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Foreword

FOREWORD

This document contains both the public comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed North Central Roseville
Specific Plan, and written responses to those comments. All written comments
received during the public review period from July 7, 1989 to August 11, 1989 are
included, as well as written comments which were received following the close of
review (August 11 through September 28, 1989).

The comments and responses in this document have been grouped by topic and sub-
topic. The topics are those which were used in the DEIR (i.e., Geology, Hydrology,
Biology, Land Use, Traffic, etc.). The sub-topics refer to the specific issue which the
con;ments address (i.e., erosion, runoff, vernal pools, mitigation measures, parks,
etc.).

Each letter has been separated into these topics and sub-topics. This was
accomplished by bracketing each individual comment, determining its topic and
assigning it a sub-topic. Each letter is included in the Appendix in chronological
order of receipt with the comments bracketed. The Introduction to the Comments
and Responses section lists comments by commentor, by topic, and by letter.

The Project Description section from the DEIR has been included in its entirety to
aid the reader in understanding the comments. In cases where the Specific Plan has
been revised since the DEIR was originally published, updated pages or graphics
have been inserted. The Summary Matrix has been revised, where necessary, to
reflect comments received. Appendices include an errata for the Draft EIR, as well
as the comment letters and other technical data.

These Comments and Responses, the Appendices, and the Draft EIR constitute the
Final EIR for the proposed Specific Plan.
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Project Description

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1 Background

In November 1985, the Roseville City Council by resolution amended the Land Use
Element of the General Plan. This provided for the development of Specific Plans for
three areas of the City, known as the Northeast, North Central, and Northwest Plan
areas. Tentative land use allocations were made, with final adoption contingent upon
the presentation and approval of Specific Plans and Development Agreements for the
subject properties. The necessary documents for development of the Northeast Plan
area have been adopted, and development of that Plan area is underway. In August
1986, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for development of a Northwest Roseville
Specific Plan was circulated, followed closely in September by an NOP for the North
Central Roseville Specific Plan.

Simultaneous preparation of the Northwest and North Central Specific Plans provided
the impetus for combining the environmental review into a single EIR document, the
North Roseville Specific Plans Draft Environmental Impact Report, which was
circulated in August 1987. Following public circulation and review by state agencies,
the Draft EIR was reviewed by the Roseville Project Review Commission (PRC), and
subsequently, by the Roseville Planning Commission. Changes in landowners within
the respective Plan areas, as well as continuing modifications of the proposed Specific
Plans, resulted in a decision to process the Plans separately as originally intended. A
Specific Plan and accompanying Environmental Impact Report have been adopted
and certified for the Northwest Roseville Specific Plan. This project, the North
Central Roseville Specific Plan (NCRSP), proposes development of the last of the
three Plan areas reviewed for development by the City Council in November 1985.
The NOP for this project was circulated for review from May 25 through June 27,
1988. The NCRSP and accompanying land use maps provide the basic information
upon which this Environmental Impact Report is based. For reference, the Proponent
Draft NCRSP is appended to this report.

The NCRSP includes property owned by several parties. Consequently, the proposed
Specific Plan is the end product of a coordinated effort between the various
landowners and the City of Roseville. Property owners in the Plan area have been
participating in the development of the Plan.

1.2 Project Location

The City of Rosevilie is located in the Central Valley of northern California. As shown
in Figure 1-1, the City of Roseville is located along Interstate 80 approximately
midway between the cities of Sacramento and Auburn. Interstate 80 provides a
regional link between Roseville and San Francisco or the Lake Tahoe region.

89046
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Regional Location Map Figure 1-1
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Project Description

As depicted in Figure 1-2, the NCRSP area is located north of downtown Roseville,
spanning the area between Interstate 80 and Washington Boulevard. The
southeastern corner of the Plan area is defined by the Southern Pacific Railroad
(SPRR) track which parallels Atlantic Street, Taylor Road, and I-80. The eastern side
of the Plan area includes the Roseville/Rocklin corporate boundary, the Highway 65
Bypass, and the transportation corridor which accommodates the SPRR, Interstate 80,
and Taylor Road. The northern limit of the Plan area is the City of Roseville
corporate boundary. The area south of Sunset Boulevard but north of the Roseville
corporate limit is within the unincorporated area of Placer County. This area is a
"wedge" surrounded on three sides by incorporated areas in Rocklin and Roseville.
The western boundary of the Plan area is formed by Washington Boulevard, beyond
which is the Roseville North Industrial area and the Northwest Specific Plan.

1.3 Proposed Project

The NCRSP is proposed as the guide for development within the Plan area. The
Proposed NCRSP is consistent with the Roseville General Plan, but provides a more
detailed and coordinated plan for implementation of development and mitigation of
potential environmental impacts. Individual development projects within the Plan
area will be subject to the goals, policies, and guidelines established by the NCRSP.

The NCRSP consists of a proposal to develop the *2,315 acre area to support
residential, commercial, business-professional (B-P), and light industrial land uses.

The NCRSP proposes development of low to medium density residential housing in
the southwesterly portion of the Plan area, blending to higher density residential,
commercial and B-P uses to the northeast. Proposed development along the Highway
65 Bypass is limited to light industrial, B-P, and commercial land uses. The Specific
Plan includes two potential locations for development of a regional mall. Table 1-1
presents the proposed land uses. Figure 1-3 illustrates the proposed land uses by
parcel; revised Figure 1-3 illustrates changes since publication of the DEIR.

The Specific Plan does not address individual development proposals, so no particular
schedule or cost information is available on a project-by-project basis. For regional
planning and forecasting purposes, it has been assumed that approximately two-thirds
of each Roseville Plan area will build out by the year 2005.

The largest single holding within the Specific Plan area consists of approximately 2,000
acres of which 1,300 is proposed for development in the Specific Plan and shall be
referred to as "Regional 65" in the Final EIR.

89046
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Figure 1-2
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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-1

NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN
PROPOSED LAND USES

Type of Land Use Units Acres
Residential

Low Density

(R-0 to R-5) 1,340 du! 303.3

Medium Density

(R-6 to R-10) 546 du 70.0

High Density

(R-11 and above) 2,522 du 146.6

TOTAL 4,408 du 519.9
Business - Professional 143.2
Business - Professional, Commercial 74.1
Commercial 68.5
Regional Commercial , 207.8
Light Industrial 189.3
Open Space :

Lower Watershed 111.9

Park Preserve 48.9

Parks 66.1

Wetland Mitigation 14.2
Schools

K-6 16.0

Intermediate 15.5
Right of Way (ROW) 87.9
Fire Station 1.0
Electrical Substation 0.5
PG&E 31.5
Urban Reserve 718.9

TOTAL 2,315.2

I dqu = dwelling unit
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Revised Figure 1-3
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Project Description

1.4 Required Approvals

Full implementation of the land uses described in the Specific Plan include the
following approvals:

E:

EIR certification.
Specific Plan approval.
Development Agreements.

Final Subdivision Map approval for the major parcels into which the
Plan area is to be subdivided.

Approval of zoning consistent with Specific Plan land uses.

Granting of use permits for individual projects.

Approval of tentative and final maps for individual projects.

Building permits for all structures within the Plan area.

Stream Alteration Agreements from the California Department of Fish
and Game may be required for individual projects which could affect

streambeds within the Plan area.

Potential requirements for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permits under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

1.5 Offsite Facilities

Implementation of the NCRSP will require the construction of a number of water
and sewer lines outside of the Plan area. These will connect Plan area services to
existing or planned facilities and include:

89046

A 24-inch diameter water line to be constructed in the right-of-way
along Blue Oaks Road, from the Plan area boundary to an existing line
adjacent to the SP Railroad line.

A 15-inch sewer line to connect NCRSP area service to an existing
sewer line adjacent to Washington Boulevard north of the NCRSP.

A 36-inch water line south along Harding Boulevard

A 36-inch water line to be constructed from the southeast NCRSP area
boundary to the proposed right-of-way for the Taylor Road connector

1-8



Project Description

# A 24- or 30-inch diameter sewer trunk line extension to be constructed
along South Branch Pleasant Grove Creek from the Plan area
boundary to an existing lift station approximately two miles west of the
Plan area.

8 A 12-inch sewer line south of the NCRSP and west of Harding
Boulevard.

All construction of these facilities, with the exception of the South Branch sewer
extension, will occur within developed right-of-ways or right-of-ways planned for
development.

South Branch Pleasant Grove Creek Sewer Trunk Extension

The proposed route for the offsite portion of the South Branch Pleasant Grove
Creek Sewer Trunk Extension would run from the southern boundary of the NCRSP
area, along South Branch Pleasant Grove Creek (South Branch) to the existing lift
station which is located near the confluence of South Branch with Pleasant Grove
Creek (see Figure 1-4 and Revised Figure 1-4 for changes since DEIR publication).
As can be seen in the figure, the route would be located primarily in the Northwest
Specific Plan Area. A portion of the route, however, will cross through Diamond
Oaks subdivision and golf course. For approximately 3,000 feet of the route, the
proposed line will parallel an existing sewer line which runs from Foothill Boulevard
to the above mentioned lift station (see Figure 1-4). Another existing sewer line and
lift station, shown in the southeast portion of the project area, will be removed as
part of the new pipeline project, as will about 1,800 feet of the existing sewer line
west of Foothill Boulevard.

The new trunk line will be designed to service that portion of the southern NCRSP
area which is within the Dry Creek Sewer Assessment District and the South Branch
watershed. The line will consist of approximately 2.2 miles (11,750 feet) of 24 to 30
inch diameter pipe and will carry sewage to the lift station west of Foothills
Boulevard for transport to the City’s sewage treatment plant on Dry Creek. A
permanent City easement will be created along the length of the line.

The predominant vegetation along South Branch and the proposed pipeline route is
an integrated complex of blue oak woodland and interior live oak forest. South
Branch Pleasant Grove Creek is classified as an intermittent stream which means
that it carries no flow during part of the year. Due to the intermittent nature of flows
in South Branch, riparian vegetation such as willow, cottonwood, himalaya berry, and
emergent vegetation are very limited, particularly west of Diamond Oaks Drive.
Areas along the pipeline route, including stream crossings predominantly consist of
annual grasses.

South Branch Pleasant Grove Creek supports no anadromous or coldwater fisheries.
The creek’s ability to support warmwater fish is also limited due to low or nonexistent
summer flows, as well as the limited availability of instream vegetation for cover,
reproductive habitat and food production.

89046
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Project Description

Proposed Construction Activities

Installation of the proposed sewer trunk extension will involve the followmg
construction activities:

89046

Development of construction access roads

Construction of temporary stream crossings/coffer dams
Temporary interruption of flow

Use of heavy equipment for excavation of trenches along the stream

Trenching excavations within the stream channel at 14 proposed
stream crossing locations

Use of trucks and tractor/trailers for deliveries of pipe, gravel, and
concrete.
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Introduction to Comments and Responses

INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following section includes all of the comments received during the public review
period and various public hearings as well as responses to those comments. Each
comment is paraphrased so the reader need not refer to the actual letters (which are
included as Appendix A) in order to understand the response.

Three lists are also attached. The first list shows all the comments received, by
agency and individual. The second list presents the comments organized by the
original letter or transcript. The third list presents the comments grouped by topical
area (i.e., geology, hydrology, etc.).
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List of Letters by Agency and/or Person

LIST OF LETTERS BY AGENCY AND/OR PERSON

Letter 1
Native American Heritage Commission
William Anthony Johnson (Staff Analyst)

Letter 2
Housing and Redevelopment, City of Roseville
John Sprague

Letter 3
Parks and Recreation, City of Roseville
Ed Mahany

Letter 4
Office of Planning and Research
David C. Nunenkamp (Chief of Permit Assistance)

Letter 5
State Department of Food and Agriculture
Donna McIntosh (Graduate Student Assistant)

Letter 6
State Department of Fish and Game
Pete Bontadelli (Director)

Letter 7
Fire Marshall, City of Roseville
Bill White

Letter 8
Law Office of Balfrey and Abbott
William W. Abbott

Letter 9
Roseville City School District
James F. Bush (Facilities Planner)

Letter 10
Roseville Joint Union High School District
James F. Bush (Facilities Planner)

Letter 11

County of Sacramento, Department of Public Works

Douglas M. Fraleigh (Director)

2-2
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List of Letters by Agency and/or Person

Letter 12
Placer County Community Development Department
Fred Yeager (Planning Director)

Letter 13
City Attorney, City of Roseville
Michael F. Dean (City Attorney)

Letter 14
Department of Public Works, City of Roseville
Jerry Jackson

Letter 15
State Department of Transportation
Jean L. Baker (Chief Environmental Branch B)

Letter 16
Electric Department, City of Roseville
Dave Dockham

Letter 17

Electric Department, City of Roseville
Ken Weisel (Electric Utility Director)
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List of Comments and Responses by Letter

NCRSP COMMENTS AND RESPONSES LISTED BY LETTER

Individual comments within each letter have been identified by a number (i.e., 1A,
1B, 1C, etc.), a topic (Archaeology and History, General Plan Consistency, Public
Services, etc.), and a subtopic (CEQA Appendix K, Housing Element - Affordable
Housing, Parks, City Corporation Yard, etc.).

Letter

1 Native American Heritage Commission (July 24, 1989)

1A
1B
1C

Archaeology and History: Previously Undetected Sites
Archaeology and History: CEQA Appendix K
Archaeology and History: Procedures Pertaining to Burial Sites

2 John Sprague (July 25, 1989)

2A
2B
2C
2D
2E
2F

2G
2H
21

2]

2K
2L
2M
2N
20
2P

2Q
2R

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Condominium Conversion Ordinance
General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Development Agreements/Density
Bonus

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Typographical Error

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Typographical Error

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Typographical Error

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Affordable Housing

General Plan Consistency: Housing Element - Equal Housing Opportunities
Population, Employment, Housing: Housing Element - Goals

Population, Employment, Housing: Housing Element - Affordable Housing
Population, Employment, Housing: Housing Element - Affordable Housing
Population, Employment, Housing: Housing Element - Affordable Housing
Population, Employment, Housing: Housing Element - Errata

Population, Employment, Housing: Population, Employment and Housing - Jobs and
Housing Balance

3 Parks and Recreation (August 2, 1989)

3A
3B
3C
3D
3E
3F
3G
3H
31

3J

89046

Public Services: Property Lines Adjacent to Golf Course
Public Services: Land Use Property Adjacent to Golf Course
Public Services: Parks Buffer Near Fairways

Public Services: Parks, City Corporation Yard

Hydrology: Retention Drainage - Golf Course Fairway 7
Public Services: Parks - Potential Sites

Public Services: Parks - Facilities Design

Fiscal Analysis: Public Services - Cost of Dirt for Parks
Geology: Test Boring Results - School and Park Sites
Geology: Soil Conditions - Park Sites 53 and 56
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List of Comments and Responses by Letter

3K  Hydrology: Drainage - Diamond Oaks Golf Course

3L General Plan Consistency: Public Services and Facilities Element - Park Standards
3M Land Use: Parks and Land Use - Acreage Discrepancies
3N  Fiscal Analysis: Public Services - Parks Costs

30  Fiscal Analysis: Public Services - Park Fees

3P  CEQA Consideration

3Q  Specific Plan: Parks - Source for Acreage Standards

3R  Specific Plan: Parks - Safe Access

3S  Specific Plan: Parks - Acreage

3T  Specific Plan: Geology - Soils and Landscaping

3U  Specific Plan: Parks - Acreage and Schematics

Office of Planning and Research (August 21, 1989)
4A  Cover letter for Responses from Food and Agriculture and from Fish and Game

Department of Food and Agriculture (July 27, 1989)
SA  Geology - Approval of EIR
5B Geology - Agricultural Soils

Department of Fish and Game

6A  Vegetation and Wildlife: Existing Conditions

6B  Vegetation and Wildlife: Additional Mitigation Beyond DFG Streambed Alteration
Agreement

6C  Vegetation and Wildlife: Mitigation Measures

6D  Vegetation and Wildlife: Additional Setbacks - Intermittent Stream Courses

6E  Vegetation and Wildlife: Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6F  Vegetation and Wildlife: Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6G  Vegetation and Wildlife: Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6H  Vegetation and Wildlife: Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

61 Vegetation and Wildlife: Intermittent Stream Courses - Setback Buffers

6]  Vegetation and Wildlife: Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation

6K  Vegetation and Wildlife: Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation

6L  Vegetation and Wildlife: Seasonal Wetlands - Less Than One Acre in Size

6M  Vegetation and Wildlife: Seasonal Wetlands - Small Project Cumulative Impacts

6N  Vegetation and Wildlife: Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, Worst Case Scenario

60  Vegetation and Wildlife: Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pool Creation

6P Vegetation and Wildlife: Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, No Net Loss

6Q  Vegetation and Wildlife: Mitigation Measures - Reliance on Agency Permits

Fire Department (August 2, 1989)
7A  Public Services: Fire Protection, Stations

Balfrey and Abbott (August 21, 1989)

8A  Hydrology: Groundwater Quality - Effects of Aggregate Extraction
8B  Land Use: Conflicts with Aggregate Operation

8C  Land Use: Existing Aggregate Operations
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10

11

12
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List of Comments and Responses by Letter

Roseville City School District (August 22, 1989)

9A
9B
9C
9D
9E
9F
9G
9H
91
9]
9K
9L
M
9N
90
9p
9Q

Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Pubilic Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:

Schools - Student Yield Rate

Schools - Existing Capacity

Schools - Past, Present, and Future Enrollment
Schools - Housing Impacts

Schools - Facilities Needs/Costs

Schools - Developer Fees

Schools - Project Impact

Schools - Capacity

Schools - Year-Round Program

Schools - Funding

Schools - Mitigation of Impacts

Schools - Junior High School

Schools - Facilities (Spanger School)

Schools - Facilities (K-6 Schools)

Schools - Developer Fees -

Schools - Joint City Participation (K-6 Schools)
Schools - Joint School/Park Site

Roseville Joint Union High School District (August 22, 1989)

10A
10B
10C
10D
10E
10F
10G
10H
101

10J

10K

Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:

Schools - Yield Rate

Schools - Capacity versus Enrollment
Schools - Future Development
Schools - Needed Facilities
Schools - Capacity

Schools - Facilities

Schools - Funding Shortfail
Schools - Additional Funding
Schools - High School Mitigation
Schools - High School Site
Schools - Costs

Sacramento County Department of Public Works (August 22, 1989)
11A  Public Services: No Comment

Placer County Community Development Department (August 22, 1989)
Hydrology: Filtration - Riparian Areas

Vegetation and Wildlife: Fisheries - Anadromous Fish

Hydrology: Toxics

Vegetation and Wildlife: Habitat Protection

Vegetation and Wildlife: Mitigation Monitoring

Vegetation and Wildlife: Riparian

Population, Employment, and Housing: Housing - Affordable Housing
Population, Employment, and Housing: Housing - Affordable Housing
Population, Employment, and Housing: Housing - Jobs/Housing Balance
Population, Employment, and Housing: Housing - Affordable Housing and Commute

12A
12B
12C
12D
12E
12F
12G
12H
121

12

12K
12L
12M

Distances

Hydrology: Drainage - Detention in Antelope Creek
Traffic: Regionwide Impacts - Inadequately Addressed
Land Use: Urban Reserve - Conflicts
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14

15

16
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List of Comments and Responses by Letter

City Attorney (September 5, 1989)

Vegetation and Wildlife: Oak Woodland, Mitigation

General Plan Consistency: Regional Commercial Site

Specific Plan: Regional Commercial Site

Specific Plan: Outdoor Artwork

Specific Plan: Affordable Housing - Typographical Error

Specific Plan: Definition of "Initial Sale”

Specific Plan: Traffic - Intersections Outside of NCRSP

Specific Plan: Traffic - Rail Systems

Specific Plan: Traffic - Rail Systems

Specific Plan: Vernal Pools, Loss

Specific Plan: Typographical Error

Specific Plan: Typographical Error

Specific Plan: Typographical Error

Specific Plan: Hydrology - Assumptions for Development Outside NCRSP
Specific Plan: Overland Lengths for Development Conditions

Specific Plan: Definitions of "Modified Puls Channel Routing" and "Muskingum

13A
13B
13C
13D
13E
13F
13G
13H
131
13J
13K
13L
13M
13N
130
13P

13Q
13R

Routing"

Specific Plan: Vernal Pools, Qualities
Specific Plan: Assumptions for Development Outside of NCRSP
13S  Specific Plan: Traffic - Windowing and Focusing

Jerry Jackson (July 11, 1989)

14A
14B
14C
14D
14E
14F
14G
14H
141
14)
14K
14L
14M
14N
140

Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:
Public Services:

Incorrect Acronym

Distinction Between Water Source and Stored Water
Adequacy of Proposed Water Storage Facilities
Water Treatment Plant Capacities

Water Lines

New Water Line

Specific Plan

Connection Fees

Water Conservation

Water Metering

Water Line Sizes

Wastewater

Treatment Plant Capacity

Treatment Plant Staffing

Wastewater Facility Staffing

Department of Transportation (September 8, 1989)

Traffic: Highway 65 Interchange - Funding

Traffic: Highway 65/1-80 Interchange - Widening Unlikely
Traffic: Figure 3.7-5 Misleading

Traffic: Intersections - Improvement Plan Review by Caltrans

15A
15B
15C
15D

Electrical Department (September 12, 1989)

16A Electricity: Increased Demand/Larger Site Size Required
16B  Electricity: Cost of Extending Substation Circuits
16C Electricity: Substation Screening
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18
19
20

21
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List of Comments and Responses by Letter

Electrical Department (September 12, 1989)

17A  Electricity: Compliance with State and Roseville Standards
17B  Electricity: Paragraph Revision

17C Electricity: Need for New Receiving Station

17D  Electricity: Incorrect Citations

17E  Electricity: Fees Not Shown

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (October 10, 1989)
Downey, Brand, Seymour, and Rohwer (January 29, 1990)

Public Hearing Comments

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (January 15, 1990)
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List of Comments and Responses by Topic

NCRSP COMMENTS AND RESPONSES LISTED BY TOPIC

All comments which refer to a specific topic (Geology, Soils and Seismicity;
Hydrology and Groundwater; Vegetation and Wildlife, etc.) have been grouped
together in numerical order under those topics. The responses to these comments
are presented in the following sections in the order shown below.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

31 Test Boring Results - School and Park Sites
3] Soil Conditions - Park Sites 53 and 56

SA Approval of EIR

5B Agricultural Soils

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

8A Groundwater Quality - Effects of Aggregate Extraction
12A.  Filtration - Riparian Areas

12B  Fisheries - Anadromous Fish

12C  Toxics '

12K Drainage - Detention in Antelope Creek

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

6A Existing Conditions

6B Additional Mitigation Beyond DFG Streambed Alteration Agreement
6C Mitigation Measures

6D Additional Setbacks - Intermittent Stream Courses.

6E Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6F Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6G Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

6H Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses

61 Intermittent Stream Courses - Setback Buffers

6J Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation

6K Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation

6L Seasonal Wetlands - Less Than One Acre in Size

6M Seasonal Wetlands - Small Project Cumulative Impacts
6N Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, Worst Case Scenario
60 Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pool Creation

6P Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, No Net Loss

6Q Mitigation Measures - Reliance on Agency Permits
12B Fisheries - Anadromous Fish

12D Habitat Protection

12E  Mitigation Monitoring

12F  Riparian

13A  Oak Woodland, Mitigation

2-9
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List of Comments and Responses by Topic

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

2A Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2B Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2C Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2D Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2E Housing Element - Condominium Conversion Ordinance
2F Housing Element - Development Agreements/Density Bonus
2G Housing Element - Typographical Error

2H Housing Element - Affordable Housing

21 Housing Element - Typographical Error

27 Housing Element - Typographical Error

2K Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2L Housing Element - Equal Housing Opportunities

3L Public Services and Facilities Element - Park Standards
13B Regional Commercial Site

17A  Energy Element - Compliance with State and Roseville Standards
LAND USE

3M Parks and Land Use - Acreage Discrepancies

8B Conflicts with Aggregate Operation

8C Existing Aggregate Operations

12M  Urban Reserve - Conflicts

TRAFFIC

12I.  Regionwide Impacts - Inadequately Addressed

15A  Highway 65 Interchange - Funding

15B  Highway 65/1-80 Interchange - Widening Unlikely
15C  Figure 3.7-5 Misleading

15D Intersections - Improvement Plan Review by Caltrans
PUBLIC SERVICES

3A Property Lines Adjacent to Golf Course

3B Land Use Property Adjacent to Golf Course

3C Parks Buffer Near Fairways

3D Parks - City Corporation Yard

3F Parks - Potential Sites

3G Parks - Facilities Design

TA Fire Protection - Stations

9A Schools - Student Yield Rate

9B Schools - Existing Capacity

9C Schools - Past, Present, and Future Enrollment

9D Schools - Housing Impacts

9E Schools - Facilities Needs/Costs

9F Schools - Developer Fees

9G Schools - Project Impact

9H Schools - Capacity

9 Schools - Year-Round Program

9] Schools - Funding

9K Schools - Mitigation of Impacts

9L Schools - Junior High School

M Schools - Facilities (Spanger School)

89046
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List of Comments and Responses by Topic

9N Schools - Facilities (K-6 Schools)

90 Schools - Developer Fees

9P Schools - Joint City Participation (K-6 Schools)
9Q Schools - Joint School/Park Site

10A  Schools - Yield Rate

10B  Schools - Capacity versus Enrollment

10C  Schools - Future Development

10D  Schools - Needed Facilities

10E  Schools - Capacity

10F  Schools - Facilities

10G  Schools - Funding Shortfall

10H  Schools - Additional Funding

101 Schools - High School Mitigation

10J Schools - High School Site

10K Schools - Cost

14A  Incorrect Acronym _
14B  Distinction Between Water Source and Stored Water Supplies.
14C  Adequacy of Proposed Water Storage Facilities
14D Water Treatment Plant Capacities

14E  Water Lines

14F  New Water Line

14G  Specific Plan

14H  Connection Fees

141 Water Conservation

14 Water Metering

14K Water Line Sizes

14L.  Wastewater

14M  Treatment Plant Capacity

14N Treatment Plant Staffing

140  Wastewater Facility Staffing

ELECTRICITY

16A  Electricity - Increased Demand/Larger Site Size Required
16B  Electricity - Cost of Extending Circuits

16C  Electricity - Substation Screening

17B  Electricity - Paragraph Revision

17C  Electricity - Need for new Receiving Station

17D Electricity - Incorrect Citations

ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORY

1A Previously Undetected Sites

1B CEQA - Appendix K

1C Procedures Pertaining to Burial Sites

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL QUALITY
No Comments Received

2-11
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List of Comments and Responses by Topic

POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND HOUSING
M Housing Element - Goals

2N Housing Element - Affordable Housing

20 Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2P Housing Element - Affordable Housing

2Q Housing Element - Errata

2R Jobs and Housing Balance

12G  Housing Element - Affordable Housing

12H  Housing Element - Affordable Housing

121 Housing Element - Jobs/Housing Balance
12 Housing Element - Affordable Housing and Commute Distances

FISCAL ANALYSIS

3H Public Services - Cost of Dirt for Parks
3N Public Services - Park Costs

30 Public Services - Park Fees

17E Electric - Fees not shown

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY
No Comments Received

NOISE
No Comments Received

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
No Comments Received

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

18-1-

18-3  Electricity - SMUD Comments

19-1  Specific Plan - Land Use Compatibility
20-1-

20-29 Transportation Commission Comments
20-30 -

20-52  Utilities Commission Comments

21-1  Electricity - Additional SMUD Comment

2-12
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Comments and Responses

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

31

3]

5A

5B

89046

Test Boring Results - School and Park Sites (Ed Mahany)

Comment: School and park district staff would like to see test boring results
for the school and park sites.

Response: Test boring results at the school and park sites have been made
available to school district and City staff for those sites where borings have
been completed.

Soil Conditions - Park Sites 53 and 56 (Ed Mahany)
Comment: Commentor indicates soil constraints on park sites 53 and 56.

Response: Figure 3.2-4 on page 3.2-11 of the Draft EIR indicates that the soil
classifications for Parcels 53 and 56 are Inks-Exchequer and Exchequer very
stony loam, respectively. In addition, part of Parcel 53 is underlain by
Mehrten mud flow. Both soils present certain constraints for development, as
noted in Table 3.2-3 on page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 (page 3.2-16 of the Draft EIR) and Section 6-16
(Soil Protection Policies) of the Specific Plan identify landscape design
considerations and engineering and construction techniques to be used to
compensate for the constraints posed by these soils and Mehrten mud flow.

It may be necessary to import soil to ensure the long-term viability of
landscaped areas. This determination will be made on a site-by-site basis by
the City.

Approval of EIR (Donna McIntosh)

Comment: California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has
reviewed Draft EIR. The CDFA recommends approval of the Draft EIR.

Response: Comment noted; no response required.

Agricultural Soils (Donna McIntosh)

Comment: The CDFA supports the right of local agencies to develop, but
also wants to assure that agricultural land is not prematurely lost to
development.

Response: The comment on the accuracy of the soils and resources

descriptions is acknowledged. No prime agricultural land exists within the
city, and all lands of statewide significance are outside the NCRSP.
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Comments and Responses

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

8A

12A

12B

89046

Groundwater Quality - Effects of Aggregate Extraction (William Abbott)

Comment: The EIR appears to imply that the Collet Aggregate Extraction Project
is generating adverse groundwater impacts. The EIR for the Collet project indicates
that this is not a correct conclusion and refers to two EIRs which confirm this
position (SCH #88021504 and SCH #88041129).

Response: As discussed on page 3.3-10 of the Draft EIR, geophysical analyses
performed in conjunction with mapping the aggregate resource for the R.C. Collet,
Inc. project found no evidence of a regional aquifer above a clay layer, estimated at
60 feet thick, which was encountered at a depth of 100 to 120 feet below surface
level. Based on these results, and the findings of Collet Aggregate Extraction EIR
(SCH #88021504), the Collet project is-not considered to present "unmitigated
adverse effects" on groundwater supply or quality in the NCRSP area.

Filtration - Riparian Areas (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: Placer County Community Development Department (PCCDD)
stresses the need for ensuring water quality through treatment and preservation of
riparian areas as natural filters in the Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Watershed.

Response: The important role of riparian areas, as well as seasonal wetlands, in the
filtration of area runoff and the maintenance of water quality in area water courses
is acknowledged. The native vegetation in the Plan area drainage and riparian areas
of the Pleasant Grove Watershed on the site are protected by the establishment of
buffers in the Lower Watershed Preserve.

Fisheries - Anadromous Fish

Comment: Projects should avoid construction in stream environments during
periods of anadromous fish migration.

Response: Policy 6.1.4.7(a) of the Specific Plan states that "All grading, site
preparation and construction work in or near Antelope Creek will be confined to
the period of June 1 through September 30 in order to minimize erosion and
impacts on the October-November spawning run and April-May out-migration of
chinook salmon. The recommendation to avoid construction in stream
environments during anadromous fish migration is also incorporated as a mitigation
measure (Mitigation Measure 3.4-12) to maintain water quality.
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12C

12K

89046

Comments and Responses

Toxics (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: The City should provide strict ordinance control over discharge of toxics
and hazardous materials.

Response: The comment is acknowledged. Ordinance controls have been
established by the City to tightly control the discharge of toxic and hazardous
materials and other substances that generate a high biological oxygen demand
(Municipal Code Chapter 14.12, 14.26). The Mitigation Marketing Plan for the
project contains provisions for monitoring compliance with toxic and hazardous
materials storage handling and use requirements.

Drainage - Detention in Antelope Creek (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: The commentor suggests that detention be considered for the Antelope
Creek drainage.

Response: As stated in the last paragraph on page 3.3-6 of the Draft EIR, NCRSP

runoff is not expected to significantly impact peak discharge in Antelope Creek.
Mitigation such as detention basins is therefore not considered necessary.
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Comments and Responses

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

6A

6B

6C

89046

Existing Conditions (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: Commentor notes that Antelope and Pleasant Grove Creeks support a
myriad of intermittent drainages and a wide variety of vegetation. A State-listed
endangered plant is located on the site, the Gratiola heterosepala (Boggs Lake
hedge-hyssop). Antelope Creek sustains an anadromous fishery. Commentor
further states that the existing condition discussion in the EIR is complete and
accurate.

Response: Please note that Pleasant Grove Creek does not actually cross the Plan
Area; it flows east to west, approximately one mile north of the Plan Area’s
boundary. "Intermittent tributaries of Pleasant Grove Creek and the South Branch
of Pleasant Grove Creek, both totally devoid of any riparian vegetation, do drain the
Plan Area and project site. No riparian habitat exists on the Regional 65 Centre
Project Site." (See Appendix C.)

Additional Mitigation Beyond DFG Streambed Alteration Agreement (Pete
Bontadelli)

Comment: Projects affecting the bed or bank of any stream zone require a
Streambed Alteration Agreement. Commentor indicates this agreement should not
be used in lieu of appropriate mitigation measures to protect streams and resources.
Mitigations should be incorporated within the Specific Plan and individual project
documents. Commentor further indicates that without the addition of specific
mitigation measures reducing potentially significant impacts the Draft EIR is
inadequate. Comments 6C through 6I further expand on this issue.

Response: Some of the mitigation measures suggested in DFG Comments 6C
through 6Q are incorporated into the revised Specific Plan. See Responses to
Comments 6C through 6Q below.

Mitigation Measures (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: All additional measures for hydrology, stream zones, vernal pools, oaks,
and anadromous fisheries recommended by the Draft EIR should be included in the
Specific Plan.

Response: Mitigation measures mentioned in the Draft EIR have already been
incorporated into the modified Specific Plan. Additional measures for hydrology
and stream zones have been added to Subsection 6.4.1, Water Quality and
Conservation Policies, Policies 16-26. An additional measure for native oak trees
has been added to Subsection 6.2.1, Oak Woodlands Policies, stating that "Light
construction equipment shall be used for unavoidable trenching within the driplines
of trees identified to be preserved", Policy 12.
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6D

6E

6F
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Comments and Responses

Additional Setbacks - Intermittent Stream Course (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: All intermittent stream courses including all branches of Pleasant Grove
Creek should be protected by the incorporation of a 50-foot non-development
setback buffer above the banks of the stream.

Response: The Lower watershed preserves (shown on Specific Plan Figure 2-4, the
NCRSP Land Use Map, and Specific Plan Figure 6-1, Lower Watershed Areas
include the major intermittent stream courses within the Plan Area, including all
major branches of Pleasant Grove Creek. All of the lower watershed preserve is
subject to conditions of the Corps 404 permit which preclude any filling or dumping,
and which specify the location of allowable surface drainage into the preserve. The
preserve is dedicated open space, as stated in Specific Plan Subsection 2-4.4.

The buffer along Antelope Creek is shown on Figure 6-3 in the Specific Plan.

Regarding the Regional 65 project site, all major intermittent drainages will remain
unaltered. "Lower watershed preserves have been established along intermittent
drainages to preserve wetlands, buffer drainages, and allow for wetland
compensation. Lower watershed preserve widths vary from a maximum of 260 feet,
down to 30 feet. Average preserve width is 74.5 feet. No development will occur
within preserves." (See Appendix C for further details.)

The DFG policy for 50-foot nondevelopment buffers along intermittent streams
would probably not apply to all drainages throughout the Plan area. Many of the
drainages are actually minor (less than 10 feet wide, bank-to-bank), ephemeral
swales and streams for which setbacks would neither be necessary, nor required.

Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: All setback buffers must be required to be identified on project maps
and dedicated open space.

Response: As indicated in 6D above, most buffers will be inclusive within the
boundaries of lower watershed preserves on the Regional 65 Centre project site.
When boundaries are not inclusive within designated wetlands preserves, they
should be clearly shown on project maps and development plans.

Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: No fill should be placed within buffers either during or after
construction.

Response: Provisions which prohibit filling, grading, and disturbance to vegetation

within stream buffers have already been incorporated into the wetland preserve

mitigation plan for the Regional 65 Centre project site, which was submitted to the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and Environmental

Protection Agency. Furthermore, per DFG’s recommendation, mitigation measures

5{otecting stream setbacks have been incorporated into Section 6.1.9 of the Specific
an.
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6G

6H

61

6J
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Comments and Responses

Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses (Pete Bontadelli)
Comment: Grading is prohibited within buffers.
Response: See Response to Comment 6F above.
Setback Buffers - Intermittent Stream Courses (Pete Bontadelli)
Comment: All vegetation within buffers should be protected during construction.
Response: See Response to Comment 6F above.
Intermittent Stream Courses - Setback Buffers (Pete Bontadelli)
Comment: Covenants, codes, and restrictions should be established that prohibit
disposal of lawn clippings, oil, chemicals, or trash of any kind within setback buffers.
Further, that vegetation removal or alteration within the setback buffers should be
prohibited.
Response: See Response to Comment 6F above.
Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation (Pete Bontadelli)
Comment: Commentor indicates that mitigation must be identified for projects that
are unable to avoid impacts to stream zone or wetland resources, such as sewer
trunk establishment or flood control projects.
Response: Mitigation measures for projects that are unable to avoid impacts to
stream zone or wetland resources, such as sewer line establishment or flood control
projects impacting riparian or wetland habitat, are identified in the Draft EIR and
the Specific Plan.
The Draft EIR identifies these mitigation measures:

Section 3.4, Vegetation and Wildlife,

Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality,
The Specific Plan identifies these mitigation measures:

Section 6.1.9, Wetlands Preserve Policies

Section 6.4.1, Water Quality Policies.
"A single crossing of an intermittent drainage channel may occur, along with crossing
of some ephemeral drainage swales during on-site sewerline construction." While
these impacts are unavoidable, they can be mitigated by using currently accepted
restoration technology and revegetation techniques. As the Appendix indicates, "no

riparian vegetation occurs within the Regional 65 Centre project site. A five-year
monitoring plan has been developed for 131 acres of wetland preserves within the
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project site. The plan will be incorporated into the Specific Plan." (See
Appendix C).

As discussed in Section 1 page 1-8 of the Draft EIR, the area traversed by the
proposed offsite sewer trunk extension predominantly consists of blue oak woodland
with a sparse understory of annual grasses. Typical riparian plant species are scarce
along most of the route even within the banks of the South Branch Pleasant Grove
Creek channel. Total area of in-channel habitat which would be disturbed as a
result of construction of the 14 proposed stream crossings is estimated at roughly
36,400 square feet. This figure is based on an average channel width of 40 feet and a
construction zone width of 65 feet. Mitigation Measures 3.4-31 through 3.4-35
address tree replacement, limiting construction related disturbance to adjacent
habitat, and protection of active raptor nests. Aside from implementation of
proposed mitigation measures for erosion control (i.e., hydroseeding), additional
revegetation measures are not deemed necessary.

Regarding flood control projects, four flood detention basins are proposed to
accommodate increased peak runoff associated with Plan area buildout. Detention
of 100-year flood waters will be of short duration, and have no significant affect on
seasonal wetlands to be flooded at that time.

Impacts associated with the construction of berms to serve as impoundment
structures for the proposed detention basins are expected to be less than significant
for the following reasons:

1. Total lack of riparian type vegetation within the areas affected by
berm construction.

A significant portion of the proposed sewerline has been realigned
See revised Figure 1-4). As a result, the sewerline will not cross
iamond Oaks Boulevard but will instead be routed northly.

2. Berms of relatively limited size will be adequate to accommodate the
detention requirements at each of the proposed detention sites.

Riparian Impacts - Additional Mitigation (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: The Draft EIR should include identification and quantification of
vegetation impacted, plans to assure no net loss of riparian or wetland acreage or
values, and monitoring plans to assure compliance and satisfactory results.

Response: Regarding riparian and wetland vegetation, the Draft EIR does identify
vegetation to be impacted, and measures which will mitigate their loss, in Vegetation
and Wildlife, pages 3.4-13 through 3.4-24. Regarding sewerline and flood control
projects, quantification of impacted vegetation was not possible, as detailed plans
were not available. For details regarding a detention basin on the Regional 65
Centre site, see Response to Comment 7J above. For locations of other proposed
detention basins in the Plan area, refer to Figure 3.3-5 (page 3.3-13) in the Draft
EIR.
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Seasonal Wetlands - Less than One Acre in Size (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: Vernal pools and wetlands that, on a site-specific or project basis, will
total less than one acre may be precluded from mitigation through the 404 process.
These small wetlands have resource value to DFG and project impacts to them
should be lessened through mitigation.

Response: Table 6-1, page 6-5 of the Specific Plan, lists total wetland acreages for
the North Central Plan Area, including those wetlands which are less than one acre
in size. The Specific Plan has included these smaller wetlands in its comprehensive
plan to achieve a cumulative "no net loss" of values or acreage. This plan includes a
program of wetlands avoidance, creation of preserve areas, maintenance of the
preserves, enhancement of existing wetlands, and compensation of lost (filled)
wetlands through creation of new wetlands. Ultimately, the City’s goal is to achieve
its own "no net loss of wetlands" policy. Parcels 13 (Mourier) and parcels 22 and 46
(Ostrow) in the Plan Area have less than one acre of wetlands. When development
proposals are submitted to the City for these parcels, through the design review
process the City will consider wetland impacts, consult with the DFG and mitigate
the impact to the extent possible.

Seasonal Wetlands - Small Project Cumulative Impacts (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: Small projects’ impacts have the potential to be cumulatively significant
through direct loss or disturbance of critical watershed values to vernal pools.

Response: See Reponse to Comment 6L.
Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, Worst Case Scenario (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: The DFG concurs with the mitigation measures recommended by the
Draft EIR on page 3.4-21. This Specific Plan should identify a worst-case scenario
for vernal pools and provide mitigation accordingly based on the concept of no net
loss of this resource.

Response: As indicated in Response to Comment 6L above, the City has specified a
number of vernal pool mitigation measures in its Specific Plan which were designed
to achieve a "no net loss" policy. In order to adhere to this stated policy, the City
initiated the process of locating potential wetland preserve sites within the Plan
area.

Based upon the recommendations of wetland biologists (L. Stromberg and P.
Sugnet), alternative land use plans were developed and preserve sites were located
to avoid wetlands to the extent "practicable,” according to guidelines established by
the EPA, U.S. Army Corps, USFWS, and the CDFG. The proposed Specific Plan
Land Use Map represents the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative. Significant plan revisions to earlier drafts are listed in Section 6.1.3 of
the Specific Plan.

To achieve the City’s "no net loss of wetlands" policy, the creation of new wetlands

(primarily vernal pools) will need to occur within designated preserves. While it is
acknowledged that compensating for the loss of vernal pools by creating new ones is
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a technique which is still generally considered to be "experimental,”" a pilot project
for vernal pool creation on the Regional 65 Centre site has achieved an unusually
high (93 percent) floristic success rate. A five-year monitoring program will be
implemented to evaluate the long-term viability of the mitigation plan.

Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pool Creation (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: Commentor notes that vernal pool creation projects may not adequately
mitigate for losses of vernal pool acreage and habitat values due to their
experimental nature.

Response: See Response to Comment 6N above.
Seasonal Wetlands - Vernal Pools, No Net Loss (Pete Bontadelli)
Comment: The DFG believes that avoidance is the only way to ensure no net loss.

Response: In developing a land use plan for the North Central Plan Area, every
effort was made to avoid wetlands to the extent "practicable" according to guidelines
established by the EPA, US. Army Corps of Engineers, USFWS, and the
Department of Fish and Game (refer to Response 6N above).

Mitigation Measures - Reliance on Agency Permits (Pete Bontadelli)

Comment: The DFG recommends that this Draft EIR not be certified until all
appropriate specific mitigation measures as suggested above are included within the
document. Reliance upon adequate mitigation to be included as a result of either
the 1603 agreement process or the 404 permit process is both inappropriate and
unacceptable.

Response: The Draft EIR and the Specific Plan include specific mitigation
measures beyond those of the 1603 agreement process and the 404 permit process.
For additional mitigation measures, see Responses to Comments 6C and 6J above.

Fisheries - Anadromous Fish (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: Commentor requests that construction within stream environments be
avoided during periods of anadromous fish migrations in order to guarantee
minimum water quality standards.

Response: Policy 6.1.4.7(a) of the Specific Plan requires that "All grading, site
preparation and construction work in or near Antelope Creek will be confined to
the period of June 1 through September 30 in order to minimize erosion and
impacts on the October-through-November spawning run and April-through-May
outmigration of chinook salmon."
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Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests that findings on the project should reflect
acknowledgement by the property owner of Roseville’s 10 percent Affordable
Housing Goal (HG).

Response: Section 4.4 of the Specific Plan states that 10 percent of the total
housing stock in the Plan Area will be designated as affordable housing.
Tables 4-1 and 4-2 show the number of units, by parcel, that will make up the
affordable housing program. The property owner commitment with respect
to affordable housing will be delineated in Development Agreements,
negotiated between the developers and the City. Other sources of affordable
housing funding from federal and state agencies and through the California
Developmental Block Grant Program will be pursued as needed.

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests that the findings should note the willingness
of property owners to integrate affordable housing units within market rate
projects.

Response: The Plan integrates affordable housing units within market rate
projects (see Section 4).

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests that project findings should note the
property owners’ willingness to participate financially in the development of
affordable housing.

Response: See Response to Comment 2A above.

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor requests that findings should note the willingness of
the property owners to develop affordable rental units adequate to house
large families and female head of households.

Response: The program identified in the Plan would be applicable to all

families or individuals who meet the income requirements, making rental
units available to large families and female head of households who qualify.
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Housing Element - Condominium Conversion Ordinance (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests that findings should be modified to reflect
the condominium conversion ordinance adopted by the City Council on May
3, 1981.

Response: It is acknowledged that a condominium conversion ordinance has
been adopted by the City of Roseville.

Housing Element - Development Agreements/Density Bonus (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests the consistency fmdmg should be modified
to reflect property owners’ recognition of the City’s policy relating to
Development Agreements, in case density bonuses or land use changes are
sought by current or future owners.

Response: Following the completion of development of the NCRSP area, if
an application is made to modify existing residential densities, that application
will be subject to the same requlrement of 10 percent affordable housing as
the original approved land use.

Housing Element - Typographical Error (John Sprague)

Comment: There is a typographical error on the finding for Policy 15 of the
Housing Element (i.e., "fro").

Resgonse In the consistent finding for Policy 15 of the Housing Element,
"fro" will be changed to "for."

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)
Comment: Commentor suggests that consistent findings should note property

owners’ willingness to assist the City in providing direct financial assistance to
provide affordable housing.

Response: The property owners will be required to comply with the Housing
Element p011c1es relative to affordable housing. Additionally, construction
will not be permitted until requirements of the General Plan Housing
Element have been met.

Housing Element - Typographical Error (John Sprague)
Comment: The word "Goal" has been left out of the Affordable Housing.
Response: The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 3.5-20 should

read: "The City will also develop language regardmg the 10 percent
affordable housing goal and affordable housing plan. .
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Housing Element - Typographical Error (John Sprague)
Comment: Typographical errors in the consistency section.

Response: In the consistent finding for Housing Element Policy 18 (page 3.5-
20) the word "Hosing" will be changed to "Housing" the "g" in "goal" will be
capitalized.

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests findings should be modified to reflect
property owners’ willingness to participate with the City in development and
use of a financing program such as the Mortgage Revenue Bond Program in
their residential development.

Response: Property owners will participaté with the City in development and
use of the Mortgage Revenue Bond Program, and other state and federal
programs, in their residential development.

Housing Element - Equal Housing Opportunities (John Sprague)

Comment: Commentor suggests the consistency findings should reflect the
willingness of property owners to further equal housing opportunities in their
residential developments.

Response: Property owners will further equal housing opportunities in their
residential developments as required. The City will continue to provide
assistance regarding equal housing opportunities through its Housing Office
and Housing Authority. See also Responses to Comments 2A and 2B, above.

Public Services and Facilities Element - Park Standards (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor notes that the standards referenced in the Policy 29
are missing.

Response: The language appearing on page 3.5-51 of the Draft EIR under
Public Services and Facilities Element Policy 29 is identical to that found in
the General Plan. The Draft EIR should have noted that the General Plan
does not go on to identify "the following standards." These have yet to be
determined by the City.

Regional Commerecial Site (Michael Dean)

Comment: The commentor notes that the General Plan designates only one
mall site and the NCRSP designates two sites. The commentor further notes
that either the General Plan must be amended or the NCRSP changed, prior
to adoption.

Response: The entitlements to be granted by the City when it takes final

action on the Specific Plan, rezoning resolutions, certification of the EIR, and
development agreements will include provisions for a single Regional Mall.
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For the purposes of the EIR, however, impacts have been assessed and
evaluated based on intensities of use equivalent to a Regional Mall for both
parcel 35 and parcel 36.

Energy Element - Compliance with State and Roseville Standards

Comment: Commentor requests that the compliance with the State
standards, as well as Roseville standards, concerning Energy element Policy 5
be verified.

Response: The purpose of this section is to determine only whether the
NCRSP is consistent with the Roseville General Plan. However, the
commentor provides a reminder that the developers must comply with State,
as well as City, standards and policies.
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Parks and Land Use - Acreage Discrepancies (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor notes that acreage for parks, park preserve, and
wetland mitigation area differ from Table 3.6-1 and acreage noted under
parks/preserve and open space land uses on page 3.6-13.

Response: Table 2-3 of the Specific Plan lists primary open space acreage.
The correct figures, based on that table, are: Parks - 66.1 acres;
Park/Preserve - 48.9 acres; Wetland Mitigation - 14.2 acres; and Lower
Watershed Preserve - 111.9 acres. Table 3.6-1 in the Draft EIR also contains
these numbers. Page 3.6-13 is hereby corrected to reflect the acreage shown
in Table 2-3 of the Specific Plan.

Land Use - Conflicts with Aggregate Operation (William Abbott)

Comment: The commentor notes that the Placer County Zoning Ordinance,
Section 2675(1) stipulates a 25-foot setback and that aggregate and urban
development are not necessarily incompatible.

Response: The Placer County Mineral Resource Conservation Plan
recognizes the potential for land use compatibility conflicts between mining
and urban land uses, and that measures beyond a standard 25-foot setback
may be warranted to mitigate impacts. Page 20 of the Plan indicates that it
may be appropriate to review proposed land use for compatibility up to 2,000
feet from the most intense mining uses. However, significant conflicts are not
anticipated with the R.C. Collet Aggregate Operation as no land use for
parcel #101 is proposed at this time. Additionally, as of this writing (October
1, 1989) no approval has been granted by the Placer County Board of
Supervisors for expansion of the R.C. Collet mining project.

Land Use - Existing Aggregate Operations (William Abbott)

Comment: The commentor indicates that the language "conflicts at similar
operations” should not be construed as applying to the R.C. Collet Aggregate
operation.

Response: The statement "conflicts at similar operations” cited in Comment
11C, does not refer to the proposed R.C. Collet Aggregate Operation near
Rocklin, but was meant only as a general comment relating to the potential
conflicts resulting from proximate land uses (i.e., residential and mining).
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Urban Reserve - Conflicts (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: Commentor indicates the County’s intent via the Sunset General
Plan to maintain a significant portion of the land north of the Urban Reserve
area for non-residential purposes in. order to maintain a one-mile buffer
between the residential areas and the industrial core. Significant residential
development in the Urban Reserve could pose potential land use conflicts in
the future.

Response: Although City policy does not preclude residential development
within the Urban Reserve parcel noted in the comment, no such development
is presently proposed. Any future proposals for development on this site will
be subject to review by the City at that time.
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Regionwide Impacts - Inadequately Addressed (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: Commentor suggests that region-wide traffic impacts do not appear to
have been adequately addressed. Other jurisdictions, including Caltrans, have
acknowledged transportation as a serious constraint for development in the region.

Response: The regional effects of the implementation of each of three growth
scenarios resulting from the NCRSP are addressed in the Draft EIR beginning on
page 3.7-25. Impacts of the proposed project on regional road and highway systems
are also addressed in this DEIR section. Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 through 3.7-16
are intended as means of reducing project impacts on regional as well as local
transportation impacts.

The NCRSP EIR is the fourth specific plan EIR to be prepared in Roseville in the
past three years. The first two EIRs, Northeast Specific Plan and Southeast Specific
Plan, discussed in greater detail the need for increased capacity for regional travel,
particularly north-south travel. They noted that existing facilities would need to be
widened; for instance, I-80 would need to be widened to 10 lanes south of Douglas
Boulevard. The previous EIRs also noted that a beltway such as L.R. 102 will be
needed in 20 years if current growth forecasts are met.

Highway 65 Interchange - Funding (Jean L. Baker)

Comment: Commentor emphasizes that new interchanges on Highway 65 in the
vicinity of Roseville will require 100 percent local funds. Local funding of mainline
improvements on Interstate 80 may also be necessary.

Response: The municipalities of Placer County, Rocklin, and Roseville have
initiated a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) to facilitate construction of the
interchanges on the Highway 65 Bypass. Local funds will be used to pay for the new
interchanges. The funding responsibility of the mainline improvements on
Interstate 80 is uncertain, but local funds may be required.

Highway 65/1-80 Interchange Widening Unlikely (Jean L. Baker)

Comment: = Commentor recommends  against widening the eastbound to
northbound loop at the Highway 65/Interstate 80 interchange and indicates the
widening of the southbound to westbound loop is unlikely.

Response: The eastbound to northbound loop ramp has two lanes and the

southbound to westbound linear ramp has one lane. The number of lanes shown in
Figure 3.7-5 are required to adequately serve the future traffic volume estimates. As
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the text points out, widening the ramps to three lanes may not be feasible or
desirable; therefore, additional capacity will be needed on other existing facilities, or
new facilities will need to be constructed.

Figure 3.7-5 Misleading (Jean L. Bakef)

Comment: Commentor indicates Figure 3.7-5 is misleading as no reference is made
to the number of lanes existing or under construction.

Response: See Response to Comment 15B.
Interchange - Improvement Plan Review by Caltrans (Jean L. Baker)

Comment: Commentor indicates improvements to intersections of Douglas
Boulevard/Sunrise Avenue and Riverside Avenue/Cirby Way would adversely affect
the nearby Interstate 80 ramps. Caltrans recommends that the City submit
geometric plans and estimates for each interchange location for review.

Response: The construction of grade separation improvements at Douglas/Sunrise
and Riverside/Cirby Way would improve traffic flow both at the intersections and at
the ramps. For instance, preliminary designs at Sunrise/Douglas show that the 1-80
eastbound off-ramp to eastbound Douglas Boulevard would be elevated so that
motorists who make this movement will not need to travel through the traffic signal
at Sunrise/Douglas.

Caltrans will have an opportunity to review geometric plans for each potential grade
separated intersection that is located near the freeway.
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PARKS
Parks - Property Lines Adjacent to Golf Course (Ed Mahany)
Comment: Commentor suggests City and property owner adjacent to #11 fairway,
#12 tee, and #15 and #16 fairways of Diamond Oaks Golf Course will need to
determine where the actual property line is located and settle any differences.

Response: The actual property lines have been located, and are reflected on the
Specific Plan Land Use Map, Figure 2-4.

Parks - Land Use Property Adjacent to Golf Course (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor suggests the use adjacent to and south of #16 green and
#17 tee of Diamond Oaks Golf Course will need to be worked out.

Response: Specific policies to protect adjacent homes have been developed, and
are reflected in Section 2 of the Specific Plan, Land Use Element.

Parks - Buffer Near Fairways (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor suggests that developer of homes to be built along #5
fairway of Diamond Oaks Golf Course should allow 100-foot buffer for golf shots in
the yard.

Response: See Response to Comment 3B above.

Parks - City Corporation Yard (Ed Mahany)

Comment: The Developer and City need to work out a location for the City’s new
corporation yard. Prospective sites include near #7 green and effects the nearby
houses or near #11 tee.

Response: The Specific Plan Land Use Map, Figure 2-4 reflects modification of the
golf course boundary to accommodate the City’s new corporation yard.

Parks - Potential Sites (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor suggests City Park and Recreation staff, plus City-hired
park planner need to walk the park sites in North Central Roseville Specific Plan
Area in person.

Response: City Park and Recreation staff, along with a City-hired park planner
have walked the park sites in the Plan area (October 9, 1989).
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Parks - Facilities Design (Ed Mahany)

Comment: City Park and Recreation staff need to solidify the design of facilities
with the Roseville City School Architect.

Response: Comment noted.

FIRE
Fire Protection - Stations (Fire Chief)

Comment: Commentor notes that by the time the NCRSP is brought to fruition,
four fire stations would be in operation. Station No. 2 will provide the initial
response into the plan area until the proposed station is built, backup for this station
will come from Station No. 1 on Oak Street, additional units will come from Stations
Nos. 3 and 4.

Response: This information is consistent with and supplemental to information
provided on page 3.10-20 of the Draft EIR.

SCHOOLS
Schools - Student Yield Rate (James F. Bush)

Comment: Roseville City School District provides a revised student yield rate chart
indicating K-8 enrollment projections for North Central Area.

Response: The table provided by the commentor will replace Table 3.10-4 and
Table 7-1 in the 10/9/89 Specific Plan in the Draft EIR. In addition, the total
number of students will be adjusted to 1,402.

The information provided indicates that the Draft EIR underestimated the
projected K8 enrollment by 56 students. This does not significantly alter the
conclusions of the analysis of impacts for school facilities.

Schools - Existing Capacity (James F. Bush)

Comment: Roseville City School District provides a new table presenting the
existing capacity versus enrollment of District schools.

Response: Information presented in this comment is supplemental to information
presented on pages 3.10-11 through 3.10-15 of the Draft EIR. This supplemental

information does not alter the conclusions presented in Section 13.10 of the Draft
EIR.
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Schools - Past, Present, and Future Enrollment (James F. Bush)

Comment: Roseville City School District provides a new table presenting historical,
present, and projected enrollment rates for 1984 through 1993.

Response: See Response to Comment 9B.
Schools - Housing Impact (James F. Bush)

Comment: The Roseville City School District (RCSD) provides a table presenting
projected cumulative impact upon the District resulting from residential projects.

Response: See Response to Comment 9B.
Schools - Facilities Needs/Costs (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RCSD provides a table presenting projected shortfalls as a result of
gevelopment in the North Central Roseville area. The shortfall is projected at
8,761,652.

Response: This shortfall will be addressed in the following manner: School impacts
will be mitigated to the full extent permitted under Sections 53080 and 65995 of the
Government Code. Additional mitigation will be provided to the District through
the Development Agreement process.

Schools - Developer Fees

Comment: The RCSD attaches the 1989-90 budget concerning the developer fee
account. At the current rate of development, by 1993-94 the District will not collect
enough fees to pay for portable housing expenses. Year-round school may be
implemented by the District in order to help with the problem.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Project Impact (James F. Bush)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the proposed project will significantly impact
schools. State funding is very limited. The chances of the District qualifying for all
available fees are considered to be slim, therefore additional mitigation beyond the
developer fee is needed in order to mitigate the school impacts. '
Response: See Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Capacity (James F. Bush)

Comment: Commentor indicates the District is currently operating at 130 percent

of capacity, 28 percent of the students attend in portable facilities and 15 new
portables are being added for the 1989/90 school year.
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Response: See Response to Comment 9E. The Draft EIR does note that the State
definition of "impacted" is greater than 90 percent of capacity and that all Roseville
School District schools are impacted, given this definition.

Schools - Year-Round Program (James F. Bush)

Comment: Commentor indicates that 90 percent of the development fees are being
used to pay existing leases for portables, and that at the current rate of development
the District will not be able to pay the classroom leases by the year 1993. To address
this issue the District is studying a year-round program which could be initiated as
early as the 1990/91 school year.

Response: Given the impacted nature of the school district, a year-round program
could be a useful means of mitigating the impacts of this and other projects in
Roseville. Also, see Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Funding (James F. Bush)

Comment: State funding is considered to be limited. The chances of the District
qualifying for these funds is considered to be slim. Additional mitigation beyond the
developer fee is needed in order to mitigate the school impacts.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.
Schools - Mitigation of Impacts (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District has to be guaranteed that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to approval.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.
School - Junior High School (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District has to be guaranteed that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to its approval. Site acquisition,
installation of improvements, and the construction of a junior high school are among
the necessary facilities. These facilities should be considered.

Response: The need expressed by the Roseville City School District for mitigation
guarantees is acknowledged. Mitigation Measures 3.10-13 through 3.10-15 of the
Draft EIR address these concerns. Additionally, see Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Facilities (Spanger School) (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District requests a guarantee that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to the Plan’s approval including
assistance in site acquisition, installation of improvements, and construction of the
Spanger School on Shasta Street. Although this school site is out of the Specific
Plan area, it will serve the Plan area.
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Response: Comment noted. The School District indicates that students from the
Plan Area will attend Spanger School. The Specific Plan contemplates that all new
students will attend schools within the Plan Area. See Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Facilities (K-6 Schools) (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District requests a guarantee that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to the Plan’s approval. Site
acquisition, installation of improvements, and assistance in qualifying for the State
program for the two K-6 school sites in the Specific Plan area may need to be
addressed.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E, above.

Schools - Developer Fees (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District has to be guaranteed that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to its approval. Use of
developer fees to pay leases of portables should be considered.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - Joint City Participation (K-6 Schools) (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District requests a guarantee that the impacts created by the
Specific Plan on school facilities are mitigated prior to the Plan’s approval. Joint
City participation on a school site with library and gym, a junior high school and
multi-purpose rooms at the K-6 schools will need to be addressed.

Response: The junior high school and K-6 schools should be multi-purpose facilities
based on joint city participation as recommended by the commentor.

Schools - Joint School/Park Site (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District is currently working with the City Park and Recreation
Department in developing joint school site/park site improvements. Adjustments to
the specific school park layout may be necessary when this process is complete.

Response: Continuation of the joint planning process described in the comment is
encouraged.

Schools - Yield Rate (James F. Bush)
Comment: Roseville Joint Union High School District (RJUHSD) provides a new

table indicating the yield rate enrollment projection revisions, based upon the
Roseville City School Component ratio for undeveloped lands.
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Response: The table provided shows the project generating 22 more high school
students than shown in Table 3.10-5 in the Draft EIR. The commentor’s table
replaces Table 3.10-5 in the Draft EIR. This change in numbers does not affect the
analysis; the mitigation identified in Response to Comment 9E will serve to reduce
project impacts to less than significant levels.

Schools - Capacity versus Enrollment (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RIUHSD provides new tables indicating capacity versus enrollment
for District high schools as well as enrollment projections, including historic, present
and projected enrollment from 1984 through 1993.

Response: See Response to Comment 9B.

Schools - Future Development (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RJUHSD provides new tables showing new residential/student
generation potential within the high school district. These figures are based on
approved projects as well as other projected projects.

Response: See Response to Comment 9B.

Schools - Needed Facilities (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RJUHSD has provided a table indicating the probable fiscal effects
of the project on the District. Their calculations identify a $5,245,233 shortfall.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.
Schools - Capacity (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RJUHSD indicates that the District is currently operating at 112
percent of capacity.

Response: Commment noted, the Draft EIR indicates that RJUHSD schools are
impacted (see Response to Comment 9E).

Schools - Facilities (James F. Bush)

Comment: Commentor indicated that future development already approved and/or
being considered for approval will require the District to construct a high school and
a continuation high school at a cost of $78,500,000.

Response: A variety of funding sources will be necessary to meet the costs of
expanding school facilities. The City and school district must determine how best to
secure the required funds. Any funding in excess of the Sterling Fees will be
negotiated in the Development Agreement between the City of Roseville and the
landowners during the Specific Plan process.
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Schools - Funding Shortfall (James F. Bush)

Comment: The District calculates that the proposed project will result in a facility
cost of $9,433,333. Developer fees will generate $4,188,100, leaving a shortfall of
$5,245,233.

Response: See Response to Comment 10F.

Schools - Additional Funding (James F. Bush)

Comment: Commentor notes that State funding is very limited and that the chances
of the District qualifying for these funds is considered slim. Additional mitigation
beyond the developer fee is needed in order to mitigate the schools impact.

Response: As suggested in other comments, year-round school operation is one
method which could be implemented to supplement funding shortfalls.

Schools - High School Mitigation (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RTUHSD indicates that the District is currently negotiating with the
Northwest property owners to develop a mitigation program for their high school
needs. In order to reduce the level of impact created by the project to less-than-
significant levels, compliance with a similar program adopted in the Northwest will
be necessary.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.

Schools - High School Site (James F. Bush)

Comment: The RJUHSD indicates that five acres should be reserved for a
continuation site. '

Response: The RJUHSD has now dropped its request for a continuation high
school.

Schools - Costs (James F. Bush)
Comment: Commentor provides three pages of cost summary.

Response: See Response to Comment 9E.

WATER
Water - Incorrect Acronym (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: The Placer County Water Agency is the proper title associated with
PCWA, not Placer County Water Association.

Response: The use of "Association" was incorrect. The correct title is Placer
County Water "Agency."
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Water - Distinction Between Water Source and Stored Water Supplies (Jerry
Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the paragraph listing PCWA potable water
sources incorrectly includes two reservoirs which are not water sources.

Response: Water supplies stored in PCWA facilities should not be misconstrued as
water sources.

Water - Adequacy of Proposed Water Storage Facilities (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the existing and proposed reservoirs do not
yet have adequate capacity to accommodate anticipated development.

Response: Commentor is correct in that the ability of future storage facilities to
accommeodate future demand has not at this time been determined.

Water - Water Treatment Plant Capacities (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the Roseville Water Treatment Plant has a
treatment capacity of 36 rather than 24 mgd, and a design capacity of 48 rather than
96 mgd.

Response: According to Jerry Jackson of the Roseville Department of Public
Works, existing plant capacity is 36 mgd with a design capacity of 48 mgd.

Water - Water Lines (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that contents of this paragraph are correct.
Response: According to Jerry Jackson of the DPW, water will be delivered to the
NCRSP area via a 36-inch trunk line water main in Taylor Road, a 24-inch line from
Harding Boulevard, and, ultimately, a 36-inch line from Roseville Parkway across
Highway 80, and finally, a 24-inch line in Blue Oaks Road in the westside of the Plan
area.

Water - New Water Line (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates a new water line from the plant must be
constructed so as not to exceed design velocities in the existing system.

Response: It is acknowledged that water lines from the treatment plant must be
designed in a manner to optlmally serve the existing water distribution system as
determined by the City.

Water - Specific Plan (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the term drought tolerant needs to be

specifically defined and the term "appropriate” and "feasible" needs to be made
more specific.
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Reép_onse: The plant list will be specified in the Landscape Design Guideline, an
exhibit to the Development Agreement.

Water - Connection Fees (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates disagreemént with the suggestion that to reduce
connection fees for new homes would reduce turf area "down the road," and that the
policies would be impossible to implement.

Response:  Although enforcement difficulties associated with the proposed
mitigation measure may reduce its effectiveness in reducing water use, incentives to
reduce turf areas and/or utilize drought resistant grasses in new residences could
result in significant long-term water savings.

Water - Water Conservation (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor suggests that no turf areas be allowed along the streets
buffer areas but that all buffer areas be subject to irrigation.

Response: Comment noted, see Mitigation Measure 3.10-2. The Specific Plan
Streetscape Landscape Guidelines encourage use of drought-resistant plantings..

Water - Water Metering (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the requirement that new water meter
connections be metered is not supported by the City. Further, that reductions in
water use as a result of metering have not been borne out by past history in the City,
and further, that this would increase other costs such as meter readers.

Response: Water metering is suggested as an option to be considered by City
decision makers. It should be noted that approximately 75 percent of the water used
in the Plan Area will be metered as Industrial, Commercial, and Multiple-Family
uses are all metered as a matter of current policy. It should be further noted that
the D}f’W indicates that current supplies are sufficient to accommodate project
growth.

Water - Water Line Sizes (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the main on Berry Street is in fact four inches
rather than eight inches, and that a 24-inch main is located in the Atlantic street
right-of-way.

Response: According to Jerry Jackson of the Roseville DPW, the Berry Street main

is actually a 4-inch line. Additionally, a 24-inch line in Atlantic Street should be
noted as being proximate to the plan area.
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WASTEWATER
Wastewater - Setting (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the Rocklin/L.oomis Municipal Utility District
is now called the South Placer MUD.

Response: The reference to the Rocklin/Loomis Municipal Utilities District is
hereby changed to the South Placer MUD.

Water - Treatment Plant Capacity (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the Roseville Water Treatment Plant is
currently being upgraded to a capacity of 48 mgd from 24 mgd.

Response: The sentence will be changed to read ". . . capacity of 48 mgd from 24
mgd."

Water - Treatment Plant Staffing (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the sentence reading "Expansion of the water
treatment plant will require additional staff to operate the facility" should be
deleted.

Response: According to Jerry Jackson of the Roseville DPW, no additional staff will
be required to operate the expanded water treatment and wastewater facilities.
Therefore, the sentence referred to by the commentor will be deleted from the
Draft EIR.

Wastewater - Wastewater Facility Staffing (Jerry Jackson)

Comment: Commentor indicates that "Expansion of the wastewater treatment plant
will require additional staff to operate the facility.” should be deleted.

Response: See Response to Comment 14N.

ELECTRICITY
Electricity - (Dave Dockham)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the “-acre site for a distribution substation,
identified on page 3.10-25, should in fact be an acre in size.

Response: The Specific Plan has been modified to include a one-acre substation.

The reference to a half-acre site on page 3.10-25 of the Draft EIR will be amended
to reflect the need for one acre.
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Electricity - Cost of Extending Circuits (Dave Dockham)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the development within the plan area will be
responsible for the cost of extending circuits from substations outside of the plan
area to the areas requiring electric service within the plan area.

Response: Comment noted. No response required.
Electricity - Substation Screening (Dave Dockham)

Comment: Commentor notes that the Draft EIR states that the electrical substation
shall be screened by a masonry wall and landscaping. The commentor indicates that
it may be premature at this point to state the substation shall be screened by a
masonry wall as additional review will need to be undertaken prior to this
determination.

Response: As agreed in a meeting September 12, 1989 between the Planning
Director and the Director of the Electric Department, the language concerning this
issue has been changed to read ". . . masonry, or other materials acceptable to the
City."

Electricity - Paragraph Revision (Ken Weisel)

Comment: Commentor requests that the third full paragraph on page 3.10-24 be
revised to delete the words (including the Calaveras facility scheduled to be
operational in 1990), to delete the words "increase reliability and provide a backup
for the existing Berry Street receiving station,” and instead insert the phrase
"maintain levels of backup needed for acceptable reliability as customer growth
erodes existing backup capabilities."

Response: The commentor’s suggested change will replace the third full paragraph
on page 3.10-24 of the Draft EIR.

Electricity - Need for New Receiving Station (Ken Weisel)

Comment: Commentor requests that next to last paragraph on page 3.10-24 be
revised to add the following sentence: "Plan development also contributes to the
need for a second receiving station." This sentence should be added immediately
prior to the phrase "This is a potentially significant impact."

Response: The Draft EIR will be changed to include the suggested sentence.
Endnotes - Incorrect Citations (Ken Weisel)

Comment: Commentor indicates that the endnotes are incorrectly cited.

Response: These corrections will be made to the Draft EIR.
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Previously Undetected Sites (William Anthony Johnson/NAHC)

Comment: Archaeological sites are not always readily apparent from surface
indications. Sites have been discovered in former floodplains and adjacent to
drainages at depths exceeding eight feet below the present ground surface.
Commentor suggests that caution must be exercised to insure that currently
unknown sites are not disturbed as a result of facility construction.

Response: As noted on page 3.11-4 of the Draft EIR, a survey of the NCRSP did
not reveal any new cultural or historical resources. Known sites are addressed in
Mitigation Measures 3.11-1 and 3.11-2. As the commentor points out, cultural
artifacts and other resources may exist below the surface level, as well. Mitigation
Measure 3.11-3 requires the cessation of construction work when any resources are
uncovered. Work can resume only after an archaeologist has been consulted.

CEQA - Appendix K (William Anthony Johnson/NAHC)

Comment: CEQA, Appendix K deals with the discovery of archaeological sites and
the procedures to follow. It also contains the instructions to follow when human
remains are found during any phase of development.

Response: As the commentor notes, CEQA Appendix K addresses cultural
resources at length. Parties interested in cultural resources should consult this
document.

Procedures Pertaining to Burial Sites (William Anthony Johnson/NAHC)

Comment: The Native American Heritage Commission has prepared a pamphlet
for lead agencies, planners, developers, and property owners which provides an easy
to read breakdown of the California Codes pertaining to Native American human
remains and their disposition, and a copy of this brochure has been included.

Response: The pamphlet referred to by the commentor provides an excellent

summary of State codes pertaining to Native American remains. It is attached to
Letter 3 in Appendix N of the Final EIR.
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NO COMMENTS RECEIVED
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the Housing Element language relating to the Citywide housing goal (to provide
decent, safe, adequate and affordable housing in sufficient quantities for all
economic segments of the community).

Response: In order to more fully reflect City policy, the phrase "decent, safe,
adequate and affordable" will be added to the last paragraph on page 3.13-1.

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: The commentor further suggests that the housing section be modified to
include the Housing Element language relating to the Housing Element Policy No. 1
(this policy stipulates that Roseville will work to accommodate the housing needs of
its current and future residents by providing a range of purchase/rental units -
affordable to all income groups).

Response: Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR states that City policy is to provide
affordable housing and, on page 3.13-3, presents General Plan policies defining
"affordability."

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: The commentor suggests that the housing section be modified to include
the Housing Element language relating to the Housing Element Policy No. 1 (this
policy stipulates that the City provide housing affordable to all income groups as a
social objective. This objective is the responsibility of all segments of the Roseville
community. There are three primary community groups who should be
participating - the City of Roseville, the development community, and the
business/manufacturing community).

Response: This language does not appear in the Draft EIR at present. This
language is hereby incorporated by reference.

Housing Element - Affordable Housing (John Sprague)

Comment: The commentor suggests that rental housing affordable to low income
households should be modified to read: "The Specific Plan proposes the City
subsidize the rent of these housing units with the participation of the development
and business communities."

Response: Refer to the 10/9/89 Specific Plan.
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Housing Element - Errata (John Sprague)

Comment: The commentor requests that the chart identifying affordable rent and
purchase prices which normally accompanies the income chart should be included.

Response: The chart provided by the commentor and titled "Affordable Rent and
Purchase Prices by Household Income" will be added to page 3.13-5 of the Draft
EIR.

Population, Employment and Housing - Jobs and Housing Balance (John Sprague)

Comment: The commentor indicates there is no reference to additional review
which is to be performed on the commute-shed area to determine if the numerical
balance between jobs and housing provides an affordability match between
household incomes and housing costs.

Response: The analysis referred to in this comment is discussed on pages 4-2 and 4-
3 of the Specific Plan.

Housing - Affordable Housing (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: The commentor reiterates the Draft EIR statement that 10 percent of
the proposed housing in the plan area will be dedicated to affordable units. This is
identified as a potentially significant impact without any mitigation measures
available to reduce the cumulative impact on the need for affordable housing to a
less-than-significant level.

Response: The City of Roseville considers an Affordable Housing Goal (AHG) of
10 percent as a reasonable and achievable goal to accommodate the need for
affordable housing within the City boundaries. All analyses presented in the Draft
EIR which involved issues affected by percentage of affordable housing were
conducted under the assumption that the 10 percent AHG would be met, in
accordance with the policies set forth in the Housing Element of the General Plan.

Housing - Affordable Housing (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: The commentor indicates that one of the County’s overall housing goals
is to provide housing for all income levels with the majority of affordable housing
provided in the urbanized incorporated areas where the necessary services are
available.

Response: See Response to Comment 12G.

Housing - Jobs/Housing Balance (Loren E. Clark)

Comment: The commentor indicates that the demand for affordable housing in
Placer County exceeds the supply. Therefore, certain homeowners are purchasing
property elsewhere. This has been in excess of the stated goal of having 80 percent

within eight miles of employment centers and also has the effect of reducing regional
air quality by forcing employees into longer commute distances.
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Response: See Response to Comment 12G.
12 Housing - Affordable Housing and Commute Distances (Loren E. Clark)
Comment: The commentor indicates that the provision of only 10 percent

affordable housing should be seen as having a significant adverse effect on the

environment. A way to partially mitigate the impact is to increase the percentage of
affordable housing.

Response: See Response to Comment 12G.
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Public Services - Cost of Dirt for Parks (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor indicates that importation of dirt to some parks, as
well as roadway locations and preserves bordering the parks, could be quite
expensive.

Response: The commentor lists several factors that must be incorporated
into the cost of parks. These factors will be considered by those making
decisions about park funding and are relevant in discussions relating to the
appropriate park fees to be imposed. '

Public Services - Park Costs (Ed Mahany)

Comment: Commentor questions where the EIR authors get the $287,100
revenue for Parks Recreation on Table 3.14.1.

Response: The costs cited in the Draft EIR were taken from the "Fiscal
Impact Analysis of the North Central Roseville Site Specific Plan," done by
Analytics Co., June 19, 1989.

Public Services - Park Fees (Ed Mahany)

Comment: The commentor identifies a process for determining the
development costs of the seven park sites.

Response: The comment is acknowledged and specifies the process for
determining the final development fees for the park sites.

Electric - Fees Not Shown

Comment: On page 3.14-4 the electrical fees are not shown and additional
time will be required to calculate the fees.

Response: Comment noted. If decisionmakers determine that the fiscal

analysis should be amended, then the electrical department will need
sufficient lead time to calculate the fees.
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CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY

NO COMMENTS RECEIVED
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NOISE

NO COMMENTS RECEIVED
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

NO COMMENTS RECEIVED
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Letters 18-21

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS 18-21

18-1

18-2

18-3

19-1
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Electricity - SMUD Review of EIR

Comment: SMUD did not receive the DEIR during the public review period,
requests consideration of comments.

Response:  Comment noted. City staff and decision makers, as well as the project
proponents have considered the comments contained in SMUD’s letter.

Electricity - Longitudinal Alignment of Roadways Near SMUD Transmission Line
Rights-of-Way.

Comment: Commentor objects to longitudinal encroachment of roads in
transmission line rights-of-way.

Response: Comment noted. The Specific Plan has been revised to eliminate
conflicts with SMUD transmission line rights-of-way.

Guidelines for Land Uses within Transmission Line Right-of-Way

Comment: The commentor provided guidelines for land uses within transmission
line right-of-way.

Response: Comment noted. City staff and the project developers should consider
and abide by SMUD’s Guidelines for Land Uses Within Transmission Line Right-
Of-Way during the design, approval, and implementation of the North Central
Roseville Specific Plan.

Specific Plan - Industrial/Residential Compatibility
Comment: The commentor requests additional Specific Plan language to ensure

that there are no conflicts between the land uses proposed in the NCRSP and the
North Industrial Plan.
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Response: This comment represents a request for modifications to the Specific
Plan, and does not constitute a comment on the adequacy of the NCRSP EIR.
Thus, no response is required under CEQA.

Transportation Commission - Diamond Oaks Road

Comment: The commentor requests data regarding existing and projected traffic
volumes, impacts, and mitigation measures for Diamond Oaks Road.

Response: The existing volume on Diamond Oaks Road is 1,000 ADT. No

- significant increase in traffic is expected due to the road’s low capacity and because

other higher capacity facilities, such as Roseville Parkway and Washington
Boulevard are quicker travel routes. However, public works staff are aware of
the concern about through traffic, and will monitor traffic volumes on Diamond
Oaks Road once a connector to the North Central Roseville Specific Plan is
completed.

Transportation Commission - Width of Roseville Parkway

Comment: Will Roseville Parkway between Washington and Foothills be four
lanes?

Response: Roseville Parkway between Washington and Foothills will be six lanes,
but will not be needed until 2005 with the four specific plan areas built out. This
section of the Parkway is part of the City’s capital improvements program.

Transportation Commission - Density of Specific Plan

Comment: How was the density for the North Central Plan arrived at?
Response: The density for the Specific Plan was determined based upon planned
land uses for business, commercial, multiple and single family dwelling units.
Constraints to development such as geology affect the size and location of land
use, and thus the density.

Transportation Commission - Regional Mall Sites

Comment: At what stage in the planning process is the Rocklin mall? What will
happen to the Roseville sites if Rocklin gets the mall? What will happen to the

alternate regional commercial site when the other site is given regional commercial
land use?
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Response: On May 7, 1990, the Rocklin City Council certified the EIR and
approved the rezoning request for the Rocklin mall. Section 3.7 (pages 3-48 and
3-49) of the Specific Plan identifies alternative land uses which will be permitted
on either or both NCRSP mall sites.

Transportation Commission - Status of City’s Traffic Monitoring Program

Comment: The Transportation Commission requested a report on the status of the
City’s traffic monitoring program, and how it works.

Response: At the August 15, 1989 Transportation Commission meeting, Roseville
City staff discussed the Capital Improvements Program. The staff provided a list
of projects which are in the 5-year capital improvement schedule, as well as projects
which are currently under way. The City starts to monitor roadways when level of
service B is reached, so that the improvement process can be planned to start when
level of service C is reached. A more sophisticated monitoring system is planned
to record data. This system should be in place by June of 1990.

Transportation Commission - Jobs/Housing Balance

Comment: The Commission indicated that they want to discuss the jobs/housing
balance.

Response: The jobs/housing balance for the North Central Roseville Specific Plan
is discussed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR.

Transportation Commission - Foothills/Pleasant Grove Intersection

Comment: The Foothills/Pleasant Grove intersection was described as "borderline
urban interchange" in the Northwest Specific Plan. However, there is no discussion
of this intersection in the North Central EIR. The existing v/c ratios, impact of the
North Central Plan and any mitigation for the intersection should be discussed in
the EIR.

Response: With buildout of the four specific plans, the intersection of Foothills
and Pleasant Grove would operate with a v/c ratio .82 (LOS D). With level 1
Transportation Systems Management (TSM), this intersection would operate with
a v/c ratio of .79 (LOS C).
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Transportation Commission - Left Turn Prohibition at Eureka and Taylor

Comment: Prohibiting the southbound left turn movement at Eureka and Taylor
would reroute traffic to Sunrise and Harding. The v/c ratio at the Sunrise/Roseville
Parkway intersection would increase from 0.64 without the left-turn prohibition to
0.65 with the prohibition. The Sunrise/Eureka intersection would improve from v/c
ratio of 0.69 to 0.66 with the prohibition, since the prohibition would shift traffic
from the critical eastbound through movement to the non-critical southbound left
movement. The intersection of Harding/Atlantic would change from a v/c ratio of
0.78 to a v/c ratio of 0.79. In conclusion, the intersections that would be affected
by the Eureka/Taylor turn prohibition would operate at LOS C or better.

Transportation Commission - Effect on V/C Ratio at the Cirby/Sunrise Intersection

Comment: How will widening Cirby Way to five or six lanes improve the v/c ratio
at the intersection of Cirby/Sunrise if the capacity of the intersection is only two
through lanes east on Cirby Way? What is the relationship between having more
intersection approach lanes than through lanes in the intersection?

Response: As discussed by Mr. Jack Peers at the August 15, 1989 Transportation
Commission meeting, widening Cirby Way to five or six lanes will bring the
intersection to a level of service C.

Transportation Commission - Light Rail

Comment: Page 3.7-3 of the Draft EIR states that Roseville has expressed interest
in a light rail extension from Sacramento. This paragraph should reflect Roseville’s
participation in a Route Refinement Study and EIR. A further discussion of
alternative routes as discussed in RT’s scope of work should also be addressed.

Response: The final Specific Plan contains additional information concerning the
status of efforts to extend light rail service to Roseville. Since preparation of the
Draft EIR for the NCRSP, the City of Roseville has authorized the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments and Regional Transit to prepare a detailed feasibility
study for extension of light rail from its existing terminus into the City of Roseville.
The status of that study and a description of potential routes which are being
evaluated is presented on page 5-21 of the NCRSP. Figure 5-14 (page 5-22)
depicts the potential light rail alignments. ‘
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Transportation Commission - Inconsistencies Between Northwest and North Central
Data

Comment: Since the Northwest Traffic Study was conducted, new counts have been
taken on various roadways and at various intersections throughout the City which
indicate significant increases in volumes and decreases in level of service. However,
the same mitigation measures used in the Northwest Plan have been used in the
North Central Plan, yet they result in a greater net reduction in LOS due to the
increase in v/c ratios. For example, at full buildout, the intersection at Douglas
Boulevard and Rocky Ridge Road has gone from a 0.89 (in the Northwest EIR to
0.97 (in the North Central EIR) level of service. The reduction with identical
mitigation measures results in an additional net reduction of 0.12 level of service?
This occurs also at the Douglas and Sunrise, Roseville Parkway and Taylor, and
Roseville Parkway and Harding intersections to a lesser degree.

The deteriorating levels of service also indicate that the Capital Improvement
Program may not be keeping up with the circulation system demand. How is the
CIP being updated to meet the travel demand? The Transportation Commission
would like to see the latest 5-year CIP, including projects funded, projects planned
for 5 years from now, and the timing of planned road improvements.

Response:  The volumes for Interstate 80 presented in the Northwest Traffic
Study are from the Caltrans publication 1985 Traffic Volumes on California
Highways. The volumes presented in the North Central EIR are Caltrans 1987
volumes. The volumes increased by approximately 12 percent per year from 1985
through 1987. ADT along I-80 in Roseville would range from 190,000 to 268,000
if traffic grew by 12 percent per year.

The Roseville traffic model forecasted evening peak hour volumes on Interstate 80
south of the Highway 65 bypass. The volumes range from 14,700 to 19,200
vehicles. Using a 7 percent peak-to-daily factor, ADT’s predicted by the model
would range from 210,000 to 274,000 vehicles for year 2005 with buildout of the
four specific plans. Therefore, the EIR traffic forecasts for Interstate 80 are
consistent with recent growth trends on the freeway.

The intersection volume/capacity ratio depends on critical turning movements. The
same mitigation measure can produce different changes in v/c depending on how
the critical movement volumes change. The proposed mitigation measure at
Douglas/Rocky Ridge produced a greater reduction in v/c because it benefitted a
larger proportion of the critical movements.
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For a discussion of the Capital Improvements Program, please refer to Response
to Comment 20-5.

Transportation Commission - Intersections Studied Under Scenario 1

Comment: The list of six intersections studied under Scenario 1 seems abbreviated.
The Commission suggests that data and analysis should also be included for the
Foothill/Carlsberg, Cirby/Sunrise, and Rocky Ridge/Cirby intersections.

Response: Under Scenario 1, the Foothill/Pleasant Grove intersection would
operate at LOS A, Cirby/Sunrise would operate at LOS C, and Cirby/Rocky Ridge
would operate at LOS C.

Transportation Commission - Grade Separation for Intersections

Comment:  Page 3.7-25 states that "for existing intersections (such as
Sunrise/Douglas), the existing lane geometry and signalization was assumed, plus any
reasonable improvements that could be accomplished with minimal expansion of
right-of-way and without grade separation." The traffic analysis, however, calls for
grade separation at two of these intersections. This statement needs further
clarification as there appears to be an inconsistency.

Response:  Mitigation of intersection capacity constraints was accomplished in two
steps:

1) Widen intersection to the maximum extent within a reasonable cost.
For example, dual left turn lanes, three through lanes, and an
exclusive right-turn lane should occur on all four approaches at
Cirby/Riverside.

2) Grade-separated urban interchanges were suggested if at-grade
improvements do not result in LOS C or better.

At-grade widenings may be interim improvements that will delay the
need to install interchanges. However, at the intersections identified
in the EIR as requiring urban interchanges, the widened at-grade
intersections would not maintain LOS C through the year 2005 and
buildout of the four Specific Plan areas.
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Response to Comments
Letters 18-21

Transportation Commission - Cirby Way Traffic Counts

Comment: At a recent community meeting regarding the Cirby Way widening, staff
presented traffic counts for Cirby Way which do not correlate to the counts in the
DEIR. The Commissioners would like to see the numbers presented at the
workshop to compare them to those in the EIR.

Response: As discussed by Public Works Department staff at the September 19,
1989 Transportation Commission meeting, the City uses a given existing level of
traffic at an intersection on one day and then uses current, best information
available to make the actual traffic counts. In addition, major roads in the city
opened in April of 1989, including the Roseville Parkway/Taylor and Roseville
Parkway /Harding Boulevard intersections.

Transportation Commission - Arterials vs. Expressways

Comment: Page 3.7-16 describes three roads as being arterials or expressways.
Are these two terms interchangeable, or will the three roads be expressways with
limited access?

Response: The terms "arterial' and "expressway" are not interchangeable. An
"arterial’ does not have limits on access, whereas an "expressway' does.
Expressways also have fewer traffic signals than arterials and are likely to be grade-
separated where they cross major streets (either other expressways or arterials).
Roseville Parkway is an expressway in the traffic model.

Transportation Commission - Modeling Information on Cirby Between Sunrise
Boulevard and Riverside Avenue.

Comment: At the September 19, 1989 meeting of the Transportation Commission,
Assistant Public Works Director Larry Pagel presented a detailed discussion of the
City proposal to limit widening of Cirby Way to five lanes along segments where
adequate width to widen to six lanes was unavailable. City calculations indicated
that an adequate level of service could be maintained with the proposed lane
configurations.

Transportation Commission - Impacts at Rocky Ridge and Douglas
Comment: The analysis discussed the impacts at Rocky Ridge and Douglas. How

much of this traffic travels south on Rocky Ridge? What impact does this have on
the Rocky Ridge/Cirby Way intersection?
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Response to Comments
Letters 18-21

Response:  The project volume on Rocky Ridge just north of its intersection with
Cirby Way is 3,115 peak-hour vehicles (in year 2005 with four Specific Plans). This
is a 145 percent increase over the 1989 volume at that location. The Rocky
Ridge/Cirby Way intersection would operate at LOS C (v/c ratio = 0.72) at
buildout with the following geometry:

Eastbound: Two left lanes, two through lanes
Westbound: Two through lanes, one right lane
Southbound: Two left lanes, one right lane

Transportation Commission - Transportation Systems Management

Comment: The Metro Study presents most Roseville roadways at Level of Service
E or F. The study also assumes a much lower voluntary TMS trip reduction (5
percent) than presented in the North Central EIR (20 percent). The Commission
would like to hear the definitions and assumptions used in calculating the 20
percent voluntary TSM trip reduction. A representative from SACOG should also
be asked to explain how the 15 percent TSM reduction was arrived at. These two
percentages should also be compared to the latest TSM monitoring survey
conducted in 1986 by the Joint Powers Transportation Coordinator (funded by
Placer County, Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville). This survey concluded that the
actual trip reduction percentage in the South Placer area was 14.8 percent. How
can the 20 percent voluntary number be used in the latest survey shows that this
region is only obtaining a 14.8 percent reduction in trips?

Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 8, 1989
memorandum from Fehr and Peers to Roseville Planning Staff. This memorandum
is contained in the Final EIR as Appendix D.

Transportation Commission - Effectiveness of TSM

Comment: What TSM and intersection monitoring has occurred recently? Is there
any information on TSM effectiveness in the Southeast Specific Plan? How valid
are the assumptions and mitigations that were included in the first Specific Plan
EIR’s (the Northeast and the Southeast)?

Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 8, 1989
memorandum from Fehr and Peers to Roseville Planning Staff. This memorandum
is contained in the Final EIR with the Transportation Commission minutes.
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Response to Comments
Letters 18-21

Transportation Commission - Consistency with General Plan

Comment: Are the lists of projects to mitigate impacts presented in the Specific
Plan consistent with the General Plan? Is the Specific Plan consistent with the
General Plan? ’

Response: The proposed roadway improvements identified in the NCRSP are
consistent with the improvements identified in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
adopted by the City. The CIP is the mechanism adopted by the City to finance
improvements identified in the General Plan.

Transportation Commission - Transit Mitigation Fee

Comment: The Commission suggested establishing a transit mitigation fee similar
to the traffic mitigation fee in place to build roads. The fee would be used to buy
buses and pay operating costs when the population base can support transit lines
in the North Central Area.

Response: Comment noted. The City Council should consider this suggestion in
their deliberations on the project.

Transportation Commission - Transportation Systems Management Policy

Comment: Policy 5.8.4.2 should be changed to read "Employers shall be required
to participate in the Transportation System Management program as provided
pursuant to the TSM Ordinance of the City of Roseville and any future revisions
to the ordinance."

Response: Specific Plan Policy 5.8.4.2 has been renumbered; it is now Policy
5.8.6.1, and states "Employers shall be required to participate in the Transportation
System Management program pursuant to the TSM Ordinance of the City of
Roseville and any updates or amendments thereto."

Transportation Commission - TSM effects on Douglas/Rocky Ridge Drive

Comment: The Douglas Boulevard/Rocky Ridge Drive intersection has been
documented to show the effect and results of TSM in the same manner in the
North Central Roseville Specific Plan and Northwest Roseville Specific Plan.

Response: The intersection volume/capacity ratio depends on critical turning
movements. The same TSM measure applied at different intersections can produce
varying changes in v/c depending on how the critical movement volumes change.
The proposed mitigation measure at Douglas/Rocky Ridge produced a greater
reduction in v/c because it benefitted a larger proportion of the critical movements.
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Letters 18-21

Transportation Commission - Difference Between NCRSP and SACOG Metro
Study

Comment: The Commission still questioned the difference between the NCRSP
and the SACOG Metro Study for trip reduction because of the difference in
voluntary and mandatory trip reduction measures.

Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 8, 1989
memorandum from Fehr and Peers to Roseville Planning Staff. This memorandum
is contained in the Final EIR with the Transportation Commission minutes.

Transportation Commission - Assumptions of North West and North Central
Specific Plans.

Comment: Why are the same figures and assumptions applied to both the North
West and North Central Plans when their land uses are different?

Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 8, 1989
memorandum from Fehr and Peers to Roseville Planning Staff. This memorandum
is contained in the Final EIR with the Transportation Commission minutes.

Transportation Commission - Inconsistency with SACOG Metro Study

Comment: The SACOG Metro Study shows a greater number of traffic travel
through Roseville than Fehr and Peers; the Commission would like to know which
study is correct.

Response: Mr. Jack Peers provided a response to this comment at the September
15, 1989 Transportation Commission meeting. Additional Dan Dameron. This
letter is included in the public record for the project.

Transportation Commission - Air Quality

Comment: Will the NCRSP achieve the air quality level expected?

Response: The air quality modelling performed for the EIR assumed worst-case
meteorology and traffic conditions. While it is impossible to determine the exact

air quality conditions which will exist in the future, the model provides a fairly
accurate estimate, based upon the assumptions which were employed.
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Transportation Commission - Three Pollutants Studied in EIR.

Comment: How will the three pollutants studied figure in the pollution index in
the EIR?

Response: The EIR assesses the potential air quality impacts associated with
implementation of the North Central Roseville Specific Plan for three pollutants:
carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulates. The emissions estimates are based on
worst-case background concentrations such as those recorded at the Folsom air
quality monitoring station. The Placer County APCD has directed that
concentrations recorded at the Folsom air quality sampling station be used as worst
case background values for the South Placer area. The EIR discusses the effects
of the proposed project on local and regional air quality, as well as the influence
of meteorology on recorded pollutant levels.

Transportation Commission - Enforcement of Air Quality Standards

Comment: How will the air quality standards be enforced?

Response: As discussed at the September 19, 1989 Transportation Commission
meeting, air quality standards will be enforced via adoption of the Regional Air
Quality Plan. Each participating entity will adopt the plan, and enforce its
requirements through the development review process.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: What is the percentage of water consumption, based on projects that
have already been approved?

Response: The NCRSP would use approximately 20 percent of the total cumulative
allotment of available water based on the growth estimated in the 1985 General
Plan.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: What happens in drought years in combination with a possible cut in
water allocations?

Response: In order to address this issue, the City has entered into an agreement

with the Placer County Water Agency to provide a back-up water supply. If water
supplies are cut, the PCWA would provide 10,000 acre-feet per year to the City.
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Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: Are there data that show that, by not having meters, the City is able
to save water? What are some of the logistics of trying to meter the whole City?

Response: City staff have indicated that 75 percent of the Specific Plan area would
be metered, since all commercial/industrial users are metered. Roseville’s per
capita water consumption is comparable with metered communities of
approximately the same size. Metering the entire city would require a substantial
capital outlay for meters, as well as ongoing costs for meter reading.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: What circumstances would indicate that the City’s water supply would
not be adequate, and what would trigger any growth stoppage?

Response: City staff indicated that they would become concerned at a consumption
level of approximately 26,000 acre-feet if other water sources were not in place.
It would be the City’s responsibility to stop or slow growth if adequate supplies
were not available.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: The commentor expressed concern regarding impacts to water supplies
being "less than significant." The commentor believed that this was probably the
most significant part of the EIR because water guides everything [growth].
Response: A significant impact would occur if the City could not meet the
demands for water. Stating that impacts are less than significant indicates that the
water use has, in fact, been allotted to the project based on the General Plan.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: Water availability is a critical problem - this should be reflected in the
documents [EIR].

Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 15, 1989

memorandum to the Utility Commission from Jerry Jackson, Utility Engineer. This
memorandum is included with the Utility Commission minutes in the Final EIR.
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Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: What is the probability that the City will receive its 50 percent allotment
every year from the Bureau of Reclamation. Even though the City has conserved
through voluntary efforts, two drought years in a row would have a significant

- impact.
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Response: For a discussion of this issue, please refer to the September 15, 1989
memorandum to the Utility Commission from Jerry Jackson, Utility Engineer. This
memorandum is included with the Utility Commission minutes in the Final EIR.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: The commentor stated a concern that the requirement for water
conservation would not be implemented. Specifically, what would happen if a
Specific Plan developer asked for more turf area?

Response: City staff reviews landscape plans for commercial development in order
to regulate the types of planting and water usage. The City doesn’t have
alternative planting requirements for single family homes.

Utilities Commission - Water

Comment: The commentor suggested that the City set a water conservation
example by using less turf on parkways, setbacks, utility easements, schools, and

parks.

Response: Comment noted. The City Council should consider this comment in
their deliberations on the project. :

Utilities Commission - Wastewater

Comment: The commentor requested that a paragraph be added to the EIR
explaining who pays for additions or expansions of the wastewater treatment plant.

Response: = Financing mechanisms for infrastructure are identified in the
Development Agreements for the project. The Development Agreements specify
that the project will be annexed into the North Roseville/Rocklin Sewer District and
will be subject to fees to cover the cost of facilities to serve the Plan area.

Utilities Commission - Solid Waste
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Comment: The commentor recommended a paragraph in the EIR concerning
various forms of mitigation (recycling, compost utilization) so that means of
addressing solid waste issues are emphasized.

Response: Assembly Bill 939, which was approved by the Governor on September

29, 1989, requires cities and counties to prepare a solid waste management plan,
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and requires diversion of at least 50 percent of each city or county’s waste stream
by the year 2000. Diversion from landfills is to be accomplished through source
reduction, recycling, and composting.

The City of Roseville will be required to comply with this legislation, which
emphasizes recycling, source reduction, and composting.

Utilities Commission - Solid Waste

Comment: The commentor requested mention of state-mandated regulations in the
EIR. '

Response: Commented noted. Please see response to comment 20-40.
Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The commentor requested a response for the cost of utility rates as
growth continues. Will growth increase the rates? What effect does the NCRSP
have on the average customer’s electric bill?

Response: As discussed at the September 12, 1989 Utilities Commission meeting,
the Electric Department is working to provide the requested figures. The Electric
Utility Director suspects that rates will go up as growth continues. This information
is currently not available.

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The commentor requested that the electrical usage forecast for the
various sectors of the NCRSP be shown in a form similar to that utilized in other
NCRSP sections.

Response: At the Public Utilities Commission hearing of September 12, 1989, the
director of the Roseville Electric Department indicated that the Electric
Department is in the process of preparing a citywide electric budget. The electric
budget is still under preparation.
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Response to Comments
Letters 18-21

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The commentor asked that the urban reserve area be excluded from
the report.

Response: Comment noted.
Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The commentor submitted comments for the record from the Electric
Department.

Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comments 20-46 through 20-52.
Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: There are several references made to a half-acre needed for an electric
substation. That should be changed to one acre.

Response: Please see Response to Comment 16A.
Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The Energy Element Policy 5, listed on Page 3.5-40 makes reference
to building standards. It is required that State standards are complied with as well.

Response: Comment noted. The development will need to conform to State
standards as well.

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: Page 3.10-24, third paragraph beginning with "Currently,” there is a lack
of clarity in the third sentence as it confuses the distribution facilities with the
general facilities. The commentor would recommend striking the clause beginning
"including the Calaveras facility." It should say "the current capacity of the system
is presently 130 megawatts."

Response: Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment 17B.

Utilities Commission - Electric
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Comment: Again, there is confusion with distribution and generation, in the next
sentence. It should say, "to fulfill the project power distribution needs."

Response: Comment noted. The fourth sentence in the third paragraph on Page
3.10-24 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended to read:

- "To fulfill the projected power distribution needs of buildout of the General
Plan, approximately six additional substations, each with a capacity of 50
MW are required."

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The next to the last sentence in that paragraph [Page 3.10-24, third
paragraph] "The receiving station will be required," it is not to "increase reliability,"
it is to "maintain levels of back-up needed for acceptable reliability as customer
growth erodes existing back-up capabilities.”

Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR discussion on Page 3.10-24 is hereby
modified to reflect the fact that a receiving station will be required to maintain
levels of back-up needed for acceptable reliability as customer growth erodes
existing back-up capabilities.

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: The next to the last paragraph on that page refers to the need for
additional transmission facilities and substations. There should also be a sentence
that planned development also contributes to the need for a second receiving
station.

Response: Page 3.10-24 of the Draft EIR is hereby amended to include the
following information:

"The North Central Roseville will contribute to the need for a second
electrical receiving station."

Utilities Commission - Electric

Comment: On Page 3.10-25, again the half-acre site should be a one-acre site, and
there is a statement that "substations in the surrounding area will provide additional
power to serve the plan area." There should also be an indication that "due to
development, it will also be necessary to extend circuits from substations outside the
plan area to the areas requiring electric service within the plan area." Also, where
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Response to Comments
Letters 18-21

it says "screened by a masonry wall," that will be "or other materials acceptable to
the City."

Response: Comment noted. This information is hereby incorporated into the Draft
EIR discussion of electrical services.

21-1 Comment noted. The City and the project developers should work with SMUD to
resolve this issue.
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LETTER 1

STATE QOF CAUFQRNIA SEORGE DEUKMELIAT: Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITCL MALL, ROCm 228

SACRAMENTO, CALUIFORNIA 95814 e
($16) 322779 i;f.\‘v.

JUIY 24, 1889 "f?[:,;“yzf&;c

Mr. Dan Damercn

FPlanning Department

City of Roseville

316 Vernon Stireet
Roseville, California 25678

re: SCH# 88053010-DEiIR-Nerth Central Roseville Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Dameron:
There have been Native American cuitural resources, including oid buriais,
discovered within the recent past, in western Placer County. The
possibility of discovering previously detected cultural rescurces should
be addressed in any envircnmental document from that regicn. These sites
do not always have surface indications of their presence. Archaeological
sites have been discovered in former floodplains, and adjacent to
drainages at depths exceeding eight feet below the present ground surfacs.

The concaern of the Native American Heritage Commission is in thcse 1-A
places where the prehistoric sites underiie areas which are thought to be
free of cultural resources. Sites have been covered by natural causes,
flooding would be one example, over a period of centuries. The alluvial
buildup has provided a buffer zone between the present surface and the
prehistoric site. Structures have been placed on some, the soil covering
cthers has been cultivated aver many vears. or in this case,the land has
been used for rangeland. When a focuncztica is dug to comply with the
building codes and requirements of today, or utility lines are buried to
meet health anc szfzts stzrdards, cravicus!v urdisturbed scil becomes
impacted. ]
The California Environmental Quality Act, Appendix K, deals with the
discovery of archaeclogical sites and the procedures to follow. It also
contains the instructicns to follow when human remains are found during
any phase of development.

The Native American Heritage Commission has prepared a pamphlet for use | 1-C
by lead agencies, planners, developers and property cwners. [t provides an




easy-to-read breakdown of the California Ccdes pertaining to Native 1-C cont.
American human remains and their dispositicn. | have included a ccpy of
this brochure for your informaticn.

If you have any questions or need additional infermation, please contact
this office.

Sincerely,

%‘ﬁnthonﬁ %Jﬁ%’”
Staff Analyst

Enclosure

cc: John Keene, SCH
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LETTER 2

MEMCRANDUM
TO: JULIA SHPAK
FRCM: JOHN SPRAGUE
DATE: JULY 25, 138¢

SUBJECT: COMMENTS TO NCRTH CENTRAL RCSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT
EIR

I have reviewed the draft EIR for the Nor:th Cantral Rosevills
Specific Plan, specifically those sections relating to the plan's
compliance with the Housing Element and Jobs/Housing Balance.
Based on this review, I have the following comments:

I. 3.5 General Plan Consistency:

1. Page 3.5-14, Housing Element #1L - The consistan;
finding should reflect ackncwledgement by the property
owners of Roseville's 10% AfZfordable Housing Goal (AEG) 2-A
and their willingness to work with the City in a
partnership effort, both £inancially and in project
design to achleve the AHG. —

2. Page 3.3-15, Housing Element #4 - The consisten?
finding should note the willingness of property owners 2-B
to 1integrate affordable housing units within market
rate projects. _—

(VS)
.

Pages 3.5-15, Housing Element 45 and 3.6-15, Housing]
Zlament 38 - The cocnsistent findings saculd note the| 2.C
property owners willingness to participate financially
in the development of affordable housing. -

4. Pages 3.5-17, BHousing Element %9 and #10 - Thﬂ
consistent £indiags shouwld ncta the willingness c¢f
property owners tc develop artfordable rental units
adequate to house large famillies and female head of
households. -

2-D

5. Page 3.5-18, Housing Element 412 - The consistent
finding should be modified to reflect condominium| 2-E
conversiocn ordinance adopted by the City Council on May
3, 1989. -




- o

PRSI

(o))

10.

- £inding should reflect the willingness of property

Page 3.5-19, Housing Element 313 -

A, The consistent £inding should ©te modified o
reflect property cwners' reccgnition of the City's
policy relating to Development Agresements, in case
density beonuses cor land use changes ar2 sought by

current or future owners. -
B. There 1s a typocgraphical error in the consistant
finding. ]

Page 3.5-19, Hocusing Element 317 - The consistent]
finding should note property owners' willingness to
assist the City 1in providing direct financial
assistance. —

Page 3.5-20, Housing Element %18 -

A. The word Goal has keen leit ocut of Affordablfj
Housing.

B. There are typographical errors in the Consistenc%]
section. .

Page 3.5-23, Housing Element #2% and #30 - The )
Consistency £findings should be mcdified to reflect
property owners' willingness to participate with the
City in develcpment and use of such financing programs
in their residential development. -

Page 3.5-24, Housing Element %32 - The Consistency |

cwners to Ifurther equal housing cpportunities in theix
rasidential developments.

Section 3.13 Population, Emplovment anéd Ecusing:

1.

Page 3.13-1 - Housing section should te medified to
include the Hcusing EZlement Language relating t£o the:

A, City Wide Housing Goal - To provide decent, safe,
adequate and affordable housing in sufficient
quantities for all economic segments of the
community, and -

2-H
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3. Housing Element Policy 1 -

—

Roseville will
housing needs

work to accommedate the
of its current and future
residents by providing a range of
purchase/rantal units affordable to all
income groups and to guarantee affordabilicty
over time through the adecption of policies
anéd implementation of action plans listed in
the Housing Element.

o

The City's policy to provide
affordable to all income groups is a sccial
objective and as such it 1is the
responsibility of all segments of the
Roseville community to actively work together
to achieve the goal. There are three main
community groups who should be participating
in affocrdable housing programs: )

City of Roseville

Developrment Community

Business/Manufacturing Community
Page 3.13-4 - Rental housing affordable to low income]
households should be modified to read: The Specific
Plan proposes the City subsidize the rent of these
nousing units with the participation of the develcpment
and business communities. -

Page 3.13-5 - The chart identifying affordable rent and]
purchase prices, which nermally accompanies the income
chart, should be included.

housing;

2-0

a—

AFFCRDABLE RENT AND PURCHASE PRICES BY HOUSEHOLD INCCME

VORY LOW INCORC |

LOW INCOME MIDDLEL [wCOME RODLRATL INCOME
[Tamtly ‘Maz, Affarcacie Maz, Afforzdacle raz. Affordaple Maz. Affordacie Xaz. Affordasle Mas. Affordadle Max. Afforsasle
Size Rent-10% of Rent-10Z of Purchase=30T of Rent-15Z of Purcrase~35T of Rent~15I of Purchases 153 of
Sross Income Gress Income Gross Income Cross Income Cross Income Cross Income 6ross [ncome
1 $316.000 $506.000 $55,000 $ 733.00 $ 79,750 $ 386.00 $ 95,400
2 361.00 578.00 62,500 942.00 90,750 31,011.00 15';900
.3 406.20 $50.00 79,000 b 948.00 102,000 1,138.00 122,500
4 4S1.00 723.08 78,000 1,054.00 113,500 1,264.00 iJS.OOO
L] 487.00 768.00 12,7%0 1,11%.00 120,500 1,343.00 144,500
6 524.00 812.00 7,750 1,135.00 127,500 1,422.00 183,000




3.13-7 Jobs/Housing Balance, a general ccomment - Thers)
is no reference to the additional review which is to be
performed on the commute shed area to determine 1f the
numerical balance between Jjobs and housing provides an
affordability match between household incomes and
housing cocsts. Has this review begun and when 1is
completion anticipated? -

2-R
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LETTER3

GINERAL CONSIDERATICNS RELATIVE TO THE NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECITIC
PLAN AND EIR

Z& Mahany, Parks and Recreaticen

*

-

City and property owner adjacent to #11 fairway and #.2 tee, and ;;-
and 16 fairway of Diamond Qaks Golf Course will need %o determine 3.A
wheres the actual property line is located and settle any ]
differences.

The use adjacent to and south of #16 green and #17 tee of Diamond ~ |

Ccaks Golf Course will need to be wecrked out. 3-B
mhe developer of homes %o be built aleng #5 fairway of Diamond Caks |
Golf Course should allow 100! buffexr area for gelf shets in the 3-C
yard.

l l

The Developer and City need to work out a location for the City's
new corporation yard. Prospective sztas includae near #7 green anid |3.D
Zlects to neardy houses or near #ll tee.

City needs to decide on the effects of retention drain that ccu;d':j3;5
elfect $7 fairway.

City Park and Recreation staff, plus City hired park planner need =d
alk the park sites in North Central Reseville Specific Plan asea ip3-F
pe-scn.

e

City Park and Recreation st2ff need %o soclidify <the dasign of *“3‘;
facilities with the Roseville City School architec:. -
Importation of dirt to scme pa:ks plus 2 lot of rsadway bordering

=== |3-H
the parks, p:ese*ves, etc. could cost a lot of money. —

Reseville Zlementary School District architect ané Park and
Recreation staff would like to see the test boring results at the 3-1
schoel and park sites.




QCOMMENTS PERTINENT '!.;O NORTE CENTRAL ROSE?ILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (EXIR)
£d Mahany, Parks and Recreaticn

T
Geology: Thers are some soil conditions at park sites 53 and 56 that 3.J
Present problems for development. It is our understanding “hat "en
site" soil can be used for parks 50, S1, 52 & 357. —

Hydrology: Parks and RecTeation staff and Public Works Directsr are

studying the effects of the drainage and retention aspects effecting thej3 g

Diamond Qaks Golf Course. The study includes site III and IV noted con
igure 3.3-5 page 3.3.13. —

Genexal 2lan Consistencyv: Public Services and Pacilities Zlement Folicy

29. Where are the folleowing parzk standards or minimum requirements... 3-L
ngg_ggg: Acres for Parks, Park Presarve, Wetland Mitigation Area }
differ from table 3.6-1 (page 3.6~7) and acreace ncted under 3-M
Parks/? esa:ve and Qpern Space Lani Uses on zage 3.6-13.

fiscal Analveis: Where do the EIR authors get the $287,900 revenue f=r 3.N

Parks and Recreation on the Table 3.14.17

—

Table 3.14-2 shows Park Fees of various amocunts. ity staff will need
o detarmine the development costs for the 7 park s;tes after the

Ceveloper and Cizy Parks and Qsc*nat-on sta‘s dac;de on what goes in%s 3-0

the 7 sites. Then 4he Park Taes will be adiusted Lo cover <hese
develcopment fees accordingly.

CEQA Consideration: (reference page 4-7) :134;
Par R a4

‘Buildout ef the City will reguire additiocnal parkland and recrea=icn '
facilities. The Roseville Depa-tment of Parks and Recreation has
indicated the amount of parkland is sufficient to meet Cis =y standaxrds.

Addis 1cnally, the Plan crovides for considerable areas of cpen space Zor
passive recreatien (i.e., walking, bicycling, etec.).

Wac on the Parks and Recreaticn department staff indicated =he above?



COMMENTS PERTINTENT TO NORTE CENTRAL ROSEIVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (EIR) =
TECHNICAL APPENDICES '

EQ Mahany - Parks and Recreaticn’

w* ReZference Page 2-1] & 2-32: There will need %o »e theugh% on sa
access across the rcad from parcel 1 £5 the schoel site (parcel
area park (parcel 52). Alss safs acsess is needed *3 ge acrzsss

Roseville Parkway from parcel 1 to park site 51

- .o

<
-
/

e
2)

* Referencs Page 2-26: The Park acres could change slightly as the

City staZf and Develcper study the individual park sizes.,

Reference Dage 3-7: (item 3.6) Kinds of soils may cause
Teceonsideration of amcunt and kinds of plantings fcr landscarzing.

* Rejerence vages 7-4 - 7-13: The acrsage and schematics fo
parks noted are subiect ¢ change. The City staZ®f and Deve
redesigning these parks.
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| LETTER 4
ITATE OF CAUSCANIA=CSRCE CF THE GOVERNCR GCECRGE CEUXMENAN, Caverme
— — B —— —
JFFICE CF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTM STREET
IACRAMENTIC, QA 95814

iugust 21, 1989

ﬁD
1Y

-~
; IW
(7]
b

‘

Dan Dameron

Cicy of Roseville .
316 Verncn Street

Reseville, CA 95678

Sumiecs: North Central Reseville Specific Plan

N SCh# 88053010
C2ar Mr. Dameron:

The State Clearinghouse has submitied the above named draft Snvironmenzal Izpactk
Recort (EIR) to selected states agencies for review. Thie review pericd is now clicsed
anc the ccmments from the restending agency(ies) is(ar2) encleosed. On the enclesed
Netice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghcuse has checkad =he
agencies that have ccmmentad. Plsase review the Notice of Completicn o ensurs zhat
yeur comment package is complete. If the comment cackage is not in orZar, pleass
notify the State Clearinghcuse immediataly. Rememper to refar to the srajecz’s
eight-digit State Clearinghouse mmber so that we may respond promtly.

Flease rote that Secticn 21104 of the California Public Resourses Code raguirss
that:

"a rasponsible agency or other public agency shall enly make substantive
comments regarding those activities invelved in a project which ars
within an area of expertise of the agency or winich are reguired to be
carried out or approved by the agency.”

Cormenting agencies are also required by this secticn =o support their comments with
speciiic decumentaticn.

Thesa coments are forwarcded for veur use in preparing yeur £inal EIR. Sheuld veu
need more information or clarificaticn, we rscommend that ycu contact the commenting
agency(les).

Tals lattar acknowladges <hat ymu have complied wish the Stat2 Clearinghcuse raviasw

———ae e

ragquirements for draft envirznmencal Zdccumenss, 3sursuant s =2e Calilfcrniaz

- - &

Zavironmental Quality Act. Please contact John Keene at 3916/445-0613 iI you hzve

any questions regarding the envirormental revisw process.

Sincerely,

?/yx/.w |

ravid C. Nunenkamp

chéfge of Permit Assistance EB@EZ%D

H s
Zaclosures AUG 2 11683

e o

S WBET N ARt s Ehasam t WMAwe s wy am
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emorandum .

LETTER 3

John Keene Date . July 27, 1989

State Clearinghouse :

O0ffice of Planning and Research Place : Sacramento
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121

Sacramento, California 95814

Department of Food and Agricuiture ==1220 N Street, P.O. Box 942871
Sacramento, CA 95814-00Q1

SCH No. 88053010 =-- City of Roseville North Central Resaville
Specific Plan

The California Department of Foed and Ag*n.cultu*e (CDFA) has
reviewed the Drzf: Environmenz=zl Impact Report (DEIR) concerning

the above referenced project which would involve the implementaticn 3-A
of a specific plan on a 2,371 acre site.

The CDFA recommends approval of the DEIR. —
The CDFA supports the r:.ght of local agencies to develop and |
implement land-use policy in its area of influence, but alsc wants | _
to assure that agricultural land 1is not prematurely and 5-B
irreversibly lost due to develcpment which is not accurately
assessed for environmental impact. -

Sincerely,

O MUnngy 0 &0

A -
o '(C~‘1’-«f \\(;.,’».
Denna McIntosh w o, 4, el
Graduats Student Assistant &;\ (‘5?;\!‘;.2/" S
Agricultural Resources Branch <\ v "% i
(916) 322-5227 \3\ cT

cc: Placer County Agricultural Commissioner :
California Association of Resource CQnservatic‘n Dlstrlcts

NAME
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- LETTER 6
State of California

The Resaurcas Agency

Memorandum

From

1. Projects Caardinator Oote : august 14, 13989
ResqQurces Agency

2. Mr. Dan Dameran
City of Roseville’
Planning Department
316 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Department of Fish and Game

Draft Enviroamental Impact Regort (--R; for the North Central
Roseville Specific Plan, Placer County (SCH 88053010)

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft EIR
for the subject project. This Specific Plan outlines develcpment
potential for 2,371 acres within the North Central Plan area forv

the City of Roseville, Placer County.
Antelope and Pleasant Grove c'eeks, a myriad of intermittent
drainages and extensive hardpan ang mudflow vernal peols, occur on
the proiect area. Riparian vegetaticn borders many of the stream
zones. Bogg’s Lake hedqe-hyssop (Gratiocla hetarosepala), a
State-listed endangered species, is found withiln several mudilew - §-A
pools. Antelope Creek sustains an anadromous fishery.

The DFG believes that the descriptions for the existing resources
associated with stream zones, wetlands, and vernal pocls within
the Specific Plan area are complete and accurate. B
Protection or mitigation measures included in this Specific Plan
for many of the resources potentially impacted in the Specific
Plan area rely upen incorparation ¢f a DFG Streambed Alteration
Agreement, Projects affacting the bed or bank of any stream zone
require a Streambed Alteration -Agreement. This agreement shculd
not be used in lieu of appreopriate mitigation measures to protect
stream zone resources. Mitigation shculd be incorpcorated within
this Specific Plan and individual project documents. In fact, 6-B
recent court rulings find that mitigation in a Draft EIR cannct

rely upon requlations required by law cf ather state or federal
agencies. Reference to the need £s5r a 1502 agraement fsv
individual projects is appropriately included in this Draft EIR.
However, where this reference is made in the Draft EIR, additiocnal
measures to protect and mitigate impacts to stream, vernal peel,
and wetland resources must also be added. Without the addition of
specific mxtzgatlcn measures for these significant resouq;es the
Draft EIR is inadegquate. The DFG recommends the foll

i
additional mitigation measures be included within thxgééﬁeqnfic

Plan to assure adequate resource prcotection:

1. All additional measures for hydrology, stream zones, ve'dal

pools, oaks, and anadromous fisheries recommended by the Orafz| 6-C
EIR be included in the Specific Plan.
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Projects Coordinator -2~ August 14, 1989

Mr. Can Dameron

[33)

All intermittent stream cocurses including all branches of
Pleasant Grove Cresek he protected by the incorporaticn of a

6-D
S0-£foot nondevelcopment setback buffer above the banks of the
stream.
All setback buffers must be required =c be identified ar ‘:] 6-E
project maps and dedicated coren space,

Projects located adijacent to buffers should be reaquired to
include the following provisicns:

a. No fill shall be placed within buffers either during or _| 6.F
after construction.

b. Grading is prohibited within buffers. :3 6-G

¢. All vegetaticn within buffers shall be protected during :3 6-H
construetion.

d. Covenants, codes, and restrictions shall be established
that prohibit dispesal of lawn clippings, oil, chemicals, 6-1
or trash of any kind within setback buffers and that
prohibit vegetation removal or alteration within the
setback buffers.

For projects that are unable to avecid impacts tc stream zone

or wetland resources, such as sewer trunk establishment or

£lood control projects impacting riparian or wetland habitat, | 6-J
mitigation must be identified within the appropriate location

in this Draft EIR and within specific project Draft EIRs.

The Draft EIR should include identification and quantificaticn

of vegetation impacted, revegetation plans ts assur: no net 6-X
loss of riparian or wetland szr2ages or values and monitoring

gians ts assur? compliance and satisfactory results.

Vernal pools and wetlands that on a site-specific or praject
basis will total less than cne acre may be precluded from
mitigation through the 404 process. These small watlands have| 6-
significant resource value to the DFG and project impacts to
them should be lessaned through mitigation or the project
should be modified to avoid any impacts. Small project’s
impacts have the potential to be cumulatively significant -—1 6-
through direct lass or disturbance of critical watershed —
values to vernal pools. The DEG ccncurs with the mitigation 'T
measures recommended by the Draft EIR on page 3.4-21,
Unfortunately, loss of vernal pecols in the Specific Plan area 6-
will occur. The extent of this loss is unknown at this time.
This Specific Plan has reccmmended several locations for
vernal pool preserves. Tatal acreage set aside in these
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Specifig Plan shoyig identxfy 2 WOrst cage SCenario for vernal |
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Sf further assistance, Please Cantact mr, Ren Bertram,
AsSsociara Wildlifa aiologist, or Ms. Patriciga Perking, Wildl:ifza
Management Superviscr, Region 2, 1701 Nimbug Read, Suite 3,
Ranche Cordova, ca 95670, telephone (3918 3is5-7019,
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AUG 3 1989

PLANNING DEPARTNMENT REZVIIW TORM LETTER 7
Date: August 2, 1989 Please return form to:

City of Reseville - Plznning Cept.

T0: iy 5 318 Verncn Street
Fire Chief Roseville, CA 55678

Subiect: North Central Roseville Tile No. N/A

Specific Plan

XZQUEST: Please review and comment. This is the initial drait of

Plan which will be subject to any required modification
prior to public hearings.

sropesed Strezet Names:

Plezse return by: August 18, 1989

the

COMMENTS OR RICOMMENDATIONS: (Attach additicnal sheets, if necessary)

¥ote: SECULD YOU EAVE ANY QUESTIONS CR TZZL THAT THIRZI IS PIRTIRINT

< et PR, S, B

I1N

INTCRMATION THAT IS MISSING, PLIASE CALL THZI CONTACT PLRRNRZ

TOR THIS PROJECT: Dan Damercn

fm %u The Tive e NCE Q&w 2@5«1—%
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" Staven .onn Salfrey

William W, Abbott
Brigit S. Sarnes
Howard W. Shook
Marnian £ Mcs
Time:ny M. Tayior”
James .. Faiccne
James M. Uncgesrwocd

LAW OFFICES OF
BALFREY & ABBOTT

1801 | Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 35314
(316) 447-8839

AUG 21 18E3

Fax No. (316] 444-0817
Say Areg Offtee:
Waenster Street Tower
2101 ‘Wepstar St., Suite
Qakiand, Catifornta 34&
(415) 268-1527

August 21, 1989

Daniel R. Dameron

Associate Planner

City of Roseville Planning Department
316 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

RE: N Raosevill ific Plan — Comme

The following comments are submitted in response to the City’s request for
commeats, dated July 7, 1989:

(1)  The Draft North Central Roseviile Specific Plan (SCH# 88053010)
"Hydrology and Water Quality," page 3.3-9, discusses groundwater as follows:

"[Tlhere is an aggregate harvesting operation
on a site immediately north of an adjacent to
the NCRSP area. The potential for ground
water contamination by that operation was
evaluated by Louke and Associates, a firm
specializing in geophysical analysis.”

It is unclear whether the proposed Coilet Aggregate Extraction Project, which is
located north of the pianning area, is said tc sra2sent unmitigated adver:» grocundwater
impacts by the abcve siciement. There is a nesd to clarify R.C. Cailet, {nc.’s project’s
impact on the issue of groundwater quality by reference to environmental analysis that
has been prepared for that project.

The EIR prepared for our dient’s project fully addresses poteatial groundwater
contamination and conciudes, based on the identified mitigation measures, that there
will be no significant adverse impacts. (Collet Aggregate Extraction Operation EIR,
page B-3, B-4, and E-2 through E-5; SCH# 88021504.) How the proposed Diversified
Investors mining project, which is also located north of the specific plan study area, may

affect groundwater, if approved, is addressed in a separate EIR. (SCH# 83041129.)

———

—

3-A



Daniel R. Dameron
August 18, 1989
Page 2

(2) The NCRS? "Geology, Seismicity, and Soils” section, page 3.2-20, refers to
"presmption” of mining resources. According to this section:

"Existing residential land use in the proximity
greatly increases potential for compatibility
conflicts with a mining operation. For
reference, Placer County requires a mmmym
of 3 1000-foot byffer between such operations
and adjoining neighborhoods. Based on
conflicts at similar operations in the vicinity, it
seems prudent to presume that existing land
use has already preciuded mineral resource
harvesting in locations south of the Highway 635
Bypass.” (Emphasis added.)

According to Placer County Zoning Ordinance, Section 2625(1), only a 25°
minimum setback is required "from any property line in which no disturbance of existing
terrain or vegetation shall occur." Furthermore, mining and area urban development are
not necessarily incompatible if identified environmental impacts are sufficiently
mitigated. In fact, according to the EWEWH (Placer
County, 1984), aggregate availability to adjacent urbanizing areas is encouraged, and
landowners desiring to develop properties adjoining mining operations in the County
bear the responsibility for mitigation of adverse land use impacts that would otherwise

resuit from the encroachment of the proposed urban development on existing mining
operations. —
With respect to the suggestion that there are "conflicts at similar operations,” it
should be made dear that such a determination does not apply to the proposed R.C.
Coilet Aggregate Operation. To the contrary, it is anticipated by the applicant that
project approval will be considered by the Placer County Board of Supervisors within
the next few months. Thus, the above stated reference should be clarified, at least

concerning our client’s proposed mining operation.

—

Sincerety,

U il
' . William W. Abbott
WWA:yb
ce: R.C. Collet

Louis Mendez

R.C. Fuller Associates
8908.74.2

8-B

8-C
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SUELLEN SKEEN, Ph.0.
SUPERINTENOENT

80ARD CF EDUCATICN

Naorman Franklin

<im Garaner

Guy R. Gibson

Carol S. Langley
George 7 Richaros. It

=2,
C A

eville

CiTY SCHOOWL RISTRICT

1000 OARLING WAY » 2.Q. 3CX ¢

August 22, 13989

¥Mr. Dan Dameron

Roseville City Planning

316 Vernon Strezet
Roseville, CA 95678

SUBJECT: RESFONSE
SPECIZI

Dear Dan: -

Departxent

038 » SCSEVILLE CALIFORNIA 23881-1038 » 216 / 726-30S0

TO THE NORTHCENTRAL ROSEVILLE
C PLAN DRAFT E.I.R.

Please accapt the following comments to the Northcentral

Roseville Specific Plan Draft E.I.R for the Ros

Scheol Distxict (X-8 schecol needs.)

PROJECT:

STUDENT YIZLD RATS:

4,408 dwelling units

X-8 ENROLLMENT PRCJECTICON

R-3 TO R-3
R=6
R-8

R-10 TO R-12

R-20

NORTHCENTRAL
UNITS RATTO*
1340 100%

366 100%

130 50%

50%

EXo! 20%

30%

50%

2432 100%
K-6 (77%) 1,079
7-8  (23%) 322

* Ratios based upon Roseville City School Component

P
/‘
LETTER 3% _ <,
(}. c
&5
i
Roseville CiTv
YIEID  STUDENTS
.5186 695
.5186 130
.5186 47
.2611 23
.5186 3 9-A
L2611 7
.1740 8
.1740 423
T, 402




DISTRICT IMDACT:

EXISTING CAPACITY VS. ENROLLMENT

CURRENT
PERMANENT ENROLLMENT PERCENT

SC30QL CAPACITI* (JUNE 1989) QF CAPACITY
CIRBY 656 691 108%
SIEZRRA GARDENS 707 669 94%
CRESTMCNT 726 643 83%
SARGEANT 34 524 620%
KASEBERG 457 657 143%
WOCDBRIDGE 458 435 94%
EICH 842 857 101%

TOTALS 3,930 4,476 113%
* The permanent capacity represents District owned facilities.

Rental and leased portables ares not included. This is
snsistent with the State Qffice of LocaT Assistance for new
scheel construction.

ENROLIMENT PAST PRESENT FUTURE

The following enrollment projections are based upon actual
historical, present, and projectad future enrsllments. The
projections are based upon the five six year projections made by
the Sstate Office of Local Assistance.

HISTORICAL ENRCLIMENT CHANGE
1984/85 3,245

1985/86 : 3,359 . - +114.
1986/87 3,735 ‘ +376
1387/33 . 4,018 . +281
PRESENT

1988/89 - 4,478 o o +460
(JUNE) : ,
PROJECTED R
1989/90 . 4,780 +304
1990/91 : 5,163 +385
1991/92 5,532 +367

1392/93 5,910 . +378




e  RESTDENTTAL HOUSING IMPACT

Based upon the Rcoseville Planning Cepartment's summary of
rasidential projects, the cumulative impact upcn the District

will 2e as follows:

ROSEVILLE CITY SCIOOCL

DISTRICT

RESIDENTIAL PRQJECTS

SINGLE MULTI- STUDENT
PRCJECTS FAMILY FAMILY YIZL
APPROVED/PRCCESS 1,197 475 803
INFILL 1,200 500 816
NORTHWEST 603 208 393
NORTHCEZNTRAL 1,886 2,522 1,402
TOTALS 4,886 3,705 3,416 K-8
STUDENTS

° FACILITY NEEDS/COST )
Total number of future K-8 students. ‘ 3,416
Number of schocl sitass needed

-5 4

7-8 1
Cost of facilities

4 X-6 @ $6,364,000 = $25,456,000

1 7-8 @ $8,970,000 = $ 8,970,000
Total cost of future needed facilities $34,426,000

® NORTHCENTRAL ROSEVILLE IMPACTS

CoSsT OF CoSsT/ CoST/
STUDENTS FACILITIES STUDENT ST HOME

K-8 1,078 $11,444,593 $10,6406 $4,488
7 =3 222 $ 3,88%,12¢ 1,960 $1,140
TCTAL 1,402 $15,295,713 $22,566 $3,628
Anticipated develcper fees collected Northcentrals*

Residential (.96¢/sg.ft.)
Commercial (.l16¢/sg.ft.)

" Total

Total facility costs* -
Developer fees

Shortfall

*Feas and costs represent 13989 dollars

$ 5,150,061
1,384,000

$ 6,534,061

$15,295,713
6,534,061

$ 8,761,652




DISTRICT DEVELCPER FEE COLLZCTION:
The Distric®'s 1989/90 budget pages are attached concerming the
develcper f£=2e account. As can te seen, the District anticipatss
in 1389/90 $850,000 in developer f£ees and will szgend $767,735 to
provide relccatable portable classrocom spacs This includes
paying the Tease/nurcﬁasa payments on Sargean: Schcal, which was
Totally puilt out of District mitigaticon/develoger Fea funds.
Approximataely 28% of the District's 4,400 students are in
relccatable/portable classrecoms-—-(36 pertables and 1,100
students.) This next year, 1989/90, the District is adding 13
portables (now State approved) which will house the 300 plus new
students expected.

At the current rate of developnent by 1963/94 the District will
not be collecting enocugh fees tc pay for pcrtable housing
expenses. Year rcund school is being implemented by the District

in order to help this problem. —_

FINDINGS:

1. The proposed project will significantly impact the schools
within the District. i

2. The schocl district is currently operating at 113% of

capacity. 28% of the students att end schecl in pecrtable
facilities and 15 new portables ars keing added for the
1389/30 schocl year.

3. 90% of the developer fees that are currently being collectad

are being used to pay existing leases for portables. t the
current rate of development, the District will not be able
tc pay the cost of classrocom leases by the year 1993. To
combat this oroblem, the District is studvine a vear round
grogram which coculd be initiated as early 3s 1990/91 scheol
vear. : o

4. tate funding is very limitad. "The chances of the District
qualifying for these funds are slim. Additional mitigatiocn
bevend the developer f2e 1s needed in order to mitigate the

scheol impacts. —_

9-¥F

9-H

9-1

9-J



ROSZVILLE CITY SCHOQL DISTRICT
PROFPOSED MITIGATION MEASURE
NCRTHCENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIZFIC PLAN

The District has to be guaranteed that the impacts crzated
sy the Specific Plan on schccl facilities are mitigated
prior to its approval. Specific issues which need tc ke
solved are: _
A. Site acguisition, installation of improvements and
construction of a junior high schecl. The junior
high school repressents a major problem to the
District because there is currsntly only one
school in the District--Eich ccnstructed for 830
students. Therz will be well cver 1,100 7-8
graders by 1990/S1. —_—

B. Assistance in sits acgquisition, installaticn of
improvements and constructicn of the Spanger
Scheel on Shasta Street. Even though this scheoel
site is out of the Specific Plan area it will
serve the Plan area. A lease/purchase option has
been entered ints to purchase the prcoperty and the
District has received a planning grant to start
design work.

c. Site acguisitien, installation cf improvements and
assistance in qualifying for the Stats program Ior
the two K-6 school sites in the Specific Plan

area. ——

9-L

9-M

9-N

D. Use of developer fses tc pay leases of portables. | 9-O

E. Jeint City participation on schocl sita with
library and gym at junior high schocl and multi-
purpcse rooms at the K-6 schcols.

The District is currently working with the City Park and
Recreation Department in develcping joint school site park
sits imprsvements. A parik planner has takan the scicel
district requiresments and is preparing schematics cn each
site. Adjustments to the specific scheol park layocut may be

9-P

9-Q

necessary when this process is completed.

Sincerely,

A A

+

ames F. Bush
Facilities Planner

JFB:pid

cc

-
.

Suellen Skeen
Staven De Jardins
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DEVELOPERS FEES EXPENDITURES

1888-80

LEASE/PURCIASE (01-4301-6200)

JPA Portabies - new 3/1/89 - 4 vears - §/1/92

Souch Placer School Transportation Authoricy
14 portables - (2 replacement of rentals)

(1 for Latch Key at Kaseberg)

JPA portables - 3/1/88 - 7 years - 3/9%¢

Southern Placer School Transportation Authoricy

9 portabdies

(2 for Latch Key ac Sargeanc & Sierrz Cardens)

Sargeant Phase [ - 12/1/86 - 7 years - 12/92
Schedule 002 - Security Pacific
4 quarter payments at 11.700.37

4 portables - 1/86 - T years - 12/93
Scaedule 001 - Security Pacific
1 Woodbridge, 1 Cirby, 2 Sargeant
4 quarter payments at 11.700.37
3 RJUHSD & Dry Creek at 8,446.40

Sargeant Phase II - 11/87 - 5 years - 11/92
6 portables + RR + Asphait
Schedule 003 - Security Pacific
4 quarter payments at 38.274.73

Eick Library - 8/1/88 - 5 vears - 8/92
State Street Bank & Trust

RENTALS (01-4301-3500

Kaseberg - Mobile Modular
10-3250-04 - 7/15/87 - 3 years - annual
10-32351-04
3232
35253

Eich '
10-3254-04 - 7/15/87 - 3 years - annual

Page 110

81.5313.00
(6.337.00)

134.548.00

41.381.00

4,084.39
4,084.39
4,084.39
4,084.29

4,084.29
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Kaseberg

10-3233-04 - Staff RR - 3 vears - annual 5,401.33
Cirav

10-3238-04 - SDC - 3 years - annual 4,060.22
Kaseherg : .

10-3257-04¢ - RR - 3 vears - annuai 4,5343.33
Crestmont

10-3249-04 - RSP 12x27 - 3 vears - annual 1,300.52
Kaseberg

, 10-32438-04¢ - Spec Sves - 3 years - annual 1,800.32

Warshouse

2.400/month x 12 (Spring Vallev) 28.800.00
Spacehaster - Crestmmont to Sargeant - 6/36

#2061681 (349.40/mo.) 4,197.50

Spacedlaster - 2 from Woodbridge to Kaseberg - 3/33 :
#2033822 - 3 years - 8/86 - annual 7,741.62 } repiace with JPA 7/88

#207967 - 3 years - 10/83 - annual 7,740.88}

VModulaire
Sargeant - emergency }
Sargeant - Latchkey } replace with JPA 7/38
Sierrz Gardens - Latchkey}

Scottsman

Sierrz Gardens - RSP 2,725.00

Geleo - Kaseberg - ESL

#000943 - 2 years - 6/89 - annual 2,240.00
Gelco - Cirpy Serving Kitchen 4,580.00
Architect Project Review (01-£501-5300) 13.000.00
. : . 504,331.22
HOOKUPS/IMPROVEMENTS - (01-4501-6200)
Sargeant (2 portables)
Plumbing 2,348.00 *
Electrical 2,170.00 -
Ramps : : 3,000.00
Aers/Intercoms/Bells 6,000.00
i -~ 'Skirting 300.00
Setup 4,200.00
) W 'uk’mv 500.00
erhy’ (3 portables)
Plumbing 14.000.00 -
Elecerical 9,450.00
Ramps . 4,500.00
Alarms/Intercoms/Bells 6.570.00
Skirting 750.00
Setup/doving 6,300.00
Walkway 2,700.00

Kaseberg (4 new, 2 replacement, 1 City)

Para 141



Plumbing 13.382.C0
Elecomeal 5.260.20
Ramzs 3.500.20
Alcrms/Intercoms/Beils 10.0€0.00
Skirting ' 1.200.00
Serun/Moving 13.700.00 -
Fence Relocation 2.500.00
Cirdy (Serving Kitchen)
Plumbing 1.300.00
Electri 1.200.00 -
Ramps 2.000.00
Security 300.C0
Skirting 300.20
Secup/Moving 1.100.C0
Walksvay 1.000.00
Kaseherg (ESL)
Elactrical 1,200.00
Ramps 1.200.00
Security Fence 200.00
Skirting 200.00
Setup/Moving 383.00
Walkway
Eich (3 poruables)
renching 6.060.00
Elecerical 14.870.00
Ramps 2.000.00
Alarms/Bells 6.000.00
Skirting 750.00
Setup/Moving 6,200.00
Waikway : _ 500.00
Sargeant .
Ground Erosion Control (irrigation & seeding) (01-+501-§100) _15.000.00
182.904.00
-}
FURNITURE
(01-4501-6490)
New Classrooms . 80.000.00 *

GRAND TOTAL 767,735.22

* Indicates possible June 1989 expenditure.
3/8¢9

-

b

S
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2 19 ICSEVILLE ZITY SCH OISTRICT OEVELOPMENT 3UCGET IEPORT 20962 300510 0.0C.C3 06/20/85 =ag:
e~ TENTATIVE 3SUDGET-QTHER FUNDS
g FUND: 50 3UILDING FEES- G.C2.53080
g FY £3-89 FY 2s-39 FY 29-90
3 C3<ZZT CLASSIFICATION BUBGET EXPENSES SUDGET
= 3538.23 APPT CHILDRENS CENTZRS 4,000.00 4,000.00
s 2560.23 INTEREST 23,000.00 28,722.40 20,000.£0
2399.28 OTHER LOCAL INCCME -1- €ss,730.08 842,513.48 3s0,500.23
TSTAL: 8000 $12,750.00 873,235.08 378,000.30
g 4500.28 OTHER SUPPLIES 1.10-
TCTAL: 4000 1.10-
g 3223.38 TRAVEL -CONF-OTH,EXP . REIMB 406.00 200.03
$368.29 RENTALS, LEASES, REPAIRS 93,370.00 $3,319.12 30,542.00
£383.2 OTH.SRVCS. ~OPERTG. SXPEND . 15,108.00 10, 7¢8.45 15,000.60
3 TSTAL: 5000 : 109,370.40 106,767.30 95,442.00
TCTAL: 1C00-7599 109,370.00 184,756.70 95,442.00
g $108.30 SITES-SITE IMPROVEMENTS 114,954.00 28,295.93 15,000.30
4203.53 SLOG-3LOG [HPROVEMENTS 428,364.00 422,982.49 577,993.00
5450.23 ALL QTHER SQUIPMENT 159,000.40 156,524.4%4 80,000.00
3 TCTAL: 4000 702,318.40 407,802.35 672,093.00
TCTAL: 1000~ 7999 811,488.00 712,369.56 767,735.00
8 7530.c8 OTHER USES 2,000.00 1,551.26
TCTAL: 7000 2,000.00 1,551.26
3 TOTAL: 1000-7999 - ' ‘ 813,588.00 714,120.80  747,735.00
3 EXCISS (DEFICIZNCY) 99,062 102,255
CF REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES -~ -~ " ~° . " . . ... A e e
3 3ELINNING BALANCE N R 419,100 518,162
UET NGING BALANCE TN T sig162 - g6y Tt TT
Seveigoers Fee fund: Fund t5

record the receipt of develcoers fees (.96 per sguare foot for residential and .18 for

Commercial ) tg provide temporary housing for student growth.

and expendi tures

T " T

il W
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Roseville Joint Union High School Distriet

1750 CIRBY WAY, ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA 35661 « (916) 786-2018

ROBERT J. TOMASINI, District Superintendent

August 22,

1se9

Mr. Dan Dameron
Roseville City Planning Department

316 Verncn Street
CA 895678

Roseville,

SUBJECT:

Dear Dan:

LETTER 10

8O0ARD OF TRUSTEES
NORMA ANTERSCN
ALLAN CAMERON
CARQL HAMEL

GARY A. KIDDER. Jr
ROBERT MCCARTHY

RESPONSE TC THEE NORTHCENTRAL ROSEVILLE
SPECIFIC PLAN E.I.R.

Please accept the following comments to the Northecentral

Roseville Speczflc Plan Draft for the

High School District (9-12 grades).

EROJECT:

YIZLD RATE:

The following yield rate enrcllment prcjéction has been
revised based upon the Roseville City Schocl Component

4,408 dwelling units

9-12

density ratic for undevelcped land.

LAND USE
R-3

R-5

R-=6

R-8
R=12
R-20

TOTAL

UNITS

64
1276
366
130

90

2432

4,408

RATIO

100
100
100
50%
50%
50%
50%
100%

YIELD RATES

.2362
.2362
.2362
.2362
.1756
.2362
.1756
. 0445

STUDENTS

15
301
86
21
15
11
8
108

566

. Union

10-A




) RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

The following Table has been put together showing the
residential/student generation potential within the high schocl |10-B
district. Those projects with * have received Specific Plan

approval.

ROSEVILLE JT.

UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

TOTAL FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
EXTIZTING GENERAL PLLNE

¢ Northwest*
Roseville

e Elliott

e Sammis
¢ Brock

e Northcentral
e Northeast»
® Socutheast~»

e Granite Bay
o0 Treelake*

¢ Antelcpe*

e West Placer
County

e Rosevlle
Infill
‘e Infill
e NW=*

TOTALS

- DWELLING UNITS

ST

1366
1504
325
1386
363
1224

2445
922

3925

1150

1200
603

16,913

MF

88S
371

2522
1467

1574

3015

1500
208

11,542

TCTAL
DU

2251
1875
328,
4408
1830
2798

2445
922

6540

1150

2700
81l

28,455

TCTAL 9-12
STUDENTS

405
407

77
544
2Q8
421

577
218

1320

271

408
159

5,016

cont.

10-C



DISTRI FACILITIFS NEED:

Based upon the future development poctential in the
District, the follcowing facilities are needed:
3 high schoeols $ 75,000,000
1 continuation high school 3,500,000
Total facility cost $ 78,500,000
c P :
e Facilities/Cost
# CoST OF COST PER COST PER
STUDENTS FACILITIES STUDENT SF HOME 10-D
566 $9,433,333 $16,666 $3,836
° Developer Fees =-- Estimated
Single Family Residential $ 2,036,880
Multi-family . 1,286,220
Commercial 865,000
TOTAL FEES $ 4,188,100
Total cost of facilities $ 9,433,333
Develcper fees collected 4,188,100
SHORTFALL § 5,245,233
EINDINGS:
1. The District is currently operating at 112% of :I?UFE
capacity.

considered for approval including the Northcentral
properties will require the District to construct thre
high schools and a continuation high school at a cost
of $78,500,000. -

2. Future development already approved and which are beiﬁi
10-F

3. The proposed project will generate 566 9-12 students
which will create a facility cost of $9,433,333. 10-G
Developer fees will generate $4,188,100 leaving a
shortfall of $5,245,233. -

4. State funding is very limited. The chances of the -
District qualifying for these funds are slim. - 10-H
Additional mitigation beyond the developer fee is
needed in order to mitigate the schools' impact. |




ROSEVILLE JT. UNICON HIGH BCHCOQL DISTRICT
PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES
NORTHCENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECITFIC PLAN

1. The District is currently negotiating with the
Northwest property owners to develop a mitigation
program for the high schocl needs. In order to reducse| 10-]
the level of impact creatad by this project to less
than significant, compliance with a similar progranm
adopted in Northwest will be necessary.

2. Reserve five acres for continuation high school site.] 10-J

Sincerely,

4“b7/zzzggZL4<;/
ames F. Bush
Facilities Planner

JFB:p3d ’
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2o Offesisa Devalcpm=ans

. Inspeesion

SIMMARY CF TSTILMATED CCSTS

8lspar -

: i Pa Ry b
Schacol Distziet MJ&-HQ’QQ 2.3 Nigtmis C:u:‘.f.:'(

Rasavilia Yisngahanl

2ngausilla f313énwada

Vame and Lsgacicn of Pr3jecs

{ ) Prall=siaacy Zztimace
( } Pfinal Esci=aczz

Size

!. Purchase Prica af Progesuy

2. Appraisals

3. Casss lacurred i Esexow
4. Suzveys

5. Other Cases 389 A Sails Renawes

Date 8/40/85
4. Agel. Ve,
SKA  NO. 1623
82 Acres B 3804000/2er 3 cam pog 9o
s 10,000.00
$ 5,00
s {0.000.00
s 12.000.00

m

€ W T Ay AA
tLT17.ee0.38

§. Togal = Aczuisitzicnm cf size

Plans

1. Azchitecs's Pee foz 2lans

2. 0SA ?lana Ceck Tee

d. Szheel Planning., Plass Check Mee

4. 2celiminasy Tesss —
. £
S. Osues Coges ~OSLdy CONS. & Advertising

s_1,110,500.00:
$ $3,500.0C
s 3,700.00Q
s 5,000,080

s 53,400.00 = .

-

c

o
[ )

s 1,274, .0

3. Taral

Constructian

t. Usiliky Servicas

§ 440,000.00
$_450,000 00

J. Petsite Cevelopment, Sezvice ————mme— §1.450.000.00C

4. ise2 Cevelop=ent, Ganersal .

S. Recanstzuesion

§. Naw Consewuesd
ﬂncanveﬁﬁ?ﬁa = Fhe rqy Source

7.

's_1,090.900.00
s
$_14.151.400,00
s__ 836,%00.00

s 18,417,900.00

.3, Total - Constzustisn

$ 184,500.C0

Tesets (Camstruesicn)

s 10¢,020.0C

S §35,800.8C

Tuznituze and Movabla Dguipmans

Total - fmams A through T

Contingencles _qse.s:;,aaa._a:,ua--s-.sa-oi
220l IS ~Aea Ry - VASA~ LT AL tte s edS
24008 on —2matler ~presezts,-usa- 10%

(s 22,5298,300.00

$§_2,252,93C.00

of tazal, Ite=s A - )

Tetal Sstimatsd Csst (Ttems A ghrousgh Q)

$86=3 (Zev. 11=34)

$_26,782,230.00

Preparad by

Aschlisecs/5asucIug3l Ingin:

Case




el lanawlid cprem.

AN

NEW

ROSEVILLE HIGH SCHOOL

Roseville joint Unien High Schoel Disthrice

ADDITIONAL ITEMS )

1. POOL CoMpLEX
( Similar te Qakment High Sghool )

2. STEEL BLEACHERS
3000 Seat Capacity )

3. STADIum LIGHTING
3 Poles each side - 6 total )

4. GENERAL SITE
{Cempiete Beyond OLA )

FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT
T‘EEEETEE?TEEE%%?TRJTT

TOTAL
{ Recommenc the addition of 5% per
year escalation facter )

e
o

NEW

. CONTINUATION HIGH SCHOOL

AGBITIONAL ITEMS 3

1. GENERAL SITE
{ Compiete deyond OLA )

2. FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT
Z Comp?ete beyond GLA 5

TOTAL
{ Recommend the addition o# 5% par

\

year escalation factar )

§1,430,000.00

$450.00

§120,000.00

$700,000.00

$400,000.00

£3,180,000,00

$2€0,000.00

$150.000.00

3410,000.00
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Yame and Lacatien cf Projeecs
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SUTMATY CF

Resevilla Jt. Unign H.S.

Qistrict _ csuney ——afligar

MATED CTSTS

-

Reseviila

Can*inuatign Hiah Sehnal

W Ansavillae 23l Fammiy

{ X) Prelizinazy Zstizaza Y
{( )} riaal Zsei=acs 4. Appi. Na.

Siza

4

1. Pazchase Prices of prapezay 3.3¢res@ '0’009'00 200,0C0.80

<. Appraisals s §.500.00

3. Castx fncurzed in Ssexaw $ $,000.00Q

4. Sugveys - $ 8,000.00

S. Other Costs =tSails l Zsss) s §.500.00

§., Total - Azguisicion of Simz §__230.000.0C
1 ‘ ' o »

1. Azchitee:'s Fee for Plans , — §__157,000.00

2. OSA PTans Chack res NS1SIci008Q Comol Fae s—T3340

4. Pralizminazy Teswe §___5,400.00

S. oeser Costs CMergy Consultants ST 00

3. Tesal - s 221,200.90
Cansesuesion

1. Orilisy Secvicas s_84,500.00

2. Cfl-gizs Davelog=ans s /8,500.00

3, dddgira Cevelommene, Sesvige ew——————— § ,200,00

4. Grtleiza Development, Ganezal '$152,500.00

5. Raconsszuesien

§. Naw Consisuesion s 1,3504,eU0.40

7. Moconvestisms] Thpway Sesnuwege ) 95.400.00 .

.8, Tesal - Canstruesian § 2.220.850.02
Pests (Camssrussien) s 24,200,892
. Inssecsicn . s §0,000.92
fusnituze and Movadle So:ipmans s 208.000.02
Total - fzazs A thzeugh T (s 3,185,000,00 )

Cantiazencias {Cre-527066~pkus-FeSV-0f .
*ct&:ém'k'-'rrwben-taeai-w

f‘-*.%m'smhr'm;‘rms. use 10%

°f total, Ite=s A - P - $_2316.800 20
TeSal IZ3timated Cass (Tiems A Shsough ) §3,481 800 19

Prapased oy
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DOUGLAS M. FRALEIGH, Dirscror
F. I. 4ODGKINS, Depury Director
TERRY T. TICZ, Deoury ODirecror

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO LETTER 11

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING » ROOM 304 ¢ 827 SEVENTM STREET
SACRAMENTD, CALIFORNIA 95214 TELEPHONE: (916) 440-8658B1

August 22, 1989

Daniel E. Dameron

City of Roseville Planning Department
316 Vernon Street

Roseville, California 95678

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report For The
North Central Roseville Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Dameron:

The Sacramento County Department of Public Works has no comments relative to] 11-A
the above subject. . —_

ere]y,

;7 52537 ’::Z; /fjlﬂL/i//£/<L___—/

M. Fraleigh, Director
Department of Public Works

DMF:RY:rb

cc: B. Hodgkins
T. Tice
W. ‘Harada
R. Yano

i
--\\
[

Ui

S
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LETTER 12
PLACER COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVYELOPMENT DEPARTMEN’

HEIO! TSCHUBIN, Qirector d  Aarmnistration 11414 "8° Avenua Auguen, CA 95603 {916) 889-73¢

E0 JENKINS. Chrat Inspector 2 Swiding Civisien 11424 “S"° Avenue Aupurn, CA 35603 {316) 389-74¢€

FRED YEAGER, Planning Qireciar B Planmng Olwision 11414 8" Avenue Augwn, CA 55503 9161 883-747

WM. A. SCHULZE li, Oist, Otfice Sugervisar - J  Tancs Clfice 585 W. Lane Siva, Tance Cily, CA 95720  {916) 581-82C.
P.C. Sox 1309 Tanaa City, CA 95720

August 22, 1989 -
z ﬁm§

David £. Dameron ~al
Senior Planner UG 99 Qg3
Roseville Planning Department - A

316 Verncn St. ™
Roseville, CA 95678 | PUANNING DEPAR

RE: NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN SIR SCH¥%#8805301¢
Dear Mr. Dameron:

This letter is written in response to the subject EIR for the
City of Roseville. T hope that you find our comments of some as-
sistance in the preparation of a final document.

1. Watar Quality - Because this project has downstream impacts =
on the Pleasant Grove and Dry Creek watersheds, this cffics 12.A
wants to stress the need for insuring water quality through
treatment and preservakion of riparian areas as natural fil-
ters. Projects should avoid construction in stream envirca- _
ment zones during pericds of anadromcus fish migration in 12-B
order to guarantae minimum water qQuality standards necessary ,
for spawning. The.City should provide strict ordinance con-
trol over the discharge of toxic and hazardous materials,
fertilizers, erosive scils and/or other materials that gen- 12-C
erats a high biological oxygen demand.

J

2. Vegetation and Wildlife -~ The County supports, as a mitiga-
tion measure, the protection, preservation and enhancsment
of those habitats which are steadily declining in the area,
including but not limited to: cak woodlands, riparian areas, 12-D
vernal pools, native grasslands and anadromcus £ish spawning
grounds. Provide mitigaticn monitoring for all measures
which affect fish, wildlife and significant vegetative com- 12.E
munities. Although monitoring for the success of vernal .
pocl mitigation programs are important, other habitats
should be analyzed as well,” in particular those riparian 12-F
areas potentially impacted by the development of this
project. A

L

3. Affordable Housing - The EIR states that the plan area will
dedicate 10% of the proposed housing for affordable units.
This is identified as a potentially significant impact 12-G
without any mitigation measures available to reduce the
cumulative impacts on the need for affordable hcusing to a

PLACER COUNTY — “Dadlicated to Progress”
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David E. Damercn
august 22, 1989
RE: NCRTH CENTRAL RCSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN EIR
page two
lass-than~significant level. One of :the County's overall

housing geals is to provide housing for all income levels
with the majority of aftfordable housing provided in the ur-
banized incorporated areas where the necessary services ars
avalilable (per approved pclicy plan of the South Placer
Policy Committee). With the demand for affordable housing
in Placer County exceeding the supply, hcmeowners are rent-
ing or purchasing property elsewhere. This has the effect
of causing increased commuting distances, pcssibly in excess
of the stated goal of having 80% of the employees within 8
miles of employment centers. This also has the impact of
affecting regiocnal air gquality by €forcing emplcyees intc
longer commute distances. In light of these £facts, the
provision of 10% affordable housing should be seen as having
a significant adverse impact on the environment. A way to
partially mitigate the impact is to increase the percentage
of "affordable" housing.

Drainage - A portion of the plan area is bisected by An-
telope Craeek which drains inte Ory Creek. The Dry Creek
basin is presently experiencing flooding during peak flow
periods. The County has concerns about continued urbaniza-
tion without adequate £lced water detention. As noted in
the EIR, detention is proposad for the Pleasant Grove Creek
drainage but is not for Antelope Creek. This should be con-
sidered.

Traffic - The region-wide traffic impacts dc not appear to
have been adequately addressed. Other jurisdictions, in-
cluding Caltrans, have acknowledged transportation as a
serisus constraint for continued develcpment in the region.

Urban Resarve - The Urban Reserve Land Use section of the
plan states that the Urban Reserve parcel may provide an
area for the reallocation of dwelling unikts that are surplus
or in excess of the nominal dansity assigned aelsewhere in
the plan. The County has concerns about continued residen-
tial encroachment adjacent to an unincorporated area with
limited residential development expected. The Sunset
General Plan states that a significant portion of the land
north of the urban reserve shall be for non-residential pur-
poses in order to maintain a 1 mile buffer between residen-
tial areas and the industrial c¢ore. Significant residential
develcopment in the Urban Reserve acea could pose potential
land usea conflicts in the future.

12-H

12-1

12-J

12-K

12-M
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David E. Dameron

August 22, 1989

RE: NCRTH CENTRAL RCSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN EIR
page three

If you shoculd have any questions about these comments, please
feel free to contact me or my staff. Thank you for the cppor-
tunity to comment.

Sincerely,

FRED YEAGER
Planning Director

Ctom & LA

BY: LOREN E. CLARK
Senicr Planner

FY:11

DAMERQON.BCS

cc:  Sunset Area Information File
CEQ
Alex Ferreira
Bob Mahan

o
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE SEV vo mag

ECEITR)

LETTER *3

September 5, 1989 -
RECEIVED
To: Senior Planner Damercn SEP 3 1988
3 A commac
From: City Attorney ESH‘ £S30ciates
- acramento
Subject: Northcentral Roseville Specific Plan DEIR

Pursuant to your request (for which yocu still owe us a
Request for Legal Services), the following are cur comments on

the DEIR:

1. DEIR 3.4-12.

The potential disturbance of the ocak

weedland along Antelope Creek on land designated for regional

commercial development
prior to mitigatioen.
impact to be mitigatad

2. DEIR 3.5. The
with the General Plan.
which is not discussed.
theres will be only one
designatad/developed.
note the Specific Plan
and that no mitigation

is considered to ke a significant impact

I do not understand how the DEIR finds this

to less than significant.

B

DEIR finds that the NCRS? is consistent
However, there is a major inconsistancy
at all. The General Plan provides that
regional commercial site

The NCRSP designates two sites. Please
must be consistent with the Ganeral Plan
of this inconsistency is legally possible.

Either the General Plan must be amended prior to adoption of the
NCRSP, or the NCRSP must be changed pricr to adecptioen.

3. SP 2.5.1.
is inconsistent with the General Plan. (Neote: All refersnces toc
Appendix C of the DEIR, the Prcponent Draft of the NCRSP, are
cited as "SP" in this memo.) —_—

4. SP 3.1l.
no advertising content and, to the extent possible not portraying
any type of message.

5. SP 4.4.1. Amend Housing Affordable to Middle Income
Heouseholds to read "80%" of median rather than "83".

6. SP 4.5.4. I am unable to locats a definiticn of

"initial sale"” in the Housing Element of the General Plan. Where

Designation of two regicnal commercial sites |

cutdeoor Artwork should be specified as having |

and what is it?

PCANNING DEPARTMENT

13-A

13-B

13-C

13-D

13-E

7. SP 5.2. The traffic analysis for the NCRSP identifies
three key intersections in the NCRSPA that will operate at less




Senicr Planner Damercen 2 September 35, 13989

than LOS C. What about traffic prcblems cutside of the NCRSFPA? ggf;
These dces not appear to be addressed at all. This was, if you ot
will recall, a major problem during the hearings on the NWRS?.

8. SP 5.4.2. Amend to read light or heavy rail systems._ J13-H

9. SP 5.8.3. Amend paragraph 6 and 7 to include heavy '—_'134
rail. __J
10. SP 6.1.2. In the last paragraph, the NCRSP is to ~ |
incorpcrate measures to achieve a cumulative '"mo net loss of
'values'". This is not the same as no net loss cf acrs=age. It
could be interpreted as either brcader or narrcwer than acreage. |13.]
Which is intended? To achieve the greatest protection of the
vernal pools, this should be amended to state nec net loss of
either values or acreage. —

11. SP 6.2.1. Paragraph 20. Identify the Department °f_—q13}{
Fish & Game for the abbreviaticn "DFG" the first time it appears. ™

12. SP 8.4. The text shows a "three phase develcpment '
plan”. Figure 8-1 (the phasing plan) identifies a twoc phase 13-L
development plan. Which is it?

13. Appendix D, page 1. Figure 1 is not legible. hS-

14. Appendix D, page 1. The hydrology study assumes full |
development of the NCRSPA. What assumptions weres made for 13-N
development cutside the NCRSFPA? :

|

15. Appendix D, page 6. Overland lengths for developed
conditions were determined from representative grading plans
provided by A.R. Associates. Why were these three specific 13-0
subdivisions utilized? In what manner are they representative of

the NCRSPA? What changes if other representative subdivisions
ares used?

16. Appendix D, pages 8 and 9. DPlease define "medified
puls channel routing” and "muskingum rocuting®.

yuy

17. Appendix E. In general, cne is struck in reading the
IR by the extent to which the quality of the vernal peools is
downplayed. During the hearings on the NWRSP, frequent
stataments were made that the emphasis should be cn preservzng
vernal pocls in the NCRSPA because those pocols weres of superior 13-Q
quality. Instead, Stromberg states at page 25 of his report
(Appendix E2) that "the pools imr the Northwest area appear to be
sllghtly floristically richer." One of the plan areas must be
superior. Which one?

—

18. Appendix K, page 2. Please define the assumptions for 13-R
development ocutside of the NCRSPA and other specific plan areas. -



Seniocr Planner Damercn 3 September 5, 1989

13. Appendix X, page 17. I cocnfess to not having
understced the process described as "windewing!" or "focusing" as
described in the traffic volume ferscasting. Can these be
described in terms understandable to us pcer attorneys?

Thank yecu for ycur ccoperaticn.

MFD/mlc
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Public Services

LETTER 14

3.10 PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

WATER SETTING

The North Central Roseville Specific Plan area is within the s
Roseville. The City obrains most of its water :hrough/the Federal Bureau ot
Reclamarion from Folsom Lake. Roseville is guarantss centracy, 32,000 acre-feet

(af) of water per year. Of this allotment, the City useg/approximately 13,500 af, or

roughiy 42 percent in 1988. Recently, the City successially negotiated for 10,000 af of

water per year from the Placer County Water Asseeiesen~PCWA). These T]id-A
negotiations include an addirional option for 10,000 affyear to be used for
municipal/industrial purpeses.

This isnot Scoce bt 5AGS
In additon to federal and PCWA ;:j?v{e water sources, the {itv maintains a |

secondary water system which inciudes ghree potabie desp we for use during 14-B
emergency or crisis situations; two reservdirs, one with a capacity of six million gailons
and another with a capacity of two miilion gailons; and a pumping system capabie of
providing four million gallons per day (mgd). Additicnal reservairs (or sterage tanks)
will be constructed in the future, althcugh exact nn;x:]% and [ocations are unknown., __
These reservoirs will have a capacity of two to four million gallens. The existing and 14-C
proposed resesvoirs will be adequate to accommodate anticipated development.! »T
AappOOLaisiesarctey __pest G 3 o

The Roseville water trearmgnt piant g‘a‘s? a treatmen:\mpabiﬁv] ofszﬁ-%d, thcugh it ]14_0
has a design capacity of 96~&gd. Exdstng flows metweenS and 11 mgd;

however, peak flews of 20 to 21 mgd have occurred o occasions. Considering

the treatment piant has experienced near-capacity fows under existing conditions,

buildout of already approved land uses couid generate a demand for water beyond the

capability of the treatment piant. Expansion of the water treatment facility to 48 mgd

is scheduled to be compietad by April 1990.°

Ay

ice area of the City of

Water will be delivered to the North Cantral Plan area via a 36-inch trunk line water) 1

main at Atlantic Street and a 36-inch water trunk line in Roseville Parkway and a 24-¢ 74 14-E
inch trunk line in Harding Boulevard. Water will be distributed throughout the Plan

area via a series of 12- and 16-inch lines located in the major arterial and coilecter

STESB. A ngy /ine fran-the Clort Mt be comtrrtnd 2 IT AT 72 excaed Jasin velatys a 14-F

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
1 Increased demand for domestic water ‘

Table 3,10-1 presents the water consumiption rates used by the Roseville Public
Works Department for pianning purposes. Using the rates presented in the tabie,
E;edxcted water consumption by the major land uses within the Specific Plan area

ve been calculated. Buildout of the North Central Specific Plan area is predicted
t0 require approximately 8.13 mgd. This volume is equivalent to roughly 24 af per
day or 8,760 af per year. The ific Plan area’s estimated water demand is
approximately 20 percent of th waf per year federal entitlement and PCWA
water. (This fgure does not incly e additional apticn of 10,000 affyr.)

39046
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TABLE 3.10-1
PREDICTED WATER CONSUMPTION BY MAJOR LAND USE

Gallcns Pert Gallons

Land Use Acres Unit Per Day Per Day
Residential Low Density
(R-0 through R-3) 303.3 | 2,030 2,720,200
(1,340 du*)
Medium Density
(R-4 through R-10) 70 1,510 824,460
(546 du)
R-11 through R-15 7.5 660 59,400
(90 du)
R-16 through R-20 139.1 440 1,046,400
(2,616 du)
Gallons Per
Acte Per Day

Business, Professional,

and Commercial 493.6 4,200 - 2,073,120
Light Industrial 189.3 - 4,200 795,060
Elementary and

Intermediate Schoals 315 §,150 256,725
Neighborhood, Community,

and Regional Parks® 66.1 8,150 3 TS
Fire Station 1.0 4,200 4,200

8,135,080

! Figures provided by the Raseville Department of Public Warks.
?du = dwelling unit

3Preserve areas are got included as they do not use City water.
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Public Servicss

As the projected water demand for the NCRSP comprises 20 percent of current
water allotments in Rcoseville, the impact is less than significant. The cumulative
impact of increased water demand is, however, ccasidered to be potentially
significant. A discussion of the cumulative water demand in Raseville can be found
in Section 4 of this document.

Tae Roseville Department of Public Works has indicated that expansion of the
ireatment giant te 48 mgd will be adequate to serve a City of approximately 60,000
peopie.’ Growth beyond this Sgure wiil likely requirs additional expansicn of the
water treaument plant. The impac: to the water treatment plant is considered
potentially significant.

The California Health and Safety Code Section 17921.3 requires that ail new
buiidings install water-efficient toilets and urinals which use a maximum of 3.5 and
1.5 gallons per flush, respectively. Maxdmum flow rates for showerheads, lavatery
{aucsts, and sink faucets are specified in the California Administrative Code, as
required by the Public Resources Code Section 25402 and may not excsed 2.75
gallons per minute at water pressures up to 30 pounds per square inca,

Mitigation Measures

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.10-1 through 3.10-3 will reduce
project impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigati Identified iy the Specific Pla
3.10-1 Adhere 0 poiicies idensified in rirs-Specific Tlan.

£.4.1.15 Water conservation shail be encouraged through use of efficieat plumbing
fixtures, incinding flow devices, and the use of water canserving landscaping.

7.126 Nau’ve, trees and shrubs shail be incorporated into parks

M Re nded bv the E

3.10-2 Require a water conservarion landscape program.  (Mingarion
Implementarion Responsibility: City of Roseville)

A water conservation landscape program can provide incentives for
low-water-using landscapes in new developments, can persuade people
0 convert to low-water-using landscaping, and can encourage
economy in watering landscapes. Program options include:

educe commection fess for new homes with reducad

destili where@opropriate and :&si0iE—udat dees +hsg mean.
'ﬂwma«ds oy b pace

Jl‘i—G
Spec

\3° & turf areas.z W€ aal Aexe v caminy dosum Me Read, Riicry wfalct-H

[
= Plant gardens on public property or at medel homes
which demonstrate attractive low-water-using plantings,
irrigation metheds, and permeable walkways.
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2 Prepare a public informaticn package which illustrates
the benefits of reduced water bils and less vard
maiptgnance, a%.d, inciudes a low-water-using piant lis.

2 3 joxtwlk. £

= Raquire standard conservation measures as slements of
specific project designs. Such measures could includa:
landscaping with native drought-resistant vegetation,

= Cansider alternatives to lawns for landscape cerriders
and City properties (such as ground cover and drought-
resistant vegeation).

; 3.10-3 Require that all new connecions are metered. (Mirigarion
o X [)rﬁ:;lemenranon Responsibility: Ciy of Roseville)
&\ X Y ?ﬁ;\’Mc:en'ng waould impose an equitable rate structure; customers wauld
s 9 @ pay according to the actual costs they impose on the system. The us
Y G'}( " Of meters and/cr seasanal rates tends to raduce water use. Thiy Wev
Wy other et sk as meter resdecs

i 4 sz I
1 Construction of additional infrastructure /% ¢4 R ot
Development will require construction of i
the Plan area (see Figure 3.10-1). Thecl existing water mai the Plan area
are a 12-inch main in Diamond Oaks and 84mch main at Berry Strésr. Water lines
from northeast Raseviile and the Roseville Parkway will be tied intq water lines
within the North Central Plan area. As the Raoseville water system is gravity fed, no
pumps will be necsssary. As no problems are anticipated in the comstruction of
additional infrastructure the impact is potentially significant, based on the following
mitigation measures inciuded in the NCRSP.

tructure to provide water service to

Impilementation of Mitigation Measures 3.104 through 3.10-7 will reduce

project impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigati eas entified in the Specific P!

3.10-4 Adhere 10 the policies idendfied in the Specific Plan, Section 7.12 for all
public faciliries.

7.12.1 Institutional uses other than neighborhood schools and parks shail be
lgcated on collector streets or major arterials so thag associated vehicle
traffic does not disrupt resideacial areas.

7.1212 All public (facilities to be comstructed comsistent with policies in the
Resources Management Element, Section &.

7.12.16 Public utilities, such as transformers, terminal boxes, meters, {ire risars.

backflow preventers and other similar facilities, shail be screened and
oriented away &OW view excapt a3 required by City or public atilities.

ArAae

and use of drip irrigation. Neuef aeas alon St il delg wer | 141

© 114-]

tArea

114K
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Public Services

7.12.17 All public facilities to be designed and landscaped in a manner that
complements adjacent non-public uses.

7.12.18 All institutional uses shall be of a design and scale that compicments
neighboring residential uses and shall incorporate landseaping, setbacks and
siting standards similar 10 those required (o adjacant iand uses.

3.10-5 Adhere to swandards specified in Section 3, Comumunity Design
Guidelines.

3.10-6 Develop a master plan for wazer diszribution.

The eatire water distribution system and each project will be subject to
review by the Public Works Department prior tc implementation. The
distribution system wiil be buiit to mest City fire flow and pressure
requirements.

3.10-7 Formarion of a Community Faciity Dismice is proposed as a funding
mechanism for the instailazion of the water distriburion system.

Mitigation Measures Recommended bv the EIR

3.10-8 None Reguired.
oo called Seuid A= Mug qlsetle Coxny o FPlacar

WASTEWATER SETTING /
Wastewater treatment for the City occurs at the Roseville Wastewater Treatment
Plant located on Booth/Road near Dry Creek. Treated/wastewater is dischargd into
Dry Creek. The treatpnent plant serves a regional which includes the City and
the Rockiin/Loomis Municipal Utility District (District). The District inciudes the
municipalities of Rocklin and Locmis, and 2 portion of the unincorperated area of
Placer County.

Currently, no sewer infrastructurs exists within the NCRSP arza.

[mpiementation of the NCRSP will require construction of sewer facilities which are
shown in Figure 34 of the North Caatral Roseville Specific Plan. In addition to the
facilities identified in the plan, it may be necessary 19 construct a lift station east of
Antelope Creek connecting with a trunk line which will cross Anteiope Cresk.

Offsite wastewater facilities will nesd to be constructed to accommodate wastewater
generation within the NCRSP area. These include a less-than 100-foot connection to
an existing 21-inch sewer line just west of the northwest corner of the project site and
2 2.2 mile 24~ to 30-inch diameter trunk line extension planned for construction along
Scuth Branch Pleasant Grave Cresk, west.of the NCRSP area (ses Figure 3.10-1).
ey

The Roseville Wastewater Treatment Plant has an existing avesage capacity of
approxamately 12 mgd. For a short period, the plant can operate at a maximum rate
of 21 mgd; however, extended operation at this volume is not feasible. Average

85046
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CEQA Cansiderations

Public Services :
Water ' /)/ //J‘//

The City has entitlements to 32,000 acre-feet per year (affyr) of water through the
Federal Bureau of Reclamation. In additicn. the City recently negotased for an
option of an addidonali 10,000 af/yr from the Placer County Wa:er.Assczmn_ The
Roseville Department of Public Works anticipates that 42,000 affyr of water will te
sufficient to accommadate cumulative water demand in Raoseville.

Tae Roseviile water treatment piant is currently being upgraded to a capacity of 23

cm A9 mgd. This doubling of the current plant capacity will allow the City w0
nearly douBle in size. When the upgraded facility nears 75 perceat capacity, the
Department of Public Works will evaluate an additional upgrade.

Expansiga~of the water treatment plant will require additional staff to operate the

Wastewate;

The existing wastewater treatment plant has a capacity of 12 mgd. The City has a
proposal for expansion of the facility to handle an additional 6 mgd. An EIR will te
prepared t0 address whether this will provide sufficient capacity for the ultimate
buildout of Rosaville and will identify options for future reatment and discharge.

Expansicn of the wastewater treatment plant wiil require additional staff to operate
the facility.

Solid Waste

The 320-acre Placer County landfill has 2 remaining life span of approximately 40
years. Negotiations are underway to acguire additicnal acreage which wiil increase
the life of the landfill by 15 to 20 years. In addition, a resourcs recavery program (o
recycle 20 percent of landfill materials is being pianned.

Additional trucks and manpower will be required as the City builds out. The

Department of Public Works maintains cne truck per 3,000 homes and one back-up
truck for each four trucks on the road. The City maintains one driver per truck.

Law Enforcement

The Roseville Police Department currently provides a ratio of approximately 1.28

offfcers per 1,000 residents. The staffing ratic may become greater as population
and business densities increase.
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LETTER 15

STATE CF CAUFCRNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPCRTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GECRGZ OEUKMEN
- 21,
B e e —————

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION -
oISTRICT 3
P.C. 80X 311, MARYSVILLE 95901

TDD Pheone (916) 741-4463
Telephone (3918) 741-4498

September 8, 1989

03-Pla-65/80
Nerth Central
Roseville
Specific

Plan

SCH #88053010

Mr. Dan Dameron
City of Roseville
Planning Department
316 Verncn Street
Roseville, CA 35678

Dear Mr. Dameron:

Thank you for the copportunity to review the drafi EIR for the
above-rafarenced project.

On page 3.7-33 the document states that Caltrans is responsible

for implementing mitigations on Interstate 80 and Highway 65 and

for new interchanges on Highway 65. We wish to emphasize that 15-A
new intarchanges cn Highway 65 in the vicinity of Roseville will
require 100% local funds. Local funding of mainline improvements

on Intarstate 30 may also be necassary. h—

Caltrans reccmmends against widening the eastbcund to northbound 15-B
locp at the Highway 65/Intsrstate 80 interchange and widening the "
southbound to westbound loeop is unlikely. Figure 3.7-5 is .
misleading as no reference is made to the number of lanes ::11343
existing or under construction.

Avenue and Riverside Avenue/Cirby Way (page 3.7-36) would
adversaly affect the nearby Intarstate 80 ramps. Caltrans

Inprovements to the intersecticns of Douglas Boulevard/sSunrise __W
3 2 15-D
recommends that the City submit geometric plans and estimates foi_J

each interchange locatiocn for ocur raview before pursuing grade
separaticns at local intersections.

EIYE)
& gep Ll 198

NT
- \SN\NG DE? ARNE



Mr. Dan Damercn
Page 2
Septamber 3, 1389

If you have any questions, please contact Daryl Noble at
talephone (916) 741~4573.

Sincarely,
czgégkézx

Jean L. BaRker, Chief
Envirenmental Branch B

€St John Keene, Statae Clearinghcuse
Gecrge Smith, DoTP
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PLANMING DEPART .zr:~< (
' { = I
NP LY \Z_ﬂ_____-
DAVE pocrHam [ g kel
ELECTRIC L:IP

The Electric Department has reviewed the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan EIR and submit the following comments:

1.

m——

Page 3.10-25 Increased demand for, and consumption of,
electrical power.

This section references the need for a one-half acre site for
use as a distribution substation (Parcel 62). The half acre
area is in error. The Electric Department will require a site
approximately cne acre in size with minimum useable dimensions
of 200 feet x 200 feet. Any setback reguirements or
landscaping surrounding the  substation would reguire
additional property. The site will need to be adjacent to the
City's existing 60kV transmission line and also have rcadway
frontage. If roadway frontage cannot be accommodated, an
easement for circuit getaways sufficient to install the
necessary number of circuits, will be required. This required
easement area would be dependent on site location and could
net be determined until the substation site is identified.

It appears the confusiocn over the size of the substation site
cccurred because the preparers of the EIR misinterpreted an
earlier communication from the Electric Department which
indicated that the additional 644 acres of urban reserve being
added to the North Central Specific Plan would required an
additional substation site of one-half acre. (Attached please
see Planning Comments from Mike Northcutt dated 12/1/88. All
earlier correspondence referenced a need for a substation site
of one acre to serve the North Central Specific Plan. Since
recent Council direction is that no future planning be decne
for the areas designated as urban reserve, the additional half
acre substatiocn site will he addressed if this area develops
in the future. The one acre substation site as described

above will be required to the North Central Specific Plan with
dedicated land use.

16-A
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2. Fage 3.10-25

The EIR states that substaticns in the surroundiag arsa will
zrovide additicrnal power to serve the plan area. The EIR
chould also indicate that development within the plan area| 16-B
will ke responsible for the cost of extending circuits frcm
substaticns cutside of the plan area to the areas requiring
electric service within the plan area. —

3. Page 3.10-25 Mitigation Measures

The EIR states the electrical substation shall be screened by
a masonry wall and landscaping. The Electric Department will
be requesting language within the development agreement that
exempts public projects from CC&R's, liens, encumbrances, and
gther restrictions on use. Public projects would undergo some

okés yet undetermined review process with the Planning Director 16-C

nggx acting as the arbitrator of disputes. Embellishments to the

substation, such as a masonry wall and landscaping should be
paid for by the developers of the North Central Specific Plan
area. It may be premature at this point to state the
substation shall be screened by a masonry wall.
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SUSJECT: ‘ortih Centrel Foseville Specific FILE 8D /A
Flen -
~fQUEST: This is the latest céraft on the North Central ?Ian. It is
st11l scmewhat tentztive. We would like to Xncw any initiasl comments or

concerns you may have on this latest draft. We will likely set up a
meeting within the next month to discuss this land use conficuration.
Plezse return by: _Novermber 21, 1988

COMSENTS OR RECOMMENDATIONS: (Attach ¢dditional sheets, if necesszry) -

Note: SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIGNS OR FEEL THAT TRERE 1S PERTINEINT

INFORMATION THAT IS MISSING, PLEASE CALL THE CONTACT PLAKKER
FOR THIS PROJECT:  Daniel E. Dameron

The most recent submittals for the Ndrthcentral Specific Plan,
dated October 31, 1988, show an additional 644 acres of urktan
reserve, plus 33 acres of commercial property, and the Gateway
Regional Mall. These are all in addition to previcus submittals.
The increased of this area to the Northcentral Specific Plan has
added an approximate 20 megawatts of power requirement to the
original estimated amount of 50 megawatts.

This additiocnal power demand would require the construction of a
substation north of the Highway 65 Bypass, which would regquire an
addition .5 acres of property. In addition to this substaticn
property acguisition a right-of-way for the 60kV to this s;te would
also be required.

It is recommended that an exact routing for the 60kV and substaticn
site be determined prior to the acceptance of the Northcentral
Specific Plan.

Michael W. Northcutt 12-1-88
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MEMORANDUM | LETTER 17

TO: DAN DAMERON
SENIOR PLANNER
FROM: KEN WEISEL
ELECTRIC UTILITY DIRECTOR
DATE: SEPTEMBER 12, 1989
RE: NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN

E.I.R. DRAFT JULY 1989
ADDITIONAL ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

The comments below are additional to those provided to you by Dave
Dockham in his memo of September 12, 1989.

Pages 1-5 and 1-6
The electric substation will require 1.0 acre.

Page 3.5-40, Energy Element Policy 5

Please verify compliance with state standards as well as Roseville 17-A
standards.

Page 3.10-24

17-
Revise 3rd full paragraph. See attached markup. :]
Page 3.10-24 __
Next to last paragraph. Add a sentence (before "This is a
potentially significant impact."). 17-C
"Plan development also contributes to the need for a second
receiving station™. o
Pz2ge 3.1C-27 _
Item 13, Mike Brozo's title is Electric Rasources Mzanager.

17-D
I: 14 Charles Cunha is Electrical Engineering Manzager, Fosevillz
Fle ric D=partrment. .
. w—
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Dan Dameron
September 12, 1989
Page 2

Page 3.14-4

Electric fees are not shown.
If they should be shown, we will need some time to prepare them. 17-E
Appendix C

Refer to our comments on the NCRSP Propecnent's Draft Plan of
6/29/89.
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SMUD

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (J P. O. Sox 15830, Sacramento CA $5852-1830, (216) 252-.3211
AN ELECTRIC SYSTEM SERVING THE HEART CF CALIFORNIA

038 89 PPO-316
October 10, 1989

e @:Iii@?iié"“§
E\Eoc’x 111883 D

DANIEL E DAMERON ASSOCIATE PLANNER , e
CITY OF ROSEVILLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT PLANNING D
316 VERNON STREET

ROSEVILLE CA 95678

PARTMENT.

DRAFT - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE
SPECIFIC PLAN :

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District did not receive the draft EIR for .
the specific plan during the public review period. We request that the City
of Roseville consider our comments on the specific plan, especially our

concerns as the plan affects existing transmission 1ine facilities. ]

18-1

NORTH CENTRAL ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District has two (2) transmission line
rights-of-way within the project boundaries of the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan. The conceptual plans indicate that there are two (2) proposed
roadways which may run longitudinally within our rights-of-way. If this is in 18-
fact the case, the District objects to this type of encroachment. By )
direction of SMUD's Board of Directors, Resolution 9318, it is our polilcy to
locate new transaission line facilities within existing rights-of-way;
therefore, longitudinal encroachments of roadways cannot be permitted within
?ur'easements because they will preclude our ability to construct new power
ines.

It should also be noted that certzin uses are not permitted within our
easement area. The following guidelines are submitted for informational
purposes only.

GUIDELINES FOR LAND USES WITHIN 183
TRANSMISSION LINE RIGHT-OF-HAY

Comply with California Public Utilities General Order 95 and other safety
rules. )

A1l metal fences, light standards or other metallic facilities within the
right-of-way shall be properly grounded. A grounding plan shall be submitted
to SMUD for approval.

DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS [ 6201 S Street, Sacramento CA 95817-18289
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Daniel E. Dameron -2- October 10, 1989 - -

Light standards or fences shall not exceed 15 feet 1n h81ght within the
right-of-way.

Landscape should be such that- the growth of plants does not exceed 15 feet in
height within the right-of-way.

No permanent structures shall be constructed within the r1ght-of—way, such as |-

covered parking, sw1mm1ng pools, spas, gazebos, etc. R T

Operating of equipment that exceeds 15 feet in height will not be perm1t;ed
within the r1ght—of;way ‘ T

Contact SMUD 48 hours before start1ng any vork w1th1n the rlght-of-way

Prov1de access to towers or poles if present access is through subject
property.

All gradfng to be done shall maintain General Orderk95 clearances and shall
not effect the integrity of tower or pole footings.

SMUD wi]l want to review grading, landscape, or any other drawings that show
changes to the areas within the transmission line right-of-way.

For information regarding the use of the transmission line right-of-way,
contact SMUD's Property Administrator at 732-5337.

xé;ii{fz/i&f;»e:izzzﬁé

PAUL OLMSTEAD
ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST

cy: Steve DesJardins
RMB Realty, Inc.
2240 Douglas Boulevard, #120
Roseville, CA 95661

Kirk Bone

River West Development
7700 College Town Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826-2397

Julia M. Heinlein, Assistant Planner
City of Roseville, Planning Department
316 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA " 95678

0267N

18-3
cont.
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DOWNEY
BRAND
SEYMOUR
& ROHWER

, ATTORNEYS

555 CAPITOL MALL
WTHFLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA
958144686
TELEPHONE (916) 4410131
TELECOPIER (916) 4414021

STEPHEN W. DOWNEY
(1926-1959)

CLYDE H BRAND
(1926-1964)

HARRY B. SEYMOUR
(1926-1970

. approximately 350-500 feet between American Olean’s

KATHRYN J. TOBIAS

January 29, 189S0

Jim Gray, Chair

City of Roseville Planning Commission
316 Vernon Street
Roseville, California 95678

Re: North Central Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Gray:

We are writing this letter on behalf of our client,
American Olean Tile. We apologize in advance for our
absence from tonight’s meeting, which is due to a
conflict in meeting Schedules with the City of
Fairfield’s General Plan Update, to which we were
previously committed.

Our concern is with the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan, which propcoses single family residential
uses along Washington Boulevard, to the east of the
American Olean plant. We met with Dan Dameron on
December 1, 1989 to become informed as to why
residential use was proposed for this area and to
discuss our concerns over a residential-industrial
interface,

Mr. Dameron did point out the unusual width of the
right-of-way for Washington Boulevard, which provides

property line and the residential area.

Our concern at this time is that prospective residents
of this area should clearly understand that the area
west of Washington Boulevard is planned now and in the
future to accommodate industrial uses, at the present
level and possibly at a more intense level of
development.

As you are aware, it has become more and more difficult
to site industrial uses, particularly where residential
areas may develop a perception of impact over the years
by noise, truck traffic and other nuisance-type
activities.

19-1
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BRAND

SEYMOUR
& ROHWER

Jim Gray, Chair
. _ January 29, 1990
Page 2

Given the time and effort that the City of Roseville
has given to establishing this industrial area, we
request an acknowledgment in the North Central Specific
Plan as to the importance of this industrial area and
its long-term continued wviability. Such language would
go far to memorialize the City’s intent to maintain the
priority of such uses in this area, in the face of land
use compatibility conflicts.

We request that the following language be added to the
North Central Specific Plan. We have included the text
of Goal 5 in bold with the additions underlined to
facilitate the inclusion of our proposed language.

Goal 7 is an additional goal to be added.

Section 2.1 Land Use Geals

5. The Plan Area will provide residential
neighborhoods that are:

- Safe for residents, particularly for children

- Quiet and buffered from noise and other nuisance
factors

- Convenilent in terms of access to services and
shopping

- Pedestrian-friendly

Add Geal 7: -The Plan Area will provide a mix of usesg
» 4 et

 which are complementary to existing and proposed usesg

ig f 714 »

With the addition of these goals, we believe that the
City can ensure that there will be no conflicts between
the land uses proposed in the North Central Plan and in
the North Industrial Plan. Without these additions,
the North Central Plan will have two inherent flaws:
incompatibility of land uses and internal inconsistency
among the plans which make up the City'’s comprehensive
plan.

19-1
cont.



" DOWNEY

BRAND

SEYMOUR
& ROHWER

Jim Gray,

Chair

January 29, 1990

Page 3

Again, we apologize for this late request but regquest
your consideration and approval of these relatively

small but important changes.
attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

athry

KJT:cc

ias

Thank you for your

19-1
cont.
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PLANNING
C ‘TY O F RO S EVI L L E 316 VERNON STREET, #104 @ ROSEVILLE, CA 95878 @ (918) 781-0276

TRADITION ¢ PRIDE ¢ PROGRESS

April 20, 1990
To: : Dan Dameron, Senior Planner

From: Julia Heinlein, Administrative Analyst

Subject: Public Hearing Comments on the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan

Background:

Four Roseville City commissions reviewed the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan (NCRSP) prior to the Planning Commission's approval of the
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Three (3)
commissions reviewed specific sections of the Plan and DEIR: the Parks
and Recreation Commission reviewed the park facilities section; the
Transportation Commission discussed the Circulation and Air Quality
sections; and the Public Utilities Commission reviewed the Public
Facilities section. The Planning Commission reviewed the Plan and DEIR
in their entirety.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)-must include the DEIR,
responses to all written comments, responses to all comments made at the
public hearings, and a discussion of impacts resulting from revisions teo
the project (the Specific Plan). The purpose of this memorandum is to
identify all gquestions made at each public hearing for the four (4)
commissions identified above. Responses may have been given by staff or
the consultants at the subject meeting, as an oral response at a
following hearing, or in written form as a staff report, consultant
memorandum, or change in the North Central Roseville Specific Plan.

Transpvortation Commission:

The Transportation Commission discussed the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan at three meeting dates: August 1, August 15 and September
15, 1989. A memo dated August 3, 1989 was prepared to summarize the
concerns raised on August 1, 1989. Staff discussed the responses at the
August 15 and September 19, 1989 meetings, and Fehr & Peers Associates
prepared an additional memorandum dated September 8, 1989 to address the
concerns expressed by the Commission. The comments raised on August 1,
1989 are restated in this memo for consolidation purposes.

Augqust 1, 1989 Transportation Commission:

1. Diamond Oaks Road is shown as a two-lane road extending from the
current infill subdivision into the North Central Plan Area. No 20-1
date was presented as to the existing traffic volumes and no
analysis was included regarding projected volumes on this roadway.
The traffic consultant should present existing volumes, _mpacts and
mitigation measures for Diamond Oaks Road to be included in the

1l

——




North Central E.I.R.

I

1))

2. Will Roseville Parkway between Washington and Foothills ke four

lanes?

I

3. Ecw was the density fcr the North Central Plan arwived at?

4. The Commission requested ln;crmatlcn regarding the regicnal mall
sites -- 1 in Rocklin and 2 in Qosevzl’e. At what stage in the
planning process is the Rocklin mall? What will happen to the
Roseville sites if Rocklin gets the ma.’.’l.‘7 What will happen to the

lternate regional commercial site when the cther site is given
regional commercial land use?

20-1
cont.

20-2

20-3

20-4

5. The Commission weuld like a repert on the status of the City's |205

t-affic monisoring program and how it works.

5. The Ccmmission indicataed that thev want to discuss the jobs/hcousin
balance. :

Foothills/Pleasant Grove Iatexrsection was described as
"worderline urban interchange” in the Nortawest Specific 2lan.
Eowever, there is no discussion of this intarsection in the North
Cent:a- E.Z.R. The ex*sb;nq v/c ratics, impact of the North Cantral

lan and any mitigation for the int .rsec*_cn should ke dlscussad in
_he Z.I.R.

2. How will prchibiting the scuthbound lef: turm movement at Zurska and |

Taylor affect the v/c ratics at the interssctions which will absorb
the southbound traffic?

3. Bow will widening Cirby Way to five or six lanes improve the v/c
ratic at the intersection of Cirby/Sunrise if the capacity of the
intersection is only twe through lanes east on Cirby Way? What is
+he relationship between hav.nq mere intersection approach lanes
+han through lanes in the intersection?

Light Rail:

. page 3.7=3 states that Roseville has expressed interest in a light
rail extension from Sacramentoc. This pa:ag‘aph should reflect the
cur=-ant negotiations with Reglcnal Transit for Roseville to be
included in their studies for future extension planning and
envirommental work. A further discussien of alternative routes as
discussed in RT's scope of work should alsc be addressead.

[

Inconsistencies between Northwest and North Central data:

1. Since the Neorthwest Traffic Study was conducted, new counts have
been taken on variocus rocadways and at various intersectiocns
throughout the City which indicate significant increases in veolumes
and decreases in LOS. However, the same mitigation measures used in
the Northwest Plan have been used in the North Central Plan yet they

5 )

20-6

20-7

20-8

20-9

20-10

| 20-11



2. The list of six intersections studied under Scenario 1 seems
abbreviated. The Commission suggests that data and analysis should
also be included for the Foothill/Carlsberg, Cirby/Sunrise, and
Rocky Ridge/Cirby intersections. 1

3. Page 3.7-25 states that "for existing intersections (such as ]
Sunrise/Douglas), the existing land geometry and signalization was
assumed, plus any reasconable improvements that could be accomplished
with minimal expansion of right-of-way and without grade
separatlon“ The traffic analysis, however, calls for grade
separation at two of these intersections. This statement needs
further clarification as there appears to be an inconsistency. —

Roadway

1. At a recent community meeting regarding the Cirby Way widening, |
staff presented traffic counts for Cirby Wav which do not correlate
to the counts in the DEIR. The Commissioners would like to see the
numbers presented at the workshop to compare them to those in the
EIR.

2. Page 3.7-16 describes three roads as being arterials or expressways. |
Are these two terms interchangeable or will the three roads be
expressways with limited access?

3. The EIR indicates that "this analysis was completed before the Cirby|
Way designs by the Roseville Public Works Department. No modeling
information is yet available on the effects of Cirby Way being only
5 lanes wide between Riverside Avenue and Sunrise Boulevard." The
new numbers and the effects of this new assumption on the analysis
need to be included in the EIR. |

4., The analysis discusses the impacts at Rocky Ridge and Douglas. How
much of this traffic travels south on Rocky Ridge? What impact does
this have on the Rocky Ridge/Cirby Way intersection? —_

TSM:

1. The Metro Study presents most Roseville rdadways at Level of Service

result in a greater net reduction in LOS due to the increase in v/c
ratios. For example, at full buildout, the intersection at Douglas
Boulevard and Rocky Ridge Road has gone from a 0.89 (in the
Northwest E.I.R.) to 0.97 (in the North Central E.I.R.) level of
service. The reduction with identical mitigation measures result in
an additional net reduction of 0.12 level of service? This occurs
also at the Douglas and Sunrise, Roseville Parkway and Taylor, and
Roseville Parkway and Harding intersections to a lesser degree.

The detericrating Levels of Service also indicate that the Capital
Improvement Program may not be keeping up with the circulation
system demand. How is the CIP being updated to meet the travel
demand. The Transportatlcn Commission would like to see the latest
5-year CIP, including projects funded, projects planned for 5 years
from now, and the timing of planned road improvements.

e,

3

20-11
cont,

20-12

20-13

20-14

20-15

20-16

20-17

20-18



E or F. The Study also assumes a much lower voluntary TMS trip
reduction (5%) than presented in the North Central EIR (20%). The
Commission would like to hear the definitions and assumptions used
in calculating the 20% voluntary TSM trip reduction. A
representative from SACOG should also be asked to explain how the
15% TSM reduction was arrived at. These two percentages should also
be compared to the latest TSM monitoring survey conducted in 1986 by
the Joint Powers Transportation Coordinator (funded by Placer
County, Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville). This survey concluded
that the actual trip reduction percentage in the South Placer area
was 14.8%. How can the 20% voluntary number be used if the latest
survey shows that this region is only obtaining a 14.8% reduction in

trips? ]

2. What TSM and intersection monitoring has occurred recently? Is
there any information on TSM effectiveness in the Southeast Specific
Plan? How valid are the assumptions and mitigations that were
included in the first Specific Plan EIR's (the Northeast and the
Southeast)?

General Plan Consistency:

1. Are the lists of projects to mitigate impacts presented in the
Specific Plan consistent with the General Plan? ~Is the Specific
Plan consistent with the General Plan?

t—————

1. The Commission suggested establishing a transit mitigation fee
similar to the traffic mitigation fee in place to build roads. The
fee would be used to buy buses and pay operating costs when the
population base can support transit lines in the North Central Area.

Specific Plan Change:

1. Policy 5.4.2.8 should be changed to read "Employers shall be
required to participate in the Transportation System Management
program as provided pursuant to the TSM Ordinance of the City of
Roseville and any future revisions to the ordinance."

Aucust 15, 1989 Transportation Commission:

1. Mr. Harlan stated that the Douglas Boulevard/Rocky Ridge Drive
.intersection has been documented to show the effect and results of
TSM the same in both the NCRSP and NWRSP; Mr. Pearson questioned
that the same trip reduction criteria is in both plans also.

Septembexr 19, 1989 Transportation Commission:

Transportation

1. The Commission still questioned the difference between the NCRSP and
the SACOG Metro Study for trip reduction because of the difference.
in voluntary and mandatory trip reduction measures.

4

20-1C
cont
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20-20

20-2]

20-22

20-23

20-24




2. Why are the same figures and assumptions applied to both the NW and '2025
NC Plans when their land uses are different?

——

3. The SACOG Metro Study shows a greater number of traffic travel
through Roseville than Fehr and Peers, and the Commission would like {2026
to know which study is correct.

et

Air Quality

1. Will the NCRSP achieve the (Air Quality) level expected? |2027

2. How will the three pollutants studied figure in the pollution index '2028
in the E.I.R. s

3. How will the (air quality) standards be enforced? [2029

Parks & Recreation Commission:

The Parks & Recreation Commission met regarding the NCRSP on

September 11, and November 6, 1989. The September 11, 1989 hearing was

informatiocnal with a description of park, open space, and recreation

facilities in the NCRSP. The November 6, 1989 was again a discussion by

the consultant with a reference to an October 3, 1589 memorandum from

Director Ed Mahany. The memorandum cites concerns from the Parks &

Recreation staff.

The only concern raised involved the Diamond. Oaks Golf Course

Corporation Yard. The consultant was meeting with staff to discuss the

specific placement of the Corporation Yard.

Public Utilities Commission:

The Public Utilities Commission met on Septmeber 12, 1989 to discuss the

NCRSP. Items discussed at the meeting included water, wastewater, solid

waste and electric.

Water:

1. What is the percentage of water consumption based on projects that—_wzaso

had already been approved?

2. What happens in drought years in combination with a possible cut in 20-31
water allocations?

3. Chairman Drago discussed the water metering issue and the EIR
statement that all connections be metered. Drago asked if there was
data that shows, by not having meters, the City was able to save 20-32
water and, what are some of the logistics of trying to meter the
whole City.

4. Commissioner Riley asked what would be a trigger that would indicate]
that water supply would not be adequate and what would trigger any 20-33
growth stoppage? 1

5. Chairman Drago stated that he had a problem with the whole sectiori__mzo34

5 -




being labeled "less than significant". He felt this was probably 20-34
the most "significant" part of the EIR because water guides cont.

everything.

Mr. Roccucci stated that water availability was a critical probleﬁ—_nggs
and he would like to see that concern reflected in the documents. __ |

What is the probability that we are going to get our 50% allotment
every year from the Bureau and, even though the City has conserved 20-3€
through voluntary efforts, two drought years in a row would have a
significant impact. —
Chairman Drago cited a concern that the requirement for water
conservation would not be implemented. Specifically, what would 20-37
happen if a specific plan developer asked for more turf area. This
concern was that there was no "running tally" that would trigger
denial.

Commissioner Sanders suggested that the City set the example on T
parkways, setbacks, utility easements, schools and parks for using |?20-38
less turf. ]

Wastewater:

1.

————

Chairman Drago requested a paragraph be added to the E.I.R.
explaining who pays for the additions or expansions of the treatment
if needed. . _ —

20-3¢

Solid Waste:

D |

1. Commissioner Roccucci recommended a paragraph concerning various
forms of mitigation (recycling, compost utilization) so that means 20-4C
of addressing the solid waste issues were emphasized. _

2. Commissioner Riley requested mention of State-mandated regulations | ,g.41
in the E.I.R. |

1. Commissioner Roccucci requested a response for the cost of utility [
rates as growth continues. Will growth increase the rates? What 20-42
effect does the NCRSP have on the average customer's electric bill?

2. Commissioner Riley asked that the electrical usage forecast for the |
various sectors of the NCRSP be shown in a form szmllar to that 20-43
utilized in other NCRSP sections. ]

3. Mr. Roccucci asked that the urban reserve area be excluded from the 20-44
electric report.

4.

Mr. Weisel submitted for the record comments from the Electric 20-45

Department. i

a. There are several references made to a half acre needed for an
electric substation. That should be changed to one acre. 20-46



The Energy Element Policy 5, listed on Page 3.5-40 makes
reference to building standards. It is required that State
standards are complied with as well.

Page 3.10-24, third paragraph beginning with "Currently", there |

is a lack of clarity in the third sentence as it confuses the
distribution facilities with the general facilities. He would
recommend striking the clause beginning "including the Calavaras
facility". It should say "the current capacity cf the system is
presently 130 megawatts." ]

Again, there is confusion with distribution and generation, in |
the next sentence. It should say, "to fulfill the protected
power distribution needs."

The next to the last sentence in that paragraph, "the second
receiving station will be requird", it is not to "increase:
reliability", it is to "maintain levels of back-up needed for
acceptable reliability as customer growth erodes exiting back-up
capabilities". ]
The next to the last paragraph on that page refers to the need |
for additional transmission facilities and substations. There
should also be a sentence that planned developmen: also
contributes to the need for a second receiving stztion. 1
on Page 3.10-25, again the half-acre site should be a one-acre |
site, and there is a statement that "substations in the
surrounding area will provide additional power tc serve the plan
area." There should also be an indication that "due to
development, it will also be necessary to extend circuits from
substations ocutside the plan area to the areas requiring
electric service within the plan area." Also, where it says
"screened by a masonry wall", that will be "or other materials"

20-47

20-48

20-49

20-50

20-51

20-52

acceptable to the City".
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SACRAMENTG MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT O P. O. Box 15830, Sacramento CA 95852-1830, (916) 452-3211
AN ELECTRIC SYSTEM SERVING THE HEART QOF CALIFORNIA

LDS00017-
January 15, 1890

FILE: T/L 128

CITY OF RCSEVILLE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
316 VERNON STREET
ROSEVILLE CA 95678

PROJECT NAME: NCRSP--RMB PROPERTY

Thank you for the oppeortunity to review the proposed development
agreement. We have no comments on the terms of the agreement,
but feel we must once again voice concerns on the road alignments
near our transmission line easements. The plan is unclear as to
whether or not roads are contemplated within our easements.
However, the developer has previously indicated to us their
propeosal to do so.

In prior comments on the North Central Roseville Specific Plan,
we stated we would not consent to longitudinal encroachments 21-1
within our transmission line easements. Right angle crossings
are acceptable at appropriate locations.

Roseville Parkway appears to partially encroach within cur
easement. The unnamed road along the south side of Parcels 12,
13, and 39 appears to be entirely within our easement. This
issue needs to be considered and addressed in all your planning
efforts.

I or my staff are available to meet with you to answer any \
questions you may have. Please telephone me at 732-5336 if you
need additional information.

—
KEITH D SHOREY ‘ @gﬂ ’
SUPERVISOR LAND & ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES L

. KDS:sdm JAK 191650

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS J 6201 S Street, Sacramento CA 95817-1899



APPENDIX B
ERRATA




092989/1600/errata Errata

ERRATA

Page 1-1, paragraph 1, line 3: The Southeast Plan Area should be added after
the word Northeast.

Page 3.6-13, paragraph 6, line 4: Parcel 96 should be deleted from the
following phrase, .. wetlands mitigation area (parcels 95-96) ..

Page 2.7-16, paragraph 3, line 3: This sentence should be changed to indicate
that the Atlantic Street/Eureka Road interchange has been completed, and is
no longer under construction.

Page 3.12-7, last line on page: Delete the word "ostrow."

Page 3.14-2, paragraph 7, line 1: The sentence is revised as follows:

Fiscal impacts are considered to be beneficial.

Page 3.13-7, paragraph 7, line 1: The sentence is revised to correct
typographical error as follows: :

. . jobs to employed residents . ..
Page 3.4-2377?
Page 3.5-6, paragraph 2, line 1: "Calulates" should read as "Calcuiate.”
3.5-17, paragraph 7, line 4: "fo" should read as "of."
3.5-19, paragraph 5, line 1: "fro" should read as "for."
3.5-49, paragraph §, line 1: "linited" should read as "limited."

Technical Appendix

89046

Table of Contents, line 1: "Wade Associates” should read as "Sugnet and
Associates."

Appendix C, page 2-6: (Figure 2-2), Land Use Map is found at end of
Appendix E.
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SUGNET & ASSOCIATES
E~xvironm ENTAL CONSULTANTS
#2063 KINGSLEY COURT - TELEPHONE [916) 79T-0688  FACSIMILE (916} T0T-Otat
RoseviLLe, CALIFORNTA DA66]

September 27, 1989

Mr. Dan Dameron
City of Roseville
Planning Department
316 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Dan:

The purpose of this letter is to clarify issues raised in a
California Department of Fish and Game letter written to you
concerning the North Central Roseville Specific Plan DEIR, dated
August 14, 1989. The letter states that descriptions of existing
wetland resocurces are complete, but that project specific impacts
and mitigation measure are not adequately addressed. It 1is
therefore neéessary to discuss impacts and mitigation measures on
a project-specific basis. The following summary is in response
to all CDFG comments as they relate to the RMB Realty, Inc.,
Regional 65 Centre project (see attached map) .

BACKGROUND

The study described herein was conducted on the Regional 65
Centre property to map intermittent drainages, vwvernal pools and
~ other seasonal wetlands. Botanical inventories were conducted by
the City of Roseville with ample.vernal poocl floristics data and
proved invaluable to this study.
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Detailed Dbotanical studies of the North Central Roseville
Specific Plan area were conducted in 1982 and 1987 by the City of
Roseville. However, exact locations of valued wetland resources
were not known, and therefcre not reflected in the March 1988
North Central Roseville Specific - Plan. In an effort to fully
inventory aquatic¢ resources, minimize impacts, and develop
contiguous preserves, RMB Realty, Inc. initiated a comprehensive
study of aquatic resources for the entire site in 1988. A
wetlands data base was compiled following further botanical field
study and soils inventory of the property. Methods developed by
the Corps were used to delineate wetlands in the field prior to
ground truthing with 100 scale color aerial photography. A
geographic information system was developed for the property on
AutoCAD to type wetlands by slocpe, soils, and substrate.

Despite an evaluation of all practicable land use alternatives,
the scattered distribution of wvernal pools on some parcels made
total wetland avoidance impossible. Significant pocl clusters
were therefore ranked to determine <value based on pool
characteristics and floristic diversity. Preserves and
compensation sites were selected based on value ranking
subsequent to a one yeaf analysis of land use alternatives to
avoid wetlands.

The least damaging practicable land use alternative will result
in the preservation of 128 acres to protect 11.1 acres of the
most highly wvalued vernal po9l groups and other seasonal
wetlands. Preserves were established along lower watersheds, as
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well as on a mudflow cap. Lower watershed preserves were
oriented in a linear fashion along stresam courses to protect
stream channels, adjacent seasonal wetlands, and hardpan vernal
pools that occur on floodplains. A 33-acre ﬁarcel was preserved
on a mudflow cap at an upper watershed position to protect the

best examples of mudflow pools on the property.

The selected alternative will result in placement of £ill into
5.8 acres of seasonal wetlands. In accordance with federal and
state wetland mitigation policies, compensation for wetlands
filled will be accomplished on an "acre for acre", "value for

value" basis to result in "no net loss of in-kind habitat value."

The mitigation proposal described is the culmination of ten
months of full-time study of the project site. Experts from all
relevant disciplines were retained to contribute to the study
effort. A geographic information system developed specifically
to inventory wetlands produced 100 scale preserve maps that were
instrumental in mitigation planning.

A vernal pool devélopment pilot project was initiated wvoluntarily
by the applicant in October, 1988, prior to any formal
development propbsal, approvals, or permit applications.
Collection of hydrologic and bioclogic data is currently underway
to monitor pool performance.
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Comment

Antelope and Pleasant Grove creeks, a myriad of intermittent
drainages and extensive hardpan and mudflow vernal pools, occur
on the project area. Riparian vegetation borders many of the
stream zones. Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop (Gratiola heterosepals),
a State-listed endangered species, 1s found within several
mudflow pools. Antelope Creek sustains an anadromous fishery.

Response

Pleasant Grove Creek does not cross the project but flows east to
west approximately one mile north of the Specific Plan area.
Intermit.tent tributaries of Pleasant Grove Creek and the South
Branch of Pleasant Grove Creek, both <totally devoid of any
riparian vegetation, do drain the Plan aresa and project site. No
riparian habitat exists on the Regional 65 Centre Project site.
Antelcpe Creek, a perennial stream with significant riparian
vegetation does not flow across the project site, nor does any of
its watershed occur within the project site. Antelope Creek
defines the eastern boundaries of the Plan area, draining the
Roseville 150 project site.

gmmen

Protection or mitigation measures included in this Specific Plan
for many of the resources potentially impacted in the Specific
Plan area rely upon incorporation of a DFG Streambed Alteration
Agreement. Projects affecting the bed or bank of any stream zone
require a Streambed Alteration Agreement. This agreement should
not be used in lieu of appropriate mitigation measures to protect
Stream zone resources. Mitigation should be incorporated within
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this Specific Plan and individual project documents. In facet,
recent court rulings find that mitigation In a Draft EIR cannot
rely upon regulations required by law of other state or federal
agencies. Reference to the need for a 1603 agreement Ifor
individual projects is appropriately included in this Draft EIR.
However, where this reference is made in the Draft EIR,
additicnal measures to protect and mitigate Iimpacts to stream,

vernal pool, and wetland resources must also be added. Without
the addition of specific mitigation measures for these
significant resocurces the Draft EIR 1s 1inadequate. The DFG

recommends the following additional mitigation measures be
included within the Specific Plan to assure adequate resource
protection.

Response

All additional measures for Hydrology, stream 2zones, vernal
pools, oaks, and anadromous fisheries recommended by the DEIR are
included in the revised Specific Plan.

Comment

All iptermittent stream courses Ilncluding all branches of
Pleasant Grove Creek be protected by the incorporation of a 50-
foot nondevelopment setback buffer above the banks of the stream.
All setback buffers must be required to be identified on project
maps and dedicated open space.

Response

All intermittent stream courses on the Regional 65 project site
will remain unaltered. Lower watershed preserves have been

established along intermittent drainages to preserve wetlands,

5
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buffer drainages and allow for wetland compensation. Lower
watershed preserve widths vary from a maximum of 260 feet down to
30 feet. Average preserve width is 74.5 feet. No development
will occur within preserves. Restrictions on drainage £from
adjacent parcels to be developed have also been made to protact
vernal pools. Preserve boundaries were located to provide
adequate buffers within the preserve to ensure the viability of
all wetlands preserved and created. No additional buffers are
required. One hundred-scale preserve maps were generated for
the project from a database developed specifically for protection
of wetlands. Preserve maps include the following data:

a) locations of all vernal pools, drainage channels and

cther seasonal wetlands. :

b) locaticons of 95 scil sample points to precisely map
soil types and identify soil characteristics for
development of new wetland habitat.

c) locations of newly developed wetland habitats to
compensate for wetlands to be impacted in future
development.

d) restricted areas where adjacent parcels cannot drain

into preserves to protect the hydrologic regimes of
existing vernal pools.

e) proposed Specific Plan land uses and road alignments to

account for future development activity adjacent to
wetland preserves.

Comment
Projects located adjacent to buffers should be required to

include the following provisions:

6
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a. No £ill shall be placed within buffers either during or
after construction.

b. Grading is prohibited within buffers.

c. All vegetation within buffers shall be protected during
construction.

d. Covenants, codes, and restrictions shall be established

that prohibit disposal of lawn clippings, oil,
chemicals, or trash of any kind within setback buffers
and that prohibit vegetation removal or alteration
within the setback buffers.

Response

The above provisions were 1included in the wetland preserve
mitigation submitted to the U.S. Army Corps, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Serwvice and Environmentai Protection Agency priocr to
issuance of a Section 404 permit for the Regional 65 project.
The 131 acres of wetland preserve were set aside in perpetuity
and will be managed by the City of Roseville.‘ We understand that
404 approval'does not preclude CEQA approval. Therefore these
measures will be incorporated into the Specific Plan.

Comment

For projects that are unable to avoid impacts to stream zone or
wetland resources, such as sewer trunk establishment or flood
control projects Iimpacting <riparian or wetland habitat,
mitigation must be identified within the appropriate location in
this Draft EIR and within specific project Draft EIRs. The Draft
EIR should include identification and qQuantification of
vegetation impacted, revegetation plans to assure no net loss of

7
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riparian or wetland acreage or values and monitoring plans to
assure compliance and satisfactory results.

Response

Sewer line construction alignment for the Regional 65 project was
field surveyed by Morton and Pitalc Engineering and Sugnet and
Associates in March, 1989 to ensure that no vernal pools would be
affected by construction. A single crossing of an intermittent
drainage channel may occur, along with crossing of socme ephemeral
drainage swales. These impacts are unavoidable and certainly
insignificant. No riparian vegetation occurs within the Regional
65 Centre project site. A five year monitoring plan has been
developed for 131 acres of wetland preserves within the proiect

site. The plan will be incorporated intoc the Specific Plan.

A flood detention basin is proposed for a portien of a lower
watershed wetland preserve. Detention of 100 year flood waters
will be of short duration and have no significant affect on
seascnal wetlands to be flooded at that time in anf case.

Comment

Vernal pools and wetlands that on a site-specific or project
basis will total less than one acre may be precluded from
mitigation through the 404 process. These small wetlands have
significant resource value to the DFG and project impacts to them
should be lessened through mitigation or the project should be
modified to avoid any impacts. Small project’s impacts have the
potential to be cumulatively significant through direct loss or
disturbance of critical watershed values to vernal pools. The
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DFG concurs with the mitigation measures recommended by the Draft
EIR on page 3.4-21. Unfortunately, loss of vernal pools Iin the
Specific Plan area will occur. The extent of this 1loss 1is
unknown at this time. This Specific Plan has recommended several
locations for vernal pool preserves.

Response

No net loss in wetlands will occur on the project site. A 70%
avoidance of wetlands was achieved on the Regiocnal 65 project
site following a one year study to map and avoid wetlands. All
wetlands to be impacted will be compensated for in advance of
project development. A pilot wvernal pool habitat develcpment
project was initiated in 1989 to test the success of vernal pool
habitat development on-site. Construction of 79 vernal pools was
completed in October 1988. Pools were monitored carefully
throughout the 1588-89 growing season. Hydrologic, floristic,
and biotic data indicated successful establishment of vernal pool
habitat. 93% of vernal pools met floristic success criteria in
the first growing season. Personnel from the Corps, USFWS, and
EPA visited the site on several occasions tracking its progress.
Two meetings were initiated by RMB Realty, Inc., (the developer)
with Mr. Bob Mapes of CDFG to update Bob on pilot project
progress. Bob was invited into the field on several occasions to
get his input on the project, but declined.

Due to the success of the pilot project; RMB is currently
building additional wvernal pools to offset future development
impacts. New pools will be monitored for a minimum of five years
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and preserved in perpetuity. A net gain in wetlands will result

from project development.

I invited Mr. Andrew Cortez, CDFG Warden to the project site for
a field 1inspection of RMB preservation and Tup-front”
compensation efforts on September 8§, 1989. He approved of the
effort and suggested that I contact the regional office to inform
the bioclogist of the extensive effort in progress.

Subsequently, I arranged a field meeting with Dale Whitmore, the
region’s biologist, to review the wetland preservation and
compensation effort. Mr. Whitmore also approved of our program
and commented that the RMB mitigation could be used as a model
for other developers to follow. Mr. Whitmore elaborated further
in a telephone conversation on September 25th. He suggested that
specific mitigation for each project be referenced in the final
EIR. He indicated that he would comment favorably regarding the
Regional 65 project and that it could be used as a model for the
remaining projects in the plan érea.

I hope this brief summary of the Regiocnal 65 wetland regulatory
compliance effort is helpful in response to DEIR comments. Due
to the severe understaffing at CDFG regional office, it is
unlikely that any written clarification on this subject 1is
forthcoming. However, it is clear that the CDFG author was not
aware of the preservation and compensation effort underway at
Regicnal 65 (accounting for the épproximately 2000 acres of the
2300 acre plan area.) Clarification can be made by CDFG if

10
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project specific mitigation measures are contained in the final
EIR.

Don’t hesitate to contact me if further detail on the mitigation
effort is required.

Very Truly Yours,

Fanl &yﬂfs

cc: Stephen L. Des Jardins

Paul Sugnet

11
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DATE: Septemnber 8, 1989
TO: Dan Dameron, Roseville Planning Staff
FROM: Fehr & Peers Associates
Subject: Response to Nonth Central Specific Plan DEIR Comments Expressed by

Transportation Commuission at August 1, 1989 Hearing

We have responded to the comments raised by the Transportation Commission. The
responses were given orally at the August 15ih meeting. This memo clerifies any remaining
uncertainties and provides our final statistics on TSM impacts (Provisional statistics were
given at the August meeting). Comments that were given by other individuals (ELP, Public
Works, etc.) have not been included in this memorandum.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment ]: The existing volumes on Diamond Ozks Road is 1000 ADT. We expect no
significant increase in taffic on this rozd because of the road’s low capacity and because other
higher capacity facilities such as Roseville Parkway and Washington Boulevard are quicker
wavel routes. However, public works staff zre aware of the concern about through avelers,
and will menitor the waffic volumes on Diamond Ozks Road once 2 connector to the North
Cental Specific Plan is completed.

Comment 2: Roseville Parkway between Washington and Foothills will be 6 Jznes, but
will not be needed until 2005 with the four Specific Plans built out. This section of the
Parkway is part of the City's capita) improvements program.

INTERSECTIONS

Comment 1: With buildout of the 4 Specific Plans, the intersection of Foothills and
Pleasant Grove would operate with a v/c ratio of 0.82 (LOS D). With level 1 TSM, this
intersection would operate with a v/c ratdo of 0.79 (LOS C).

Comment 2: Prohibiting the southbound left turn movement at Eureka and Taylor would
reroute traffic to Sunrise and Harding. The v/c ratio at the Sunrise/Roseville Parkway
intersection would increase from 0.64 without the left-turn prohibition to 0.65 with the
prohibition. The Sunrise/Evreka iniersection would improve from v/c ratio of 0.69 10 0.66
with the prohibition because the prohibition would shift raffic from the crigcal easibound thru
movement 10 the non-critical southbound left movement. The intersecton of Harding/Atlzntic
would change from a v/c ratio of 0.78 10 a v/c ratio of 0.79. In conclusion, the intersections
that would be affected by the Eureka/Tzylor tum prohibition would operate at LOS C or betier.
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INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN NORTHWEST AND NORTH CENTRAL
DATA -

Comment 1: The volumes for I-80 presented in the Northwest Traffic Srudy are from the
Caltrans publication 1985 Traffic Volumes on California Highways. The volumes presented
in the North Central EIR are Caltrans 1987 volumes. The volumes increased by zpproximately
12% per year from 1985 through 1987. ADT zlong I-80 in Roseville would range from
190,000 to 268,000 if waffic grew by 12% per year.

The Roseville traffic model forecasied p.m. peak hour volumes on 1-80 south of the Route 635
Bypass. The volumes range from 14,700 to 19,200 vehicles. Using a2 7% peak-to-daily
factor, ADTs predicted by the model would range from 210,000 1o 274,000 vehicles for year
2005 with 4 specific plans buildout. Therefore, the EIR mraffic forecasts for ]-80 are consisient
with recent growth tends on the freeway.

The iniersection volume/capacity ratio depends on critical turning movements. The same
mitigation measure can produce different changes in v/c depending on how the critical
movement volumes chznge. The proposed mitigation measure at Douglas/Rocky Ridge
produced a greater reduction in v/c because it benefitted a Jarger proporuon of the cntical
movements.

Cornment 2: Under Scenario 1, the Foothill/Pleasant Grove intersection would operaie at
LOS A, Cirby/Sunrise would operate at LOS C, and Cirby/Rocky Ridge would operzie at
LOS C.

Comment 3: When identifying mitigation measures for intersections we have completed
WO steps:
1. Widened to the maximum extent within a reasonable cost. For example, we

suggested that dual left tumn lanes, three through lanes and an exclusive right-tum
lzne should occur on all four approaches at Cirby/Riverside. -

2. Suggested a grade-separaied urban interchange if at-grade improvements do not
resultin LOS C or better.

At-grade widenings may be interim improvements that will delay the need to insiall
interchanges. However, at the iniersections identified in the EIR as requiring urban
interchanges, the widened at-grade intersections would not maintain LOS C through the year
2005 and buildout of the four Specific Plan areas.

ROADWAYS

%%I%m_lr The City of Roseville provided the traffic counts for Cirby Way reported in
the EIR. :
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Comment 2 : The terms "arterial” and “expressway” are not interchangeable. An
*arerial” does not have limits on access, whereas an "expressway” does. Expressways zlso
have fewer traffic signals than arterials and are likely to be grade-separated where they cross
major streets (cither other expressways or anerials). Roseville Parkway is an expressway in
the raffic model.

Comment 4: The projected volume on Rocky Ridge just north of its intersection with
Cirby Way is 3,115 peak-hour vehicles (in year 2005 with four Specific Plans). This is a
145% increase over the 1989 volume at that location. The Rocky Ridge/Cirby Way
intersection would operate at LOS C (v/c ratio = 0.72) at buildout with the following geomery:

Eastbound - 2 left lanes

2 thru lanes
Westbound- 2 thru Janes

1rightlane
Southbound- 2 leftlanes

1 rightlane

TSM

Comment 1: One can easily become confused when comparing TSM data 2nd
assumptions because definitions of TSM terms vary. The answers to the Transponztion
Commission’s questions are:

1) The term "voluntary” has a different mezning in the Nonth Central Roseville EIR
than in the south Placer Survey and in the SACOG Mero Study, and

2) The cited TSM percentages are zpplied to different base conditions in each of the
three sources.

Roseville EIR's and the South Placer survey closely agree if one clarifies the differences in
definition and compares the three studies on common terms. Funhermore, the Metro Siudy
was more optimistic of TSM's effectiveness. :

Table 1 presents TSM definitions. "Voluntary TSM" has the following meanings in the three
studies ciied by the Transpontztion Commission..

. As used in the Roseville EIR’s, it is the difference between the "Theoretical
Maximum Trip Generztion” and the "Baseline Trip Generadon”. It reflects that
some employees use commute options and {lexible hours even without employee-
sponsored TSM incentives. In Roseville, about 20% to 23% of 2l employees
voluntarily use alternate modes znd flex-hours even if special employer TSM
incentdves are not provided. -
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. As used in the South Placer survey, the 14.8% participation rate noted by the

Commission refers to the use of commute options at employers with TSM
programns; however, it does not account for use of flexible hours. It is measured as
the gross difference between the starting condition in which all employees generate
comrnute vehicle trips, and the final condition in which commute options employer
TSM programs are accounied for does not measure the relative difference between
the baseline and the with-TSM case, so it does not reflect the pet benefit of
commute opdons.

. As used in the SACOG Merwo Study, the 5% effect of voluntary TSM programs
refers to the reduction of traffic on the sueet if employees enacted voluntary TSM
programs. SACOG estimates that peak hour volumes on the steet would reduce by
about 15% if employer participation were mandatory. Since TSM effects on the
steet are never as high as the effects measured at a site of a given employer, the
Metro Study actually assumed that TSM participation will be greater than 5% and
15% at employers who implement programs.

Table 2 summarizes the TSM assumptions and findings of the three studies. The conclusions
are that:

1) The Roseville EIR's assume similar TSM effects to (but slightly less optimistic
effects than) the South Placer survey. The Roseville EIR's desegregate the effects
into baseline effects and the net change from baseline. The South Placer survey
does not.

2) The SACOG Metwo Study assumes more optimistic Jevels of waffic reduction, as
measwred on the steet, than the Roseville EIR's. The SACOG study assumes a

5% t0 15% TSM reducton throughout the region, and the Roseville EIRs assume a
2% 10 5% reducdon. not+ e «{Z,U,-dg,

Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 compare information contained in the South Placer Survey with that in the
Roseville EIRs. Exhibit 1 shows (for the South Placer Survey) that vehicle trips reduce by
9.3%, even though 14.8% of employees paniicipate in commute options. The difference is
because employees driving carpool vehicles continue to generaie maffic. Exhibit 1 also shows
the effects of flex-hours on peak-hour mraffic. The commute opdons and flex-hours reduce the
theoretical maximum peak hour zuto trips by 38%.

Exhibit 2 gives similar information for the Roseville EIRs. In the EIRs, the base trip rates
were derived from the standards published by the Institute of Transportzton Engineers (ITE).
The citywide zaffic model validated the rates. The rates suggest that, of normal transit,
ridesharing, and commuting at non-peak times combined reduce the "baseline™ trip generztion
rate for office and industrial uses to about 77% 10 80% of the "theoretical maximum” rate
without any special TSM effornt.
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The TSM adjustments applied to this base in the EIRs included shifts to non-auto-driver modes
and non-peak hours. These reduce the base by 11% to 16%. When this net change is applied
to the 20% 1o 23% baseline reduction against the theoretical maximum, the effect of TSM as
measured 2gainst the theoretical maximum trip generation is 29% 1o 35% after. Exhibit 3
shows that the average of these rates (32%) results in 2 Jess optimistic TSM performance than
the 35% reducdon in the South Placer survey.

The EIRs assume that mzjor employers in the North Central, Northwest and North Industial
areas will meet the objectives of Roseville Rideshare Ordinance. Employers surveyed in the
South Placer Study do not meet the rideshare objectives of South Placer nor Roseville
Ordinance rideshare, but they are more successful in reducing trips through flexible-hours
programs than one might expect.

Although the objectives of existing rideshare ordinances have not been met, the South Placer
Policy Committee Study projects that TSM performznce will improve for the following
reasons:

"We can expect that as the area continues to develop and grow (congestion)
probiems will become more evident, and the use of commuie options should
increase along with the growth.”

“In zddition, as new large employers move into the South Placer zrea and zre
subject to the wip reduction requirements of ridesharing ordinznces, the more
aggressive mitigation measures will probably be implemented™.

The Transportaton Commission also questions differences between the SACOG Mero Study
results znd those of the Roseville EIRs. The SACOG Mewo Study projects worse Levels of
Service on Roseville roadways even though it assumes greater levels of TSM than do the
EIR’s. This occuss for the following reasons:

1) The Metro Study is based on year 2010 land use forecasts. These assume higher
levels of residential development (39,000 dwelling units) than do the City's
forecasts. The City's forecast for year 2005 with buildout of the four Specific Plan
areas is about 33,000 units. not Ul build-cot+ O-E in&)]

2) The Meto Study projects a large number of jobs in areas to the north of Roseville
(Rocklin, Lincoln and County areas) which must be filled by residents of Zreas
south of Roseville (Sacramento and Folsom). As a result the Meto Study projects
Jarger volumes of commute travel passing entirely through Roseville. The
Roseville EIRs predict high volumes of commute travel 1o Roseville to satisfy its
high proportion of jobs-to-housing, but lower volumes passing entirely through the
City. This through taffic affects a grezter number of roadways within Roseville
than tavel destined to Roseville.
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3) The Metro Study excludes certain key faciliges that are planned before 2010. These
include: Sierra College widening to six lanes, the Harding exiension, Atlantic,
Douglas and Bzseline widenings, 2nd other facilities that are not present in some
Metro alternatives.

4) The Meto Study has not assigned expressway-class capacity to Roseville Parkway;
therefore, it is not consistent with its planned design.

5)  The EIRs assumed that urban interchzanges would be installed at critical Jocations 1o
achieve LOS C. The Metro Study evidendy does not assumne this mitgation.

In conclusion, many of the differences between the EIRs and the Metro Study are because their
land vse forecasts for Roseville and the surrounding areas differ from Roseville's own
forecasts and those used in the EIRs, and by the fact that the Metwo Study did not assume
vltimate widenings, expressway upgrades, and urban interchanges on key Roseville
roadways.



