction equipment.  In general, construction staging areas would be located adjacent to the 
proposed track.  Construction staging areas adjacent to the proposed track are generally 
industrial in nature, such that construction equipment and earthmoving activities are not visually 
intrusive and would be compatible with the surrounding landscape.  The visual degradation 
resulting from proposed project construction activities would be more noticeable in urban areas 
adjacent to residences and or recreation areas.  However, construction impacts would be 
temporary, and construction staging areas would be restored to pre-project conditions after 
construction is completed.  Additionally, no nighttime work would be required for construction of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts resulting from construction of the proposed project are 
considered less than significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 1 and 2, outlined below, 
would help to further reduce the impacts of construction of the proposed project on sensitive 
viewer groups in the project area. 

7.3.2 Proposed Project Impacts 

As described above in Section 7.2, Analysis of Landscape Units and Key Views, proposed 
project features would generally appear consistent with existing, similar features, and the 
proposed project would not substantially obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the 
existing visual character of the proposed project corridor.  Therefore, impacts resulting from 
operation of the proposed project are considered less than significant.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3 and 4, outlined below, would help to further reduce the impacts of 
operation of the proposed project on sensitive viewer groups in the project area.  
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7.3.3 Cumulative Impacts  
Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that could interact with the proposed 
project in the generation of cumulative impacts are summarized below.  The cumulative analysis 
compares the proposed project alignment with cumulative projects that could have visual 
impacts that would overlap with those of the proposed project.  Overlapping impacts from the 
proposed project and cumulative projects would have the potential to result in temporary 
cumulative construction-related impacts, especially if occurring during the same timeframe. 
However, it is assumed that, as with the proposed project, project-specific mitigation measures 
implemented under cumulative projects would also reduce the potential for combined visual 
impacts.  Further, overlapping construction impacts, if any, are anticipated to be temporary and 
would be less than significant. 

The major project lists of the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and the City of Roseville 
were reviewed for projects that could have visual impacts that would overlap with those of the 
proposed project.  Of these project lists, only the City of Sacramento’s proposed McKinley 
Village Project could have overlapping visual impacts.  The McKinley Village Project is a 48-
acre site located adjacent to the East Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods, bounded 
by Business I-80 on the west and the proposed project alignment on the east (City of 
Sacramento, 2014).  McKinley Village is considered an urban village that would provide 336 
single-family residential units, parks, neighborhood recreation, and bike and pedestrian 
connections to adjacent neighborhoods.  The proposed project and the McKinley Village Project 
are each anticipated to contribute incrementally to visual impacts on the surrounding viewshed. 
The overall change in visual character as a result of the proposed project and the McKinley 
Village Project is not anticipated to be substantial based on the location of these projects in an 
area that is already developed with transportation infrastructure (i.e. the existing alignment and 
highway).  Thus, these projects could contribute to an increase in visual impacts, but would not 
adversely change the overall visual character or quality of the surrounding viewshed and would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 
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8.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The aesthetics and visual resources analysis focused on proposed project features that would 
have direct impacts on the project corridor by changing the character of, and lowering the 
existing visual quality of the landscape.  Based on the analysis of changes to the viewshed as a 
result of implementation of the proposed project, and the analysis of visual simulations of 
proposed project features at nine KVP locations along the project corridor, the proposed project 
features would generally appear consistent with existing, similar features.  The proposed project 
would not substantially obstruct long-distance views or substantially alter the existing visual 
character of the proposed project corridor.  Implementation of Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation Measures 1 through 4, outlined below, would help to further reduce the impacts of 
construction and operation of the proposed project on sensitive viewer groups in the project 
area. 

8.1 Construction Period Mitigation Measures 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 1:   
Minimize Visual Disruption from Construction Activities 

Adhere to local jurisdiction construction requirements (if applicable) regarding construction 
related visual disruption.  In order to minimize visual disruption, construction activities would 
include the following measures: 

 Limit pre-construction clearing to that necessary for construction. 

 When possible, preserve existing vegetation, particularly along the edge of construction 
areas to help screen views. 

 After construction, regrade and revegetate areas disturbed by construction and staging, 
to pre-project conditions. 

 To the extent feasible, do not locate construction staging areas immediately adjacent to 
existing residential, recreational, or other high-sensitivity receptors.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 2:  
Minimize Light Disturbance During Construction  

Where construction lighting is required, the construction contractor shall minimize fugitive light 
from portable lighting sources used during construction by adhering to the following practices: 

 Project-related light and glare shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible within 
the constraints of safety considerations.  

 Color-corrected halide lights shall be used.  

 Portable lights shall be operated at the lowest allowable wattage and height and shall be 
raised to no more than 20 feet above ground level.  
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 All lights shall be screened and directed down toward work activities and away from the 
night sky and nearby residents to the maximum extent within the constraints of safety 
considerations. 

 The number of nighttime lights used shall be minimized to the greatest extent possible. 

Implementation of this measure will reduce—to the extent feasible as governed by site-
specific safety requirements—the overall amount of nighttime light and glare introduced 
to the Project vicinity during construction. 

8.2 Project Mitigation Measures 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measure 3:  
Minimize Operational Night Lighting 

To minimize impacts on sensitive receptors resulting from nighttime operational lighting, to the 
extent feasible and consistent with safety and security, all permanent exterior lighting would be 
designed and installed so that the lighting does not cause excessive reflected glare and 
illumination of the proposed project and its immediate vicinity is minimized. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measure 4: 
Screen Ancillary Project Facilities 

Ancillary project facilities would not be sited in proximity to residences, parks, or other sensitive 
visual receptors. Where avoidance is not feasible, facilities would be screened with perimeter 
landscape screening.  
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