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‘10T APPROVED BY P.C.

-

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
December 14, 1987

P.C. Present: Frederic Lohse, Pauline Roccucci, Chris Hays,
Bill Huffman, David Watts

P.C. Absent: Jim Gray, Audrey Huisking
Staff Present: Dan Dameron, Planner

Larry Pagel, Senior Civil Engineer
Nancy Christie, Secretary

E.T.R. —— SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN -— SOUTH OF DOUGLAS
BIVD., EAST OF ROCKY RIDGE DRIVE == CERTIFICATION OF A DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Mr. Huffman said that he had reviewed the tapes from the meeting
he had missed and felt adequately prepared to continue hearing
the item tonight.

Mr. Dan Bracken, 7538 SE 28th Ave., Portland, OR, an expert on
electrical and magnetic field radiation, went over principles of
high and low voltage current configurations.

Dr. Jay Beaumont, Davis CA, an expert in epidemiology from the UC
Davis Medical School, who was with the Center for Disease Control
in Atlanta, reviewed aspects of several relevant studies on the
effect of electric current on cancer.

In particular, the Savitz Study of 1986, a landmark work in this
area was looked at in some detail. He said that the exposure
determination was based on measurements of magnetic field
radiation (not a significant impact) and on wiring configuration.
The results for the wiring configuration showed a relative risk
between 1.2 and 2.9, although a revised study shows it to be more
like 1.5.

Mr. Watts asked if the study surveyed more ‘apartments or single
family homes.

Dr. Beaumont reviewed the process used in conducting the study.
He said that few studies have beeh done in this area and that the
studies that have been done are inconsistent. Also no animal
studies have been done in this area. The conclusion points toward
the fact that there may be a risk, but the evidence is not
conclusive.

Mrs. Roccucci asked if there was any study on the effect of this
radiation on plants.

Dr. Beaumont said that there had been no studiés.in this area.



Mr. Hays asked if there might even be a greater risk in the home
from exposure to appliances than from outside power lines.

Dr. Beaumont said that there might be.

Mr. Dameron commented that Staff is concerned about the unknown
aspect of exposure and feels that it would be unwise to locate
parks there and risk finding them unusable say in 10 years.

Dr. Beaumont said that that concern was entirely justifiable.

Rcbin Kain-Speddan, Risk Analyst for the City of Rcseville, noted
that several studies are underway at this time. She said that
safety is the big issue and went over some of the accidents
involving power lines and towers and the public. She said that
there is no central source for information on accidents and that
possibly this information has been suppressed by utilities. She
noted that in one of the accidents the precautions taken by the
utility included a 10’ fence with a double row of barbed wire on
the top. She added that many suits are settled out-of-court to
avoid publicity. She stated that the City might lose its risk
insurance if exposure to these high-tension lines were added.

Mr. Hays asked if the lines could be put underground.

Ms. Kain-Speddan said that it would not be possible to put these
lines underground.

Mr. Dameron commented on the proposed use of the powerline
easement for parking for park uses. He asked if the parking lot
or just the towers themselves should be fenced. .

Ms. Kain-Speddan responded that the parking lot should be fenced.
She added that people very possibly will congregate in the
parking areas. :

Mr. Dameron said that the responses from Risk Management will be
included in the document.

Mr. Lawrence Angelo, 7919 Folsom, Sacramento, the Council for the
City on Civil Suits, said that any public usage of the powerline
easement would create increased risks for the city. 1In
particular, the 1liability risks would increase because of: a
dangerous condition on public property, the fact that negligance
in the maintenance or use of tHis easement was a risk because
ownership was not a necessary pre-requisite to being sued. He
added that accidents of this type with powerlines tend to . be
catastrophic and involve large awards.

He noted that it is true that other agencies have located parks
near power lines, but the question to look at is whether it is a
risk that can be avoided.

Mr. Hays asked Mr. Daméron what the alternative to locating park
- facilities under the power line and what the risk associated with
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that alternative would be.

Mr. Steve Robbins, Southfork Partnership, Roseville, said that
they had surveyed 13 other park districts. Of the 13, 6 do have
facilities under power lines and they pay no higher payments to
J.P.A.

Dr. Garrin Winton, 9043 Sky View Ln., Granite Bay, a physician
and epidemiologist also at U.C. Davis, cited a number of court
cases where children of younger ages can’t differentiate between
a jungle gym for children and the power line tower which looks
like a larger jungle gym.

Mr. David Manhart, 1411 Del Mar Ct., Roseville, expressed concern
about rushing through the review process. He asked that
alternative uses be considered and looked at more thoroughly. He
urged that this Commission make a finding regarding the usage of
this area.

Mr. Wade, 735 Sunrise, Roseville, said that parking was being
considered for only 2 1/2 acres of an approximate total of 65
acres.

Mr.‘ Lohse surveyed Commission on whether this section of the
E.I.R. was adequately covered.

Mr. Dameron said that Staff feels that adequate information has
been provided.

Traffic

Mr. Jack Peers, Lafayette, CA., submitted information on two
areas that the Commission had additional gquestions, reduced
building in the Broken Spur property and 1nformatlon on the
intersection of 0ld Auburn and Cirby.

Mr. Watts asked that figures on intersection impacts along South
Cirby and Cirby be included.

Mr. Peers said that analysis had only been done for the links --
all were 1LOS ‘A’. He noted however, that it would be safe to say
that the intersections would easily be LOS ‘C’ or better.

He noted that there were some 1LOS ‘D’ intersections which were
potentially unmitigatable, except' perhaps by installation of an
urban intersection of the type shown earlier.

Mr. Lohse asked what the impact on the entire analysis would be
if there was buildout, but no Roseville Parkway.

Mr. Peers said that there would be a tremendous effect on many
links and intersections.

Mr. Pagel said that development agreements would ensure that the
. developers. would provide their share -of funding for this roadway,
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it does not guarantee implementation.

- Alr Quality

Mr. Dameron commented that at the request of both the Project
"Review and Planning Commissions a number of experts were here to
speak to this issue.

Marge Hartney, Roseville, thanked the Commission for taking the
time to look at this issue in more detail. She presented a
statement from the Sierra Club with their comments on the
proposed E.I.R. She asked that in the review of the specific plan
itself, the Commission consider that highest density areas are
located near likely public transit and that light rail right-of-
way be provided early.

Judith LaMarr, 1823 1l1lth St., Sacramento, from the Cleaner Air
Partnership, presented a short slide show on cleaner air. She
noted their policy recommendations including: that the City
upgrade its trip reduction ordinance, implement flexible fuel
options at service stations, educate the public on air quality
and participate in the partnership.

Noel Bonner, Placer County Air Pollution Control Officer, spoke
on the controls and enforcement procedures used to monitor air
quality in the South Placer County area. He said that air quality
monitoring is done at the DeWhitt Center in Auburn and at Sierra
College. He noted that it is possible that they will be
implementing new controls on other stationary emmissions
generators.

Mr. David Young, S.A.C.0.G., said that currently the Sacramento
Area is violating government requirements for clean air and that
the E.P.A. had been requireing them to meet those standards by
this year and that it is now classified by the E.P.A. as a
serious non-attainment area. Both ozone and carbon monoxide are
in violation and they are facing a Federal construction ban--this
would only be on large stationary sources.

Mr. Young said that a new Air Quality Plan is being developed by
a technical committee. A draft of the plan will be shown this
summer. He added that 35 different traffic control measures are
being looked at atthis time. The technical committee will review
them, however these measures will be expensive.
\
Mr. Huffman asked Mr. Young what mitigation measures would be
particularly appropriate given the E.I.R. at hand. Also he asked
if there were any ’hot spots’ in the plan area.

Mr. Bonner said that the mitigation measures from the 1982 plan
are 1in process. A major correction was requiring smog
certificates every other year. He noted that any intersection
with a LOS of ’E’ or ‘F’ would be bad.

Mr. Dave Wade commented that the.draft E.I.R. will include
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additional information and that the revised Air Quality Plan will
be incorporated into the plan when it is available. A

Mr. Bob Langwill, R.C. Fuller, said that they had demonstrated in
their modelling that many intersections are over the air quality
limits.

Public Services and Facilities

Mr. Dameron said that Staff considers this section complete.
Water

Mr. Watts said that the system will require additional capacity.
He asked if the Broken Spur property would continue to be
serviced by San Juan Suburban.

Fire Protection

Mr. Watts asked if there was a cooperative agreement for backup
support from regional sources.

Schools

Mr. Ron Feist, Superintendent of the Eureka School District, 5477
Eureka Road, reviewed information on a potential new site for an
intermediate school on the north side of Douglas. He noted that
at this time a combination school and park site is being worked
out with developers in the N.E.R.S.P.

Mr. Lohse asked him if the wording in the draft E.I.R. was
adequate in relation to this situation.

Mr. Feist responded that it was.

Parks and Recreation

Mr. Dameron said that Staff originally had had concerns about
this section. They have taken action to look at additional

alternatives.

Mr. Ed Mahaney, City Parks and Recreation Director, said that the
E.I.R. adequately addresses these needs.

Mr. Huffman asked that in relation to the use of the land in the
powerline easement for parking areas, who would own that land.

Mr. Wade said that this will be worked out in the Plan phase.

Mr. Mahaney added that the Parks & Recreation Commission will
review this issue in depth.

Mrs. Roccucci asked that the oak woodland issue also be

-

discussed. ' .



Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Mr. Roland Bergthold, 1029 Audrey Way, Roseville, asked that
adequate measures be taken to preserve the oak woodland.

Mr. Steve Robbins, Southfork Partnership, noted that currently an
8 acre woodland preserve has been proposed. Mr. Mahaney would
like 13 acres. He assumes that the final version will presumably
be between 8 and 13 acres. He added that another separate grove
will be incorporated into a neighborhood park. On the vernal pool
issue, Alternative #2 is now being worked out.

Mr. Bergthold asked what the Citywide vernal pool policy is.

Mr. Lohse said that City Council is being urged to develop a
Citywide plan quickly.

Mr. Dameron said that Staff is working on this.

Mr. Lohse said that agricultural and urban reserve information
should be incorporated as well.

Fiscal
Concensus was that the E.I.R. is adequate.

Archaeological

Mr. Watts noted that the coverage on the old barn was excellent.
Growth Inducting Impacts

Concensus was that the E.I.R. is adequate.

Alternative Analysis

Concensus was that the E.I.R. is adequate.

Cumulative Impacts

Mr. Bill 2zisk, 205 Toma Street, Roseville, noted that the
cumulative effect of drainage is of great concern.

Mr. Dameron said that Staff is o{ the opinion that the E.I.R. is
complete and adequate.

Mr. Pagel concurred.
Mr. Huffman asked if the draft E.I.R. would come to City Council
as a re-worked complete document, or as the original with

addenda.

Mr. Lohse stated a strong preference for the changes to" be -
incorporated into a revised document.



Other Commissioners concurred.

MOTION

Mr. Watts made the motion, which was seconded by Mr. Hays, to
certify that the draft E.I.R. is complete and adequate and that
it is in compliance with C.E.Q.A.

The voting was as follows:

Mr. Huffman, Mr. Watts, Mr. Hays, Mrs. Roccucci: Yes

Mr. Lohse: No

The motion passed.

Mr. Lohse attributed his ’‘no’ vote to concerns about traffic and
the fact that the General Plan definition of and minimum
intersection service guidelines of LOS ’‘C’ were being
compromised. He added that air quality concerns are major aspects
of this review. He said that the study and review of these
sections was not adequate in dealing with the projected City
growth.

Mr. Huffman complimented the preparers of the draft E.I.R., R.C.
Fuller, on their responsiveness and completeness.

REPORTS FROM PLANNER

Mr. Dameron reminded the Commission that two special meetings
were planned for January, both on Mondays.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 p.m.



NOT APPROVED BY P.C. AS YET

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSTON MEETING
November 30, 1987

P.C. Present: Jim Gray, Pauline Roccuceci, Chris Hays,
Bill Huffman, Audrey Huisking, David Watts

P.C. Absent: Frederic Lohse

Staff Present: Steve Dillon, Planning Director
Larry Pagel, Senior Civil Engineer
Dan Dameron, Planner
Nancy Christie, Secretary

MINUTES OF OCTOBER 8, OCTOBER 19, OCTOBER 22 AND OCTOBER 26, 1987

The minutes for the meeting of October 8, 1987, stand approved as
submitted.

The minutes for the meeting of October 19, 1987, stand approved
as submitted.

The minutes for th
as submitted.

1

meeting of October 22, 1987, stand approved
The minutes for the meeting of October 26, 1987, stand approved
as submitted.

Mr. Watts commented to Mr. Zisk that upon consulting with the

City Attorney it was his determination that the process of
approving the minutes is closed to public input

SPECTAL EXCEPTION USE PERMIT -- 625 RIVERSIDE AVENUE

This item was continued from the Planning Commission meeting of
November 12, 1987, due to a 3-3 tie vote on a motion to appvove
the use permit with conditions.

Mr. Watts consulted the Commissioners as to whether to reopen the
public hearing on this item. The consensus was not to reopen the
public hearing.

Mr. Huffman made a statement for theé record that he has listened
to the tapes of the meeting of November 12, 1987, has been to the
property to view it, and is prepared to cast a vote on this item.

Mr. Gray made the motion, which was seconded by Mr. Watts, to
ratify the Negative Declaration, adopt the following finding of
fact:

The City's early warning flood detection system should allow
the establishment, maintenance or operation of the use



applied for , with the recommended conditions, to exist
consistent with the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort
and general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of said use, and should not be detrimental or
injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood
or the general welfare of the City.

and approve the special use permit as recommended by the Planning
Department with the following conditions:

l. ©No grading or £ill shall-be permitted cn the property.

2. The structure shall meet all building and fire codes.

Property owner and operator shall execute an agreement in a form
approved by the City Attorney, holding the City harmless from
any flood-related damage that may occur in the future.

The City shall have authority to have any vehicles removed from
the site based on anticipated flooding conditionms.

Electric service to the building shall be converted to underground
service unless waived by the Electric Utility Director.

All openings into the water or sewer system shall be above the
100-year flood water surface elevation or be sealed during
floods to the satisfaction of the Water and Sewer Department.

All mechanical equipment shall be placed above the base flood
elevation or be flood proofed.

Prior to occupancy, the structure shall be anchored to resist
flotation and lateral movement. The anchoring shall be
certified to in the "as built" condition by a registered
professional engineer in one of the following methods, whichever
anchoring system is stronger:

a. An anchoring system designed to withstand at a minimum,
horizontal forces of 15 pounds per square foot and uplift 9
pounds per square foot; or,

b. By anchoring the unit's system in compliance with the
Department of Housing and Development Mobile Home
construction and Safety\standards. _ -

c. Based upon the calculations prepared by Gill and Pullver, to
withstand a 100-year flood..

-

A lo-foot landscape planter shall be provided along Riverside

Avenue. Trees placed 30 feet on center shruﬁs"and ground cover
shall be planted subject to approval of the Planning Department.

-



10.

11.

12.

Record a 12.5-foot p.u.e. along the eastern property line.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant must
bring the non-conforming pole sign on site into conformance

with the Sign Ordinance or geceive approval of a variance from

the Project Review Commission.

satisfaction of the Planning Department.

The voting went as follows:

Yes: Huffman, Watts, Gray, Hays
No: Huisking, Roccucei

The motion passed 4-2.

E.T.R. — SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECTFTC PLAN — SOUTH OF DOUGLAS
BLVD., EAST OF ROCKY RTDGE DRIVE -- CERTIFICATION OF A DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT REPORT

Mr. Dillon began by reviewing the progress made so far on the
review of this draft EIR and asking for a special meeting on
December 14, 1987.

Mr. Gray stated that he would not be able to attend this
meeting. After a short discussion, Commission consensus was to
schedule the special meeting for December 14, 1987.

Mr. Dillon addressed the audience assembled and noted that the
issue of the preservation of the oak woodland would not be
addressed at this point 1in the review process. He asked the
Commissioners for responses/comments on the material submitted in
response to the meetings of October 19 and October 26.

Mr. Watts commented that the materials submitted in response to
_the October 19 requests was generally excellent, especially the
old barn responses. \

Mr. Jack Peers, E.J.R. traffic consultant, continued with a
presentation on the traffic and eirculation chapter. He began by
going over design and functionality aspects of urban interchanges
with the comment that these represent a type of interchange
which may be implemented in the plan area in the next 20 years.

Mr. Peers showed overlays to contrast existing road systems in
the plan area with the new and ‘'expanded capacity roadways of 20
years ahead and at full build-out.

An area for public parking shall be designated to the




Mr. Huffman asked if Eureka Road or Roseville Parkway would have
freeway access.

Mr. Peers said that Eureka Road (Atlantic) would be an
interchange. The present Atlantic limited interchange 13
scheduled to be rebuilt in 1989.

He reviewed diagrams showing the screenline analysis of roadways
in the plan area. Level of Service "C" is obtained when the
ratio of the total volume to the total capacity is 3:4 at peak
times. He noted that the only change in capacity between the
previously approved S.E.R.S.P. and the revised plan is that
Eureka Road just west of Sierra College is 6 lanes instead of 4.

Mr. Hays asked what the effect of having a 6-lane Eureka west of
Sierra College going to a 2-lane Eureka east of Sierra College
would be.

Mr. Peers showed that the need for traffic lanes east-west in
this area is for a total of 10 lanes divided among the three
east-west roads including Eureka Road and the Roseville Parkway.

Mr. Hays asked if the Parkway would need to be six lanes.

Mr. Peers said that right-of-way for six lanes is being held
open.

Mr. Watts asked if the City standard of LOS "C" would be
maintained at all intersections in the area.

Mr. Peers said that it would.
Mr. Watts asked if one mall site in the larger area is assumed.

Mr. Peers said that only one site either in this plan area or
another would be assumed. The other potential site would be urban
reserve.

Mr. Huffman asked where funding for roadways would come.

Mr. Peers said that general transportation funding is 1% of total
building cost and is paid at the time building permits are
issued. He noted that an assessment district is under discussion.

Mr. Dillon asked about reciprocaﬂ traffic movements in areas
surrounding the Plan area had been included in the calculations.

Mr. Peers said that they had.

Mr. Huffman asked if the Cirby/0ld Auburn Road intersection had
been loocked at.

Mr. Peers said that it was not shown on the map because there was
no change in that intersection.



Mrs. Huisking asked if the possible extension of Cirby Way across
the Mchrmick property had been looked at.

Mr. Dillon replied that the future of this possible extension is
not known.

Mr. Gray noted the reduction from LOS "B" to "C" of the Roseville
Parkway/Eureka Road intersection. He asked why with the addition
of two lanes does the intersection still drop a service level.

Mr. Peers said that these factors are not directly related and
that the level of service at any intersection is a function of
redistribution of traffic in the whole area.

Mr. Watts asked that alternatives for reduction of density be
looked at.

Mr. Gray said that some guidelines or specifics for lower density
comparisons would be needed.

Mr. Peers said that they could model reduced densities fairly
easily either by categories of parcel usage or other comparison.

Mrs. Roccuccl asked if it would not be better to look at the
whole Roseville analysis in terms of land use when doing traffic
work for this specific plan EIR.

Mr. Peers said that requiring such a broad analysis would seem
unreasonable. He noted that they have been talking with the City

about ways to increase their ability to model and look at
alternatives more creatively.

Mr. Watts asked to see the specific plan and traffiec analysis
with a reduced population of the Broken Spur portion.

Mr. Peers said that this could be accomplished.

Mr. Dick Roberts, Folsom Lake Estates, asked if the need was for
traffic to go to Auburn-Folsom Road.

Mr. Peers said that the traffic flow across the specific plan
area from many points outside on all sides of the plan area
looked at.

Mr. Dillon asked if there was any further discussion on this area
from the Commission. \

Commission consensus was that there was none.

Mr. Watts noted that the time was 9 pm, ‘the agreed upon time to
end the meeting.

Mr._Dillon suggested that some discussion of the powerline issue
begin as two experts were here to testify this evening and that
this would facilitate finishing on Dec. 14,



After a short discussion, it was agreed to go until 9:30 pm.

Mr. Wade gave a brief overview of the proposed parks in relation
to the power line easements. He said that the plan has a need for
76 acres of park by City mandate. He showed those areas
designated as parks on the map and went over their placement. He
noted that only in a few cases have the power line easements been
used at all and then almost exclusively for parking areas.

Mr. Huffman asked who owns the easements and whether these
proposed uses have been verified as allowed by these owners. He
requested that a list of owners be submitted.

Mr. Watts said that the Western Area Power Administration has
such a list. He asked Mr. Wade if all restrictions in their
document had been complied with.

Mr. Wade commented that these guidelines are not as restrictive.

Mr. Watts asked if the power line easements, described as
attractive nuisances, will be fenced off.

Mr. Wade responded that the open space under the easements is not
intended to be accessible to the general‘public.

Mr. Huffman asked him to be more specific.

Mr. Wade noted that it was not appropriate to discuss fencing at
this point.

Mr. Dillon commented that fencing needs to be looked at in terms
of its adequacy as a mitigation measure. He cautioned that it was
too early to look at the park proposal yet; that it was not
sufficiently analyzed by Staff and that it would be premature to
focus in on it at this point. He suggested that attention be
placed on the potential environmental health 1liability of
locating park facilities under the powerlines.

Mr. Dick Fuller, preparer of the draft EIR, presented two experts
to look at health effects of powerline radiations, Dr Dan Braken,
Portland OR, a physicist and Jay Beaumont of Berkeley who would
look at the physiological effects.

Dr. Braken stated that he was a physicist with over 14 years
experience in studying the effects of electromagnetic field
radiation. He saild that in looking at the effects of the
powerline radiation, that two fields are present, one electrical
and one magnetic.

Dr. Braken went on to refer to a study conducted in New York
State to look at the biological effects of power line fields. He
went over aspects of determining exposure to magnetic field
effects and factors which influence the amount of exposure an
individual is likely to have. He looked at the concept of wiring
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codes and their usage to determine if a residential usage would
have a high or low current configuration. This is a necessary
step in determining exposure over a number of years.

At this point, the meeting was adjourned to December 14, 1987.



APPROVED BY P.C,
cocembesr 10, 1987

ROSEVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

November 16, 1987

P.C. Present: Fred Lohse, Jim Gray, Audrey Huisking,
Chris Hays, Pauline Roccucci, David
Watts

P.C. Absent: Bill Huffman

Staff Present: Steven H. Dillon, Planning Director
Daniel E. Dameron, Associate Planner
Larry Pagel, Ass't Public Works Dir.
Nancy Sekany, Recording Secretary

Audience: 28 == 7:00 p.m.

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Chairman Lohse called the meeting to order. He said he wished to
announce that we would not be dealing with the park issue tonight. That
will be discussed on the meeting of November 30th. There is information
that the Planning Commission was given last Friday and the Commissioners
have not had an adequate chance to review it.

Mr. Dillon said he would appreciate it if the Planning Commission would
look over those comments and if additional information is needed or
clarification is required, staff can proceed to get it.

Chairman Lohse said the issues we will be discussing tonight will be
employment, jobs/housing link, and traffic. We will go until 9:00 p.m.
That is the time limit.

Roll call was taken.
Chairman Lohse said the first item to be discussed is employment.

Mr. Dillon said Jack Peers will get into traffic and other issues
related to it.

Jack Peers said they have done a number of traffic studies as well as
the traffic work for the Southeast Roseville Specific Plan. He thought
that what he would do is to talk about three items: the issues that
seem to be most 1mportant in terms of their consideration is the land
use, level of service and how they haVe interpreted and clarified it,
and the traffic and transportation impacts that the E.I.R. dlscusses.

Mr. Peers said the land use is fairly uncontroversial. When we talk of

levels of service, that will be a dialogue. At that point, the

. Commission might want to open discussions from the audience. As for -
transportation, he would like to make his comments and then allow public

input. .

Land Use -- Mr. Peers referred to a graph which showed the estimated
. growth of population. .The numbers that we will be using is in the tens
- .. o . . it ten l . - e o= o . - .



of thousands: prior to the present -- the historical population, then
after the present, it gives the projected population. 1In the year 2010,
it appears that the population will be somewhere around 92,000 people.
THe growth is assuming about 5% a year. The compounded growth will be
about 6% a year. Those assumptions were the result of studies done by
S.A.C.0.G. The buildout levels are based on the buildout of the
specific plans. The in-fill growth was considered and so were the
employment projections. Historically, the current population growth in
Sacramento County has been about 4% a year. 1In 1981, there was a growth
increase but in 1982, it leveled out. The 1985 estimate was made
individually by Angus McDonald.

Mr. Hays asked Mr. Dameron if these numbers are the numbers that will be
used in the other specific plans.

Mr. Dameron said yes, we have been using pretty much the same numbers
all along and they match up to the Angus McDonald figures. The
poulation and employment are going up at about the same rate. It means
in the Roseville area, we are presuming that 50% of the population will
be active in the work force.

Mr. Peers said with regard to jobs/employment ratio, the figures will be
1.69 which means 1.7 jobs for each person in Roseville who is looking
for a job. If we go beyond that, in the Auburn/Grass Valley area, our
jobs to labor force is fairly balanced at 1.403. The SERSP will house
6,700 people and the number of employed in about 20 years from now will
be about 2,700. There are many people who will want to work then and
there wil be jobs available. There will be more residents who are
looking for work outside the Roseville area.

Mr. Hays asked about now.

Mr. Peers said there are about 30,000 people and the employment number
is about 21,000. :

Mr. Dillon asked if you were assuming that everyone who lives in
Roseville is working in Roseville.

Mr. Peers said this just doesn't happen. Not everyone who lives in
Roseville will work there because people have a.variety of interests and
job opportunities. You can cut down the commute but you don't end up
having employees who work exclusively in that area.

Mr. Dillon said he wonders about the significance of having enough jobs
for the number of people who are 1ivfng there. How does it affect the
traffic?

Mr. Peers said the closer we can get to a 1-1 ratio in any community,
the better it is. But it won't happen exactly that way.

Mr. Dillon said he wondered if the road system is overutilized one way
or the other.

~

M;Q'Peers said Roseville now has more jobs than peopleywho want to work.
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Mrs. Huisking asked if it is important to note the percentage of
blue-collar workers versus the percentage of white-collar workers.

Mr. Peers said blue-collar and white-collar workers is not a good way to
describe the use of the car. In downtown Sacramento where people travel
into the areas where the State workers work, the majority of the people
are driving to work alone, then there are some who car-pool, and a few
are using in some form of public transportation. The way people are
spread out with regard to where they live, public transportation does
not work well in California. With our style of living in California,
even when public transportation is available, it is not that effective.

As for what will happen in the future, according to our estimates, in
South Placer 20 years from now, the jobs/housing ratio will pretty much
be balanced. It would be best that every community have a 1-1 ratio.

Mr. Peers said the numbers that were given is presently for 20 years.
He does have numbers for the full buildout. For the other areas, such
as Rocklin, Loomis and Grass Valley, it will be approximately 253,000
people. Roseville is 92,000 population.

Mr. Dillon asked about job intensity.

Mr. Peers said, for the non-residential, they had three categories:
business-professional, industrial and retail. He gave the approximate
densities for each. Angus McDonald came up with these figures and he
referred to these as the reasonable figure.

Mr. Dillon said the E.I.R. uses 12 employees per acre as an average for
industrial.

Mr. Peers said those are the more reasonable set of numbers that we can
get so far from the economists. The definition of zoning gives a wide
variety of densities.

Mr. Dillon asked, what if the densities are higher?

Mr. Peers said monitoring and checking regularly is going to be
necessary.

Mr. Peers said the numbers that we are using is an engineering process
rather than a scientific process. Those averages are comfortable
numbers from an economist's point of view.

Mr. Watts said, obviously, the first \5 years, you must be more
confortable with than the numbers that are given for 10 and 20 years.

‘Mr. Peers said he is not the author of the numbers that they came up
with. Angus McDonald would be able to give a better answer.

Chairman Lohse asked about the monitoring of those figures and if it
would be advisable to include this in the E.I.R.

Mr. Peers said it would be advisable. The City has been doing that
monitoring regularly. : : : L
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Chairman Lohse asked if he feels that it is important that this should
be done on a continuing basis for the next 20 years.

Mr. Gray said this was suggested on Page I-1l6.

Mr. Hays referred to I-19, top paragraph. He questioned the statement
regarding the 50% of jobs per capita.

Mr. Peers said over the last 20 years, there has been a steady increase

of people in the job market. That is because of the increased number of

women working. Half of everyone living in Roseville will be working,
not necessarily in Roseville, but they will be working. About 25% of
the residents in Roseville will be employed in Roseville.

Mr. Hays asked about "indirect jobs".

Mr. Peers said you have a steel worker who is working in the community,
then you have a service job that supports that job. There is banking,
for example. There are not just production type jobs. There are
service employment jobs, such as school teachers, janitors, restaurants,
etc. The need for that basic industry creates other services that are
needed.

Level of Service:

This deals with the issue of the policy and interpretation of the City
as it stands at the present time.

Mr. Peers referred to the Highway Capacity Manual. It is the most
recent piece of information by way of the Transportation Research Board.
It is the main source of research. It has been continually updated.
When we deal with levels of service, that is one entire chapter. He
does want to raise the point that when we talk about intersection
capacity, we talk about issues that are quite complicated. In 1981, the
same author developed a report called Circular 212. At that time, they
suggested two techniques for calculating the capacity planning technique
and the operational technique. These are the levels of delay that will
occur. When the latest edition came in, there were changes. They said
we can calculate the planning technique. But using the operational
technique, you come up with two items to consider. One is capacity of
the intersection level of delay. There can be a great deal of
difference in the capacity of an intersection and the level of service.
You can have situations where unusually low capacities take place at
times during the day. This has no bearing on the capacity of the
intersection. Since they have used that information, if we are below
capacity, we find that we normally have levels of service of C or
better. When we talk about over-capacity to near-capacity, the level is
going to be lower. We have been quite conservative in our analysis.

Mr. Hays asked about Sunrise/Douglas.
Mr. Pagel said it is 1ll0-second cycle, not 140 cycle.‘”The average is a
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Mr. Peers said we do not have regular flows along an intersection such
as Sunrise/Douglas. Sometimes you have a short delay. However, if the
flow is heavy, you may have a long delay.

Mr. Lohse said what we are talking about in terms of averages is if we
go through the intersection at 3:00 a.m., we will have very little
delay. However, at 5:00 p.m., there will be a considerable delay. When
we first stated a level of service, the Planning Commission determined
that the level of service should be C. How did we get away from this?

Mr. Peers said he has had long and continuous discussions with the
Planning and Public Works staffs. There are definitely intersections
that will not operate at level of service "C" during peak hours. He
feels that level of service "C" can be maintained most of the time, and,
if it is not, he has made recommendations of mitigation measures that
will revert the level of service back to "C". We have not taken any
discounts at all for carpooling or public transportation in any of the
E.I.R.'s. This type of mitigation (use of public transportation, for

. example) would improve the intersections by about 5%.

Mr. Hays asked about TSM (Transportation System Management) and if that
is a State agency which sets the standards.

Mr. Peers said TSM was started during the 1973 gas crunch. They went to
the larger employers and encouraged them to work with their employees to
set up public transportation and encourage car pooling. They set up
matching programs. This way people could voluntarily car pool.

Mr. Pagel said the City currently has a TSM Ordinance. The City has set
up a list of people who you could contact and ride to work with, someone
who lives near you.

Mr. Dillon said he would like to relate the level of service to‘a
volume-to-capacity ratio.

Mr. Peers said the capacity that we use from the planning technique is
very broad. When we can get more detail, then we can include the
volume-to-capacity ratio.

Chairman Lohse said he still sees that we are allowing a lower level of
service than the Planning Commission intended for us to have. He feels
the original intention of the Planning Commission is not being carried
out. \

Chairman Lohse referred to J-20. He asked if those levels of serv1ce
indicated are without the roads being widened, etc.

Mr. Peers said some of the roadways will have been widened but not all
the improvements will be completed. -

Mr. Peers said, with.the construction of an urban interchange, these
levels of service will improve which have been extended beyond "C". The
intersections should be monitored and tlien when the higher levels of

~ service are present, then the urban interchanges should be considered.
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. Mr. Hays asked if we should be anticipating additional road systems.

Mr. Peers said there are two uncertainties -- one is the development of
the urban reserve. The problem with adding that urban reserve or doing
any analysis of it, we are assuming that the specific plans will be
built out. He can make recommendations up to sixteen (16) years from
now, but the further he gets away from that, the less comfortable he
feels. There is another uncertainty that he is uncomfortable with and
that is the on-again, off-again beltway line. Also, there is a possible
State Highway (No. 102) that is being considered and it would be
parallel with I-80.

Mr. Peers said, whenever urban interchanges are added, it should bring
those intersections about to level of service "C". By putting in the
Roseville Parkway and the urban interchanges, the traffic situation
should change.

Chairman Lohse asked if we have any urban interchanges in this area and
where they are located. Also, should these urban interchanges be put
where there is bare land.

Mr. Peers said the answer is no, there are not any urban interchanges of
the type he is talking about in this area. There is one in Phoenix and
one in Florida. They are comparatively recent. They are beneficial
because they do not take a lot of right-of-way. There is a grade
separation; however, they are very expensive. They cost anywhere
between 3-1/2 to 5 million dollars. Therefore, he would not recommend
that they go in an area that does not need them now. But that is why he
thinks intersections should be monitored. We should be planning now to
assure that the right-of-way is there. We should have the capital
improvement programs available for when they are necessary.

Mr. Peers said he does not know what type of funds will be available in
twenty (20) years from now. But without the urban interchanges, we
will have some failed intersections. He said it is very much part of
the planning process to deal with what will happen twenty years from
now. It is important to establish the planning mechanism to pay for
these improvements at the time they are needed. There are fees being
charged now to assure that funds will be available.

Mr. Hays referred to Page J-16. He wanted to now if the last paragraph
is referring to the situation with the six lanes.

Mr. Peers said he is painting a bleak picture here. 5% is a very
drammatic rate of growth.

Ms. Roccucci said, under our General Plan, we are using the level of
service "C". We could also look at other proposals that could be used.
We are looking at bigger and better roads and urban interchanges but, -
looking at the other factors, maybe our housing ratio needs to be
considered as a scenario.

Mr. Peers said this E.I.R. deals specifically with the S.E.R.S.P.
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Ms. Roccucci said she thought Jack Peers was working on all the specific
plans.

Mr. Peers said that is true, but the estimates that we make are only as
good as the assumptions that we put into the plan. A 5-year plan is
much more realistic than a plan that you are working with that is 20
years down the road.

Mr. Pagel mentioned the urban interchange. He asked if there is a need
for an urban interchange at the intersection of Parkway and Eureka and,
if so, should this be included in the development agreement?

Mr. Peers said the Southeast Roseville area is principally residential.
What he is suggesting is that the right-of-way be there so it is a
reasonable alternative, if it becomes necessary. The Planning
Commission and City Council, at that time, can grapple with that idea.
There are many things they can do in the future. Maybe they will slow
growth but he feels the right-of-way should be available.

Mr. Pagel said he did not know that we have the right-of-way at this
time.

Mr. Peers said he feels we have been rather careful to assure that we
do. It may be necessary to remove landscaping to improve the
circulation.

Mr. Pagel said at one time, the City Council was considering an urban
interchange at the intersection of Sunrise/Douglas. But it was decided
that this should not be done because of the fact that major problems
only exist during a couple of hours of the day.

Mr. Peers said, in the future, if the impacts are more than we
anticipate, this needs to be monitored. If the impacts are less, the
problems will not be as great.

Chairman Lohse said we have not had an opportunity to have some input
from the audience.

Mr. Peers said what we have talked about are the general issues.
Chairman Lohse said we will get into the specifics.

Morgan Evan, 425 Cirby, said she belongs to the Sierra Club. It is
difficult to separate her concerns from traffic and she is concerned
about air quality. \

Chairman Lohse said air quality has been addressed. Also, it will be
dealt with at a future meeting. The preparers of the E.I.R. are doing a
more in-depth analysis of air quality which will be discussed at a
future meeting. -

Mrs. Evans asked if they have arranged to do a supplemental analysis of
air quality. They would like to have a report on this air quality -
issue. -
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Chairman asked Richard Fuller to answer this question.

Bob Langwell, representing Fuller & Associates, said they are not
preparing a supplemental analysis on air quality. What they have
prepared in the E.I.R. is what is required by C.E.Q.A. They are

preparing an analysis on the concerns of the Planning Commission.

Mrs. Evans said, if this suplemental analysis is not prepared, a law
suit will be flled. She stated that she recalls a meeting she went to
in August at which she remembers one of the Planning Commissioners
saying they would like some hard facts on air quality. Also, a comment
was made that we could not be in a much better position than Los Angeles
because of the way the mountains hold the air pollution in.

Mr. Watts would like to hear from staff.

Mr. Dillon said he is not sure what Mrs. Evans is talking about. If the
Planning Commission feels they want more information, staff could get
that for them. He does not know what additional information the Sierra
Club wants.

John Hendricks said he lives in the Granite Bay area and represents the
Granite Bay Plan. . He would like to. see us cut back in residential
development. Many people make an east/west commute. Those buyers who
now work along the I-80 corridor probably live in that area and the
buyers who work along the 50 corridor probaby live in that area. He
lives near Eureka Road. They would like to see the business
professional limited along Douglas. He would like to see the area be
developed so it will make it a desirable place to live for the residents
of the area. He feels that Placer is bearing a great deal of the
traffic and he thinks that Sacramento should be bearing more of the
responsibility.

Chairman Lohse asked where he feels that the traffic stops at the Placer
County 1line. :

Mr. Hendricks mentioned some of the road systems that he was referring
to when he made that statement.

Chairman Lohse asked if the Granite Bay people have some solutions for
lessening the impacts.

Mr. Hendricks said he feels they are doing what he feels Roseville
should do -- lessen the development agtivity.

Roland Bergthold 1029 Audrey Way, said when the specific plans were
first being considered for Roseville, and when the City first embarked
on the processes, it was anticipated that the plans would be workable.
He feels that what is being demonstrated by the E.I.R.'s is that the
amount of growth that is being anticipated will not be workable. He
wonders if there is sufficient data to cause the City to re-think this
plan. The intersection of Sunrise/Douglas has worsened. There will be
other intersections that will do the same." He does not think these
expensive urban interchanges will happen. The cost, as Larry Pagel -

- said, for 2 or 3 hours a day, is not feasible. _He thinks we should -
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re-look at the amount of development activity which is intended to take
place. Also, we should re-look at the number of jobs that will be
available. He also feels that is excessive. We should re-plan land use
so the housing/land use is equal.

Mr. Watts said he knows that Mr. Bergthold was on the Planning
Commission at one time. He asked Mr. Bergthold if the improvements
which were talked about at that time have been made.

Mr. Bergthold said they have been made and the situation is not very
good. He does not think we have seen anything yet as to what will
happen on Sunrise/Douglas. From past experience, it seems that the
plans have not been conservative enough.

Robert Townley, Cirby Way, said he thinks a foot bridge could be put in
his area for the .children. But he has not seen anything dealing with
Cirby Way. It is becoming quite a traffic problem. Also, there are
some confusing signs. Some of the speed signs are not consistent. He
is concerned about the traffic leading into 0ld Auburn Road. There has
been a tremendous increase in traffic from Hazel and also 0ld Auburn
coming in and out. People are avoiding Douglas which is causing
problems in that area. He feels we will have a real problem in the near
future.

Mr. Townley asked if the City has some specific plans for Cirby.

Mr. Pagel said there will be four (4) lanes east of Sunrise and
eventually, it will go to six lanes from Sunrise and Foothills. This is
planned in the long term, in the next twenty years.

Mr. Townley said he think the Planning Commission is well aware of what
the problems are.

Mr. Dillon said we will pick up on the circulation issue at the next

Special Planning Commission meeting on November 30. We will discuss
circulation and perhaps get into the park issue.

Adjournment:

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
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DRAFT ENVTRONMENTAL TMPACT REPORT — SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC
PLAN

Mr. Lohse began by saying that some of the information and
responses requested from the meeting of October 19 had not yet
been prepared or submitted.

Mr. Dillon noted that this information would be presented in an
addendum and is scheduled for discussion on November 16.

Mr. Hays explained that although he had not been present for the
October 19 meeting, he had listened to the recording of the
meeting and felt prepared to continue with the discussion.

EMPLOYMENT AND ATMOSPHERIC CONDITTdNS

Mr. Bob Langwill, R.C. Fuller Assoc., Carmichael, reviewed
aspects of this section.

Mr. Hays noted that on page 25 of the Comments and Responses
document, the point is made that the air quality of the region is
deteriorating -~ that hot spots may occur and that a complete air
quality analysis on each project should be required. He asked
about the feasibility of requiring such an in<depth analysis on
smaller projects.

Mr. Langwill responded that at this point in the planning stage,
some projection of traffic levels is possible. Their biggest
concern is the air quality at intersections, but they can't really
project exact air quality conditions. Once the intersection is in
place, monitoring can begin and they can implement air quality
improvement measures.

Mr. Hays asked if their recommendation would be to require an air
quality analysis for each individual project.

Mr. Langwill responded that théir recommendation would be to
model each major intersection — the big changes will occur as



large projects come on line.

Mr. Lohse referred to page G=2 in the Draft EIR, noting the
impact for senior citizens and those with respiratory problems
from the high levels of CO compounded with the inversion
phenomenon. He asked if the ETR adequately states the hazards of
air pollution in relation to the human population.

Mr. Langwill noted that this is an area where there is a lot of
controversy as to what levels are actually hazardous and how much
is tolerable. Their policy in preparing the EIR is to compare
predicted levels with standards and guidelines developed by the
State and Federal Government.

Mr. Lohse stated that the area already exceeds air pollution
standards. He commented that not enough coverage is given to this
issue, especially needed is further quantifying of when these
levels reach problem proportions.

Mr. Hays asked Mr. Langwill to comment on the inversion effect
and how it affects air quality in this region.

Mr. Langwill noted that it is basically a temperature phenomenon
where the winds go overhead at a certain altitude and air in the
valley is trapped. :

Mr. Hays asked if there was a correction or remedy for this.
Mr. Langwill said that there was not, only to reduce pollutants.

Mrs. Huisking asked if they could expect problems similar to the
Los Angeles area.

Mr. Langwill noted that this region would be prone to have
similar conditions, but that it would not be possible to predict
the extent of future conditionms. '

Mrs. Roccucei asked if statisties were available on tendencies of
inversion and air quality over the last 20 years and whether a
summary and information could be developed.

Mr. Langwill noted that they could contact the Air Resources
Board and see if the data is available.

Mr. Hays asked if the air quality factor was looked at on a
regional basis.

Mr. Langwill noted that the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) monitors this and models it on a full basin
scale. However, it 1s hard to determine who contributes what to
the situation. There are some big violators and they have
worsened the air quality conditions for the entire region.
Vehicular traffic is the main source, and TSM measures and
traffic management is the best mitigation. .



Mr. Watts asked why the EIR made no mention of mass transit as a
mitigation measure.

Mr. Langwill noted that this will be added to the final document,
along with van polls, etc. He added that Roseville's TSM
ordinance is better than most communities.

Mr. Lohse stated his concern over the tendency to look at the air
quality problem as just being a small part of a larger problem.
He noted that on page G-13, a table of projections of air
qualities for 1979-1995 developed in a 1983 study is given. He
asked how the actual 1987 levels compare with those 1983
projections for the year 1987 levels.

Mr. Langwill commented that he did not have the information to
respond at this time but that this comparison would be developed
and added to the comments and responses document.

Mr. Watts asked about nitrates.

Mr. Langwill responded that the records show no nitrate
violations as of yet.

Mrs. Harriet Wilson, 5615 Shotts Lane, Rocklin, noted that based
on a class taken at Sacramento State University, the information
was given that potential for air pollution in the Sacramento
Valley was much worse than in Los Angeles because there was no
sea breeze available here.

Mr. David Manhart, 1411 Vinman Ct., Roseville, (a member of the
Project Review Commission), commented that on Page G-7, the
summary of impacts says that much of the impacts can't be
mitigated. He suggested specific TSM measures be given at this
level and that specific input from SACOG in this area be
incorporated. '

Mr. Lohse commented that this section will not be considered
complete until the information identified as being needed is
submitted.

NOISE

Mr. Hays asked if consideration had been given to impacts outside
the specific plan area such as industrial uses in the summary of
impacts on page H-5. \

Mr. Langwill noted that commercial projects on Douglas would
contribute to noise, but that they were required to add
mitigations such as walls, ete. Traffic will be the largest noise
impact and that has been addressed. The adjacent TreelLake project
in Placer County has been included in the impacts.

Mr. Robert Coyle, Barton Road, Granite Bay, asked about_the
differences in short and long term impacts.



Mr. Langwilll explained that a construction noise impact would be
considered short term because it would not be a constant factor
in one location over a period of years. Traffic noise from a
large project would be a long term impact.

Mr. Lohse asked if there was a way to enforce more effectively
the restrictions on construction times. He noted that this
specific plan should have strong rules on when building can occur.

Mr. Steve Robbins, Legal for the Southfork Partnership, noted
that the restriections on construction times were no problem, but
he requested that they be tailored to the specifics of each site.

Mr. John Henrick, 9075 Penny Lane, Granite Bay, said that noise
typically carries a long way and tends especially to affect
adjacent, higher altitude properties.

Mr. Lohse asked him if they had presented their concerns on noise
to other government bodies such as the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors, and Placer County Planning Commission.

Mr. Henrick said that they had.

CULTURAL SETTING/LAND USE

Mr. Dillon began by saying that staff's main concern was the use
of the powerline corridor. This area is scheduled to be addressed
on the meeting of Nov. 16.

Mr. David Wade, preparer of the specifiec plan, reviewed the
intent of land use. He presented an overlay showing proposed land
uses over the existing natural features of the plan, giving
specifics of the proposed densities in relation to those
features. '

Mr. Dillon noted that the significant changes in proposed land-
uses were summarized on page J-9. Tn the old plan Ri1-5 is 10%,

R7-15, &5Z and R-16 and more approx.25Z. In the new plan the Ri1-

5 is now U40%, R7-15 is 14% and R-16 and more is U6%.

Mr. Wade noted that this change was due to the fact that it was a
difficult density range to build in, and because of market
research.

Marg Hartley, 425 Cirby Way, Rosqville, asked if in relation to
the blue oak woodland whether a distribution of units could be
made in that area so that a large common area would be possible
and preservation of the oaks more certain.

Mr. Wade commented that they were preparing specific plans on how
to save the blue oak area. These will be presented on the 16th.

Mr. Henricks commented that the,sﬁrrounding areas of Rocklin and
Granite Bay have much lower densities, more like one house per
1.3 acres, and felt that the Juxtaposition of the higher density
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zones would have an adverse effect on the quality of life for
these neighboring communities.

Ms. Sandy Harris, 5770 Riva Dr., Granite Bay, commented that the
annexation and shift of housing units into the Broken Spur area
has resulted in a change of density from 157 units to over 900
total units in that area, totally changing the character of that
area. She also noted that County plans to widen Eureka Road are
perhaps 10 years down the line. She added that the County
intention is to have no additional commercial on Douglas Blvd.
between Sierra College Blvd. and Auburn-Folsom Road.

Mr. Dillon commented that the traffic analysis would go over
these plans in detail and that Placer County information was
incorporated in that analysis.

Mr. Lee Hora, 6340 Farlende Dr., Granite Bay, noted that the
Granite Bay Citizen's Assoc. had not been given adequate copies
of relevant documents, nor had they been sufficiently informed on
intended plans for this area.

Mr. Richard Grace, Eureka Road, Granite Bay, commented that the
Roseville concept of low density was considered high density by
Granite Bay standards.

Mr. Wade noted that the proposed density for the Broken Spur
property was the same as the County's existing Tree Lake project.

Mrs. Cindy Johnston, Eureka Road, Granite Bay, told the
Commission that she regularly rides horses through the Broken
Spur property on the way to Folsom Lake. She asked the
Commissioners to consider the implementation of equestrian trails
as a design element for this section of the specific plan.

Mrs. Claudia Darle, 8122 Quartz, Granite Bay, commented on
traffic and noise impacts on Eureka Road which have worsened-
significantly in the three years that they have lived in the
area.

Mr. Hays noted the concerns members of the audience from the
Granite Bay community had expressed regarding the density
differential. He responded that this situation is noted on page
27 of the Comments and Responses document.

POPULATION \

Mrs. Roccuceci asked if the interrelation between traffie, jobs,
population and air quality had been sufficiently examined
especially in view of the projected 92,000 full population for
Roseville. She asked if it was possible to look at whether this
population was too much, whether it should be less.

Mr. Waﬁts asked if the shift of population from the center of the
plan area to the outer boundaries would tax the City's ability to
provide services. .



Mr. Dillon responded that specific concerns would be addressed in
the review of the appropriate areas. .

EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Dillon noted the importance of maintaining a proper
jobs/housing balance.

HOUSING

Mr. Dillon commented that this section addresses whether the
goals of the City's General Plan are being adequately met by this
specific plan. He noted that plans for the first 5 years are
consistent. The reduction of mid-range densities will not be a
significant impact on affordable housing in the City.

Mr. Lohse noted that a goal of the Affordable Housing Task Force
is to ‘'average' the need and to apportion what affordable
housing is available taking the city as a whole.

Mr. Dillon responded that each project will be required to follow
the guidelines developed by the City.

Mr. Hays noted the importance of affordable housing as a citywide
issue and expressed concern about the accuracy of the projected
needs and the commitment of everyone concerned in developing this
plan to meeting those needs.

Mr. Watts asked what assurance the City would have that the
guidelines adopted by the City would be agreed upon and enacted
in the individual projects within the plan.

Mr. Dillon responded that the Commission had two choices. They
could either define the land use at this time or wait. '

Mr. Lohse commented on the problem of completing the review of
the draft EIR before the recommendations of the Affordable
Housing Task Force are made.

Mr. Steve Robbins noted that this property has an obligation to
the City in regard to affordable housing and that this will not
be ignored.

Mr. Lohse stated that he felt that the discussion of this area is
not sufficient because of unclear impacts on mitigation and a
lack of methodology.

Mr. Langwill noted that they can support this section with
quantitative data.

Mr. Lohse asked to see specific information on several strategies

to develop affordable housing developed and included within the
- ETR document.

Mr. Gray concurred.

.



Mr. Hays asked for a definition of affordable housing.
Mrs. Huisking agreed.

Mrs. Roccucecl noted that the draft EIR should present more
visible efforts to encourage the development of affordable

housing.

Mr. Dillon noted that more specific information on definition of
and strategies to enact affordable housing should be included. He
added that the increase in the percentage of multiple units (R15
or more) was a significant factor between the old and new plans.
He added that the new plan is basically better in its potential
to provide affordable housing.

Mr. Gray asked how income eligibility is determined.

Mr. Dillon responded that it is based on the median income; that
jess than 50% of that is considered very low income, 50-80% is
considered low income. He noted that it was very difficult to
provide housing for low jincome (in the $12,500/yr range) however,
Section 8 reaches this group. He stated that in relation to
additional information to be submitted to supplement the draft
EIR, the plan could be evaluated on projections, the alternative
of evaluating the potential of City subsidies for affordable
housing, and the adequacy of developer fees for this purpose.

Mr. Dillon spoke to the Granite Bay audience. He noted that
Roseville's sphere of influence boundaries currently extend
to Barton Road. He stated that the present City Council
position is to consider pulling back to the current City
boundaries. He commented that there are no plans to annex
additional property at this time. He added that they were
welcome to request copies of literature on the draft EIR and
to ask questions.

The meeting was adjourned to 6pm, Tuesday, October 27 at Fall
Creek Landing for a joint City/County Planning Commission
meeting.



Approved by P.C.
November 30, 1987

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

PLANNING COMMISSTON MEETING

dctober 19, 1987

P.C. Present: Frederic Lohse, Pauline Roccucci, Jim Gray
Bill Huffman, Audrey Huisking, David Watts

P.C. Absent: Chris Hays

Staff Present: Steve Dillon, Planning Director
Pan Dameron, Planner
Larry Pagel, Senior Civil Engineer
Nancy Christie, Secretary

A. Discussion E.J.R. Processing

Mr. Dillon reviewed the proposed schedule for the Planning
Commission review of Draft ETRs for the remainder of 1987, which
would include special meetings on October 26, November 16 and
November 30.

The Commission consensus was that this schedule was acceptable.

Mr. Lohse suggested that the Commission set 9:30 pm as the limit
for the special meetings.

Mr. Gray suggested that these meetings be cut off at the
conclusion of the section currently being discussed at 9 pm.

Mr. Watts agreed that 9 pm would be better.

" After a short discussion, Commission consensus was for a 9 pm
limit on the special meetings.

Discussion then centered on the order of presentation and method
for conducting the review.

Mr. Dillon pointed out the checklist that Staff had prepared to
help the Commissioners record their comments on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. He suggested that as it followed the order of
presentation of areas in the ETR document itself that this might
be a useful tool in organization the formal review. He noted that
Staff did not have a lot to add in addition to the Comments and
Responses document prepared by RC Fuller Associates but added
that specific comments could be given upon request from the
Commission in response to new concerns that may come up in the
‘review,

Mr. Watts expressed a preference for using the checklist order as
a way to review the document.

-

Mr. Gray agreed.



§.B.R.S.P. -- Drafr T.1.R,

Mr. Lohse suggested then that the review would proceed with Staff
comments, applicant's presentation, audience input and Commission
consultation.

Mr. David Wade, Wade Associates, 735 Sunrise, Roseville, the
preparer of this specific plan, gave a short overview of the
plan's major features.

Mr. Huffman asked Mr. Wade if he had also prepared the two other
major specific plans (Northwest and North Central) ab0ut to
undergo ETR review in the immediate future.

Mr. Wade responded that he had. He went on to show a series of
aerial photographs viewing the plan area and its general
topological characteristics. Subsequent slides showed the design
of the landscape easement along Douglas, the "gatehouse”
buildings at the entrance to the specific plan area and the
landscaped median boulevard design of major roadways in the plan
area. He noted that these major elements for this plan were
intended to set a design standard for future projects in the
City.

Mr. Wade commented on the densities and organization of land use,
noting that the plan had 102 acres of Business/Professional, 3600
dwelling units. Densities range from the business and commercial
near Douglas, moving to multiple density residential, to lower
density residential to single family as one went south from
Douglas. Two K6 schools were contained within the plan area,
Maidu Regional Park and open areas around Strap Ravine and Linda
Creek. Major water and sewer lines run from east to west.

Mr. Lohse asked why the amended plan doesn't contain as much
~middle density housing -- halfplex or duplex.

Mr. Wade responded that they have found that the market
preference is for single family. Consequently, density was raised
near the Douglas Corridor and additional single family was
created.

Mr. Huffman asked where the third school site from the original
plan had gone.

Mr. Wade answered that the 7-8 school site had been required to
be moved from its original site because of State restrictions on
school sites within 400' of a power line easement. Tn a meeting
with Ron Feist, Superintendent of the Eureka School District,
it was decided for reasons of demographiecs that a replacement
school site outside of the specific plan area would be
preferable.

Mr. Fuller, 5908 Fair Oaks, Carmichael, began a review of the
Summary of Tmpacts and Mitigation Measures. He noted that open
space areas within the plan include the 100 year flood plain
dedicated to the Clty, which oould be used for recreation, ete.

L



The vernal pools on this site hdve been designated by the
consulting biologist as not significant. In some areas the pools
are maintained. Tmpacts to vegetation and wildlife can't be fully
mitigated. On air quality, potential "hot spots"” have been
identified and mitigation measures which include complementary
land uses and traffic reduction measures identified. Noise
impacts are mitigated through setback requirements, berming and
limits on land usage.

Mr. Fuller noted that some uncertainty remains in land use
determinations because of potential restraints in use of the
power line easement both for recreation and for schoois. The
issue of affordable housing is awaiting input from the Affordable

Housing Task Force and will be reworked when that information is
available.

SECTJONS T-IIT

Mr. Huffman asked Mr. Wade if he anticipated any future additions
to the specific plan area.

Mr. Wade responded that none were planned.
Mr. Dillon commented that there had been at one point some
discussion on annexing two small areas near the immediate plan

area.

GENERAL PLAN CONSTSTENCY

Mr. Dillon noted that potential problems remained in the areas of
traffic eirculation and housing. These will come up for
discussion in the appropriate sections.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Mr. Dillon commented that complete geographic surveys will be
required of each project before approval is considered.

Mr. Roland Bergtheld, 1029 Audrey Way, Roseville, noted that
flooding had been a big concern in the review conducted by the
Project Review Commission. He suggested that an alternative which
has not received enough attention is to use the run-off to re-
charge the water table, ie. to keep it on site and not have it
enter the creeks.

Mr. Lohse asked Mr. Fuller to incorporaté this alternative within
the ETR comments and responses document.

Mr. Watts asked if this had been proven effective.

Mr. Fuller noted that this technique is possible and can be done
in certain sections.

Mr. Dillon asked if the recharge impact could be calculated.



Mr. Fuller responded that these areas can get full in major
storms and that it was not likely that they could be a total
solution. Specific information on this alternatlve will be added
in the Hydrology Section.

Mrs. Marilyn Eddy, 2230 Clarion Dr., Roseville, noted that they
were quite concerned about additional run-off as they have quite
a bad drainage situation already.

Mr. Pagel responded that Morton & Pitalo had done an excellent
Job of responding to the hydrology concerns in the Comments and
Responses document pages 11-13. He added that each project would
be required to submit a complete drainage study which would
include the cumulative run-off effects before building could
begin.

Mr. Gray noted however, that each project should be analyzed
primarily on its cumulative impact rather than on simple impacts
generated only by that project.

Mr. Watts added that much more specific information will be
needed as each project completes its respective drainage study.

Mr. Rick Chavez of Morton & Pitallo noted that those calculations
could be done, but that the overall picture was very complex and
that calculations for individual projects might not be too
meaningful in view of the other, larger variables involved.

Mr. Gray reminded everyone that the Nolte Study had not been
accepted by the City yet.

Mr. Bill Zisk, 205 Thomas Street, Roseville, requested tht he have
an opportunity to make comments on this section before the final
_recommendation of the Commission is voted upon. Hé noted that as
Mr. Gray had said, the Nolte Study had not been reviewed formally
by the city. He questioned whether it was appropriate for this
study to be cited as the authority for mitigation measures. He
also expressed concerns that the cumulative impacts would not be
looked at adequately.

Mr. Gray commented that on a project by project basis all
drainage concerns would have to be answered well enough or that
project would not be approved.

Commission consensus was that this area is an extremely difficult
area, and that all possible alternatives needed to be explored in
detail. The main document of the ETR should include the last-
paragraph on page 13 in its final form.

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

Mr. Dillon commented that the principal recommendation of the
Project Review Commission in regard to this section was that the
ETR document include one of two alternatives presented for a
wildlife preserve in the Broken Spur area. He added that the



biologiét would be there next meeting to discuss this in more
detail.

Mr. Bergthol& suggested that the proposed land uses be
superimposed on a transparency over the features map. He was
especially concerned about the impact of development on the large
oak woodland area and the fact that this impact is dramatically
understated in the draft ETR. He added that it appears that many
adverse items have been somewhat "buried" in the Technical
Appendix section.

Mrs. Marge Hartney, Ruby Way, Roseville, expressed concern over
the potential loss of so many oak trees. She agreed that the
overlay as proposed by Mr. Bergthold would give immediate clarity
to impacts on vegetation.

Mr. Dillon noted that the ETR doesn't emphasize the adverse
effects of removal of oak trees and the impact to the oak
woodlands as much as the treatment of vernal pools and that
preservation of this does tend to be downplayed in the ETR. He
suggested that a way to correct this would be to identify this
area as a "habitat", and reference impacts on the oakwood land specifically.

Mr. Lohse asked Mr. Dillon if the final EJR document would be a
consolidation of the draft EIR, Technical Appendix and Comments
and Responses document.

Mr. Dillon said that it could be done that way, or be left as the draft
ETR with the various addendum documents.

Mr. Lohse expressed a strong preference for one final document.

Mr. Fuller noted that the biologist statement that addressed a
~potential removal of several thousand oak trees was in response
to an unmitigated situation. The draft EIR acknowledges the
City's policy on tree preservation and lists adequate
alternatives to mitigate these impacts.

Mrs. Roccucel agreed that she felt that the ETR needs to expand
the mitigations for the oak woodlands.

Mr. Wade commented that special work has been done to minimize
adverse effects to the oak trees. These measures include special
construction techniques to be employed. In addition, there will
be a tree replanting program for the oa% woodland.

Mr. Dillon noted that as long as adequate alternatives and
mitigations are given, actual implementation can be assured at
the project phase.

Mr. Lohse asked that the overlay map as mentioned earlier be
prepared — especially for this area — and be included as part
of the EIR.



Mr. Lohse commented that as it was 9 pm, no further section would
be started. He added that a final vote for adequacy w111 come at
the end of the review of the draft ETR.

The meeting is adjourned to October 26, 1987, at 7 pm.



PROJECT REVIEW COMMISSION HEARING MINUTES
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PROJECT REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
October 1, 1987

P.R.C. Present: Mel Hamel, James Smith, Dennis Azevedo,
David Manhart, Clair Alway, Jack Wallace,

P.R.C. Absent: Dan MaeClain

Staff Present: Steve Dillon, Planning Director
Denny Jones, Senior Planner
Dan Dameron, Planner
Dave MecIntyre, Senior Civil Engineer
Nanecy Christie, Secretary

MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 22, 1987

« Wallace made the motion, which was seconded by Mr. Azeve
to\approve the minutes of September 22, 1987.

’

The mdion was approved unanimously.

SITE REVT MODIFTCATION -- WASHTNGTON AND ALL AMERIC

Withdrawn.

USE PERMIT -- SOSTH SIDE OF JUNCTION BOULEVARD{ WEST OF HIGHWAY

Mr. Jones began by say¥Ypng that the appljdants had reworked the
design presented two weelg ago, incorpoyhting many of the stated
concerns of the Commissiog. He noted/that the ratio of parking
spaces to units was 2.5 and \hat a Fecreation area and tot lot
had been provided in the centek of the project.

The applicant Larry Schlichting/
they had worked with Staff incorqorate the information given
at the previous Commission pfeting. He\said that they had reduced
the number of units from to 50. He commented that they had not
incorporated the pool ipfo the revised pl because of increased
costs which would by necessity have to Qe passed on to the
homeowner.

dren, but that children ages 8-14 could barely use it because
was so small.

8 Alta Ave., Roseville, said that



21. ipment shall be located on the ground screened from

22. A bus shelter shall be installed on Junct Boulevard as required

by the Public Works

23. C, C & R's shall be recor he final map in a form

acceptable to the City Attor The C, C & R's shall include
f off>qtreet parking and maintenance of
long the we and south property lines.

OTHER CONDITIONS:
the following:'

24. Hours of p ect construction shall be limited

‘m. to 8:00 p.m. (Monday through Ffiday)
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Saturday, Sunday and holidays)

7:00

The-noticn—was—approved unanimously,

e —Jones—noted-tothe—applicants—that-theyoouldappeal-Lthis
decision-to.the Rlanning Comalssion.

CERTIFTCATION OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT REPORT FOR THE
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECTFIC PLAN

Mr. Dillon began by saying that the\responses requested from the
meeting of September 22 had been submitted and the information
given seemed appropriate and complete.

Land Use

Mr. Dillon commented that on page 5 of this section, Staff
disagrees with conclusions regarding mitigations to reduce
exposure to electromagnetic hazards to residents in the area.
This is based on additional information submitted by SMUD and

PG&E.



Mr. Dillon noted the response from Parks & Recreation glving
limitations on the possible usages of the power line easement for
recreational or park areas, as well as the memo from the Risk
Management Department which recommended not locating Cilty
recreation facilities of any kind under the electrical
transmission lines.

Mr. Hamel sald that the Commission had recently approved a tennis
club to be built partially under the power line easement.

Mr. Dillon agreed that this was the case but noted that this
restriection is part of a developing awareness and that this
project was approved before the concern was known.

Mr. Fuller, R.C. Fuller Associates, 5908 Fair Oaks, Carmichael,
stated that the ETR would be revised to reflect these potentially
restricted land uses. He noted however that at the present tinme,
without a decision from City Council, it was difficult to
determine whether parks within the power line easement would be
restricted.

Mr. Steve Robbins, égaﬁhfawaPérﬁnebship,“hbted’éeveral'
1naccurate assumptions in the risk management memo.

Mr. Hamel expressed his concern that if the City were to accept
the acres for park usage under the power lines, it might at some
point, be precluded from this usage -- so where would the parks
be.

Mr. Azevedo asked the percentage of park acreage included within
the easements.

Mr. Fuller responded that it was 60%.

Mr. Azevedo commented that this situation was well addressed in
the ETR and that City Council would be addressing this situation.

Mr. Hamel suggested that if the Commission felt strongly on a
point it would be possible to send a memo summarizing Commission
concerns to City Council.

Mr. Dillon responded that this should be a separate memo. He
commented that Staff had no furtheq}comments on this section.

Mr. Manhart asked in regard to the traffic section what the
effect of the Sunrise/Douglas intersection not being able to be
at LOS C would have in the future if that condition continued.

Mr. Dillon responded that LOS C 1s not a specificec enough
standard. The City Council will have to determine which factors
really determine the acceptability of the level of service of an
intersection and how to set specific standards.

Mr. Peers stated that right now the intersection is in the D/E



Schools

range. In the short term Wwith the improvements belng initiated
now it will improve somewhat. However, the long term picture 1is
that it will worsen again. He said a primary mitigation will be
to keep alternative routes at LOS C so that it will be possible
to avoid this intersection.

Mr. Wallace suggested that proposed lmprovements to the Atlantie
interchange will help somewhat.

Mr. McIntyre commented that exact arrangements for traffic
circulation plans are still to be developed at the Planning
Commission and City Council levels of review.

Steve McDonnell noted that the original study 1s of the
interpretation that there is the ability to finance all
improvements with development at build-out levels.

Mr. Dillon commented that this interpretation should be
referenced in the EIR.

Housing

“Mr. Dilion stated that final conclusions regarding affordable

housing in the Specific Plan area are pending the findings of the
Affordable Housing Task Force. ‘

Mrs. Alway commented that in the memo from the City Attorney,
he disagreed with the DEIR's conclusion that it is not possible
to determine the SERSP's share of affordable housing or whether
it is consistent with the general plan housing element at this
time.

Mr. Dillon responded that the findings are not that it can't be
done but that it is being worked on.

Electricity

Mr. Dillon reported that Staff is satisfled with this response.

Mr. Smith said that he feels this sectlon 1s inadequate because
it doesn't say where they are going to get enough extra power for
60,000 additional residents.

\

Mr. Ron Felst, District Superintendent, Eureka Union School
District, began by saying that the annexing of the Broken Spur
property, with the changes in the housing mix, would result in
300-350 more students than the old plan. This change could cause
the need for another elementary school site for the Eureka School
District. With the final response from the State of a definite
'no' for the test site for the junior high under the power lines,
the present revised plan involves moving the elementary school to
the former junior high site (staying the State mandated 350' away
from the power 1lines).



Mr. Feist noted that alternative locations for the junior high
include an area on the North side of Douglas (Exhibit D) or
another site, (Exhibit E). Currently they are working with Mr.
Mahaney to combine the school site with a park to gain the
required acreage. He noted that none of these alternatives is
voted on or approved by the School Board. He added that their
planning objective is to get enough schools to cover the peak
enrollment increase (over the next 5-6 years, approx. an increase
from 1,430 to 4,000 students) without buillding too many and
having schools close.

Mr. Hamel commented that the alternative in Exhibit E would
require that almost all the students would be bussed.

Mr. Felst agreed and said that the choice was a lot of crossing
guards or bussing.

Mr. Dillon noted that the EIR on page 6 of this section should
say, "may be mitigated".

Air Quality

Mr. Dillon began by saying that the change from the old to the
new Specific Plan area had not made a significant change in the
areas and number of 'hot spots'. The draft EIR lists a number of
standard mitigation measures.

Mrs. Alway commented that as the area is low, the smoke tends to
hang. Each separate plan tends to be a bit hazy on the issue of
air quality because not really able to adequately mitigate the
impacts.

Mr. B1ll Zisk, 205 Toma Street, Roseville, asked how the
increased drainage (est. 45% for this Plan, 65% for the Northeast
Plan) will affect downstream areas. He sald that the cumulative
effect of the impacts is not adequately addressed.

Mr. Manhart stated that he had requested at least some
suggested mitigations for cumulative effects and he doesn't see
those in the letter from Morton and Pitallo. He asked how, if the
current channels were at maximum levels already, would the
increased run-offs from new development going to be handled.

\
Mr. McIntyre commented that the letter shows the peaks and how to
evaluate peaks in terms of cumulative effects and the overall
drainage strategy.

Mr. Robbins suggested that the language from the NorthEast
Roseville Specific Plan dealing with cumulative impacts be added
to this plan as an additional alternative.

Mr. McIntyre agreed, noting that a detailed regional study such
as the one being requested takes several years to prepare. He
sald that the combination of the draft ETR and supplemental



letter are adequate in quantifying the data available at this
time.

Mr. Bergtold commented that if the Corps of Engineers has already
determined that the only way to have the creeks handle the flow
1s to channelize, then it seems a shame to lose the natural
creeks and see Roseville go the way of the Los Angeles style
rivers.

Commission concensus was to accept the adequacy of the hydrology
section with the addition of the NorthEast Roseville Plan
language as an alternative as suggested by Mr. Robbbins.

MOTTON

Mr. Wallace made the motion, which was seconded by Mr. Smith, to
recommend certification that the Southeast Roseville Specific
Plan EIR is complete and adequate and in compliance with C.E.Q.A.
regulations.

The motion was approved unanimously.

The memorandum to be sent separately to City Council will address
specific Commission concerns on the following areas:

Traffic

Source of Utilities

Utilization of acreage within the power line easement for
parks

Air Quality

Vernal Pools

Drainage

Oak Wood Preservation

COMMISSTION COMMENTS

Mr. Wallace requested that a letter be forwarded to City Council
pointing out the proliferation of illegal signs -in the City.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
\
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE
- PROJECT REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING

September 22, 1987

P.R.C. Present: Mel Hamel, James Smith, Dan MacClain,
David Manhart, Jack Wallace,

P.R.C. Absent: Dennis Azevedo, Clair Alway

Staff Present: Steve Dillon, Planning Director

Dave McIntyre, Senior Civil Engineer
Naney Christie, Secretary

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT REPORT — SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECTFIC

PLAN

Mr. Dillon began by stating that the City Council adopted the
exlsting Southeast Roseville Specifiec Plan in February of 1985.
The Plan encumbers 637.4 acres south of Douglas Blvd. between
Rocky Ridge Drive and Sierra College Blvd. The Specific Plan
_calls for the development of 3798 units of residential

development along with approximately 136 acres of non-residential-

land use. Construction of the initial phases of this Plan are
currently under way.

Tn August of 1980, the City annexed approximately 367 acres of
property east of Slerra College Blvd. and south of Eureka Road.
This parcel 1is known as the Broken Spur property and is
contiguous with the existing Southeast Roseville Specific Plan
arza. The primary progerty owner In the Southeast Plan Ares,
Soutaforik Partnershin. "eﬁently purehased tals property, The
current request is to modify the Southeast Plan to incorporate
the property.

The Broken Spur parcel has an existing land use of .43 units per
acre. Tt would yield 167 residential units. The property owner is
proposing to reallocate 783 units from the existing Plan Area
onto the property. This will be accomplished by reducing mid-
range densities in the existing Plan. No additional units are
requested to be allocated to the Plan Area. The ‘amended Specific
Plan would yield a total of 3,965 dwelling units.

Mr. Dillon reminded the Commissioners that the purpose of this
review would be to determine the adequacy of the Environmental
Tnmpact Report prepared for this project, The Commission must
determine if all of the relevant issues have been adequately
analyzed and addressed, looking at the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the document in identifying possible impacts upon the

environment, and defining and discussing appropriate mitigation
measures required.

The applicant, Mr. R.C. Fuller, 5908 Fair 0Oaks, Carmichael, began
by glving a brief overview of the document. He noted that it has



[

been presented in two volumes, the ETR 1ltself and an accompanying
technical appendix. The EIR for the Southeast Roseville Specific

Plan covers a large area with many different land uses. He noted

that while this diminished somewhat the tendency toward being
able to address specific situations, this was made up for by the
increased mitigation potential and greater flexibility.

Mr. Fuller noted that the focus of this current ETR was on the
addition of the annexed property and impacts arising from the old
specific plan to the new plan as proposed. He added that this EIR
was prepared by a team, of which Bob Langwill was the Project
Coordinator, Jack Peers is the traffic consultant and Dick Morton
of Morton & Pitallo is the Project Engineer.

Mr. Dave Wade, 735 Sunrise Ave., Roseville, the preparer of the
current plangave a brief overview of the major features of tae
plan. He noted that the major roads were Eureka Road which would
be connected with the already existing County Road and the
partially constructed E. Roseville Parkway. A major feature of
the plan 1is a large power line easement which crosses the
property. He noted the major drainages were kept open, and that
Linda Creek ‘passes through the new area.

Mr. Wade explained that the plan had been oriented to group -

office/business uses in the northern area, along Douglas Blvd. A
buffer of apartment areas separates this area from the primarily
residential uses in the south and east. He added that small
commercial clusters have been provided at strategic areas in the
plan. Three school sites and 92 acres of park usage have been
designated, as well as a fire station.

“r. Bergtold, 1029 Audrey ‘ay, Roseville, asked Mr. Wade to give
information on an apparen® inconsistency between the specifien
plan and the City's General Plan. He observed that one of the
school sites was located too close to the power line easement.

Mr. MaceClain commented to Mr. Bergtold that one aspect of this
Commission's review was to note such inconsistencies and to see
that adequate altermatives for the resolution of such conflicts
are presented in the document.. :

Mr. Dillon stated that specific solutions and resoliutions will

be addressed in the course of the review and approval process by
the Planning Commission and the City Council.He added that when
the plan was first brought up, no restrictions existed for the
placement ‘of schools near the powe} lihes. These restrictions are
new and come from the State.

Mr. Bergtold also noted that the plan as presented retains no
natural habitat areas. He questioned this inconsistency with the
clearly stated goal to provide such areas in the City's General
Plan.

Mr. Fuller answered that some aspects of the plan are st1ll not
fully mitigated, and that alternatives and solutions are needed



in certain areas. He directed the Commissioners to a Table of
Impacts in the document and noted that these impacts had been
divided into three categories: less than significant impacts with
existing mitigation measures; significant impacts with propesed
specific mitigation measures; significant impacts not fully
mitigated with identified measures. Mr. Fuller noted that by law
the City must made findings regarding mitigation measures for
areas identifled in this third category.

Mr. Wallace asked why if the 'Broken Spur Property' had been
annexed in 1980 it had not been included in the original
Southeast Roseville Specific Plan.

Mr. Dillon replied that the property was not owned by the current
owners and was not included originally as part of the project.
The Planning Staff could have suggested that it be included in
the original Southeast Roseville Specific Plan but as it was
being proposed as a separate land use with a different density,
it remained separate.

Mr. Smith asked if it was unusual to create i1slands of County
land within the City.

on a split vote. He added that the City's sphere of influence in
this area reaches as far east as Barton Road. Tt is possible that
that island will ultimately be annexed also, but City poliey is
not to aggressively annex property.

Mr. Smith expressed concern on how these islands will ultimately
be developed.

After a shorti discussion, the Commissioners decided to review the

ETR secion by section, giving special attention to areas where
Staff feels that additional analysis or clarification is needed.

GENERAL PLAN CONSTSTENCY Pages C-11 through C-30

Mr. Dillon moted that State planning law dictates that a Specific
Plan must be consistent with a jurisdiction's adopted General
Plan. Where inconsistencies exist, the Specific Plan must be
amended to be consistent with the Genez‘al Plan or visa-versa. e
noted three areas where inconsistencies\\and suggested mitigations
have not been adequately examined by the ETR, traffin
eirculation, preservation of open space and inclusion of
affordable bousing.

Mr. Fuller suggested that in response to these concerns, specific
alternatives and additions of mitigation measures be addressed in
the context of the review of each relevant setion.

Mr. Dillon responded that the” annexation was “approved by the City™

Council '~
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Mr. Manhart asked how the allocation of land use was made in
regard to C14, #U,

Mr. Dillon responded that this was based on the ability to
implement the necessary infrastructure.

GEOLOGY Pages D-1 through D-4

Mr. Dillon commented that the geological survey contained in the
EIR only partially covers the Plan Area. The ETR indicates that a
complete geological survey of the existing Plan Area was not
srepared. Only the property proposed to be added to the Plan has
been surveyed. Although it is unlikely that geological
constraints exist on the unsurveyed portion of the Plan, this
determination cannot be made until adequate information has been
generated. Tf survey work exists it should be added to the EIR so
that a complete analysis of potential impacts can be performed.

Mr. Fuller responded that in the original Southeast Roseville
Specific Plan, the geological survey was to be done property by
property prior to building on a given site. In the new area, the
survey was done as one unit with more thorough work being done
than was. actually required.

Mr. Dillon commented to Mr. Fuller that a statement to this
effect should be incorporated in the EIR as to how the geological
survey on the remaining areas will be done.

Mr. MacClain asked Mr. Dillon if he felt that Staff's questlons
on this section were adequately addressed.

Mr. Dillon responded that they were.

After a short discussion, Commission decision was to accept the
adequacy of this section provided that the above-identified
information on the provision for geological survey in the
previous area of the plan is incorporated.

HYDROLOGY

Mr. Dillon began by saying that although the ETR states that the
project will minimally increase run-off into the City-wide flood
drainage system, this ilncrease has not been quantifled. A number
of generic mitigation measures are suggested, but the ETR should
specifically quantify this increased run-off and should provide a
mitigation measure which requires that\a comprehensive drainage
be prepared for each watershed in the Plan Area prior to
development of individual projects in the subject shed.

Mr. Fuller noted that on page E6, the estimated increase in run-
off is given as from 146.4 feet to 147.3, or approximately 0.9
feet as a result of total development of the watershed. He added
that this area represents approximately 1% of the total Linda
Creek watershed area.



Mr. McIntyre acknowledged that Public Works 1s aware that until
these comprehensive drainage studlies are prepared, contribution
of run-off from the specific plan area cannot be determined from
the available information. He questioned, however, whether the
percentage of 1% given above is correct or whether it should be
10%.

Mr. Morton of Morton & Pitalo, stated that they would provide a
more complete analysis of the run-off impacts downstream using
the available information from the Nolte and Williams Studies. He
added that they would check on the accuracy of the percentage
quoted above.

Mr. Manhart asked if a master plan comprehensive drainage study
is belng prepared for the whole area.

Mr. MeTntyre responded that sueh a plan is in preparation, but
that it will take at least two years to prepare and that at this
point what is being required is a detailed drainage study for
each individual project or smaller use.

Mr. Wallace noted that more detail is needed on the potential
impacts of run-off. He reiterated the need to determine the

Mr. MeIntyre added that Public Works would specifically require
the ETR to add the clause in this section that a comprehensive
drainage report 1s to be prepared for each project in the
Southeast Roseville Specific Plan and be submitted to the Publie
Works Department for review.

Mr. Bergtold asked i1f the goal of the City was not tLo increase
the level of run-off downstream.

Mr. Dillon stated that the goal of the City was not to have a
cumulative total increase in the run-off.

Mr. Bill Zisk, 205 Toma St., Roseville, asked if any calculations
had been prepared to show the run-off level before completion to
the level after buildout, ie. the overall percentage of change of
runoff from the natural state to full build-out.

Mr. Morton commented that he did not have an immediate answer to
that question.

Mr. Dillon asked if an answer could\ be supplied with other
information.

Mr. Morton responded that it could.
Mr. MecIntyre noted that the Nolte Study and the Willliams Report
(which contains guidelines on how to manage water in the system)

are the two studies available at this time.

Mr. Dillon commented to Mr. Morton that alternatives to show

correct “percentage, 1% or 10%.— T - S
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various ways to handle increased run-off should be snown. These
can be addressed at this level or when a developer comes in with
a specific project. However, no projects will be buillt before
thelr respective comprehensive drainage study is completed.

Mr, Manhart commented that in addition, a review of alternatives
for flood mitigation should be included.

Mr. Wallace sald that he feels that with the additionmal
information to be provided by Mr. Morton, and the inclusion of
the clause as given by Mr. MeTntyre, the EIR is sufficient in
this section.

Mr. Bergtold asked if the run-off could be improved by keeping
the land in its natural condition and by increasing plantings
there.

Mr. Dillon asked if this was a valid assumption.

Mr. Fuller commented that in other areas they have found that
drainage can actually be improved through development.

-Mr._ Wallace told Mr. Bergtold that his question refers to the "no

development" option in the EIR and that this would be looked at

as a given alternative by both the Planning Commission and the
City Counecil.

Mr. Dillon asked i1f the soil in the broken spur area was mehrton.
Mr. Fuller responded that it was not.

After a brief conference, Commission determination was that this
section, Hydrology, would be adequately covered by the ETR with
the additions discussed and the inclusion of information in-the

letter forthcoming from Mr. Morton.

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

Mr. Fuller commented that the ETR included a list of plant
species which may occur in the subject area. None of the species
listed is on the endangered list or would merit State concern for
preservation. Tn regard to the Vernal Pools, Larry Stromberg,
Ph.D. consulting biologist for the ETR, noted that the vernal
pools in the Specific Plan area are not as well-developed as in
other areas of Roseville, and thdt fihere was no need to save
them.

Mr. Dillon presented Staff's concerns that much of the large oak
woodland existing on the central portion of the Broken Spur
property would be destroyed if developed at the density and with
the housing type proposed in the Specific Plan. The measures

listed in the ETR to mitigate this impact do not appear to be -

sufficient to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
He noted that while some altermatives are discussed in the EIR,

e
——————



'Staff feels that additional discussion of alternative densities

and housing types, creation of permanent open spaces, and
clustering need to be provided.

Mr. Fuller responded that they will discuss the given
alternatives in greater depth.

Mr. Hamel asked how significant the vernal pools were in relation
to the Northeast Roseville Specific Plan.

Mr. Fuller stated that the pcols in the Northeast Plan area were
larger and more signifiecant, but that the pools in the North
Central area were the most important of the vernal pools in the
area.

Mr. Bergtold pointed out that the technical appendix lists two
measures for preserving 16-22 acre areas which could preserve
some vernal pools and woodland. He asked why this was not
included in the body of the EIR.

Mr. Fuller responded that this was not included because when they
looked at these questions in a City-wide context, better

_alternatives presented themselves.

Mr. Dillon commented that this should be ineluded in the EIR main
text, with an explanation of why not a practical alternative
because of impacts (econcmic or otherwise).

Mr. Hamel added that this issue should not be put off until the
consideration of the last Specific Plan to be reviewed.

Mr. Wallace agreed, recommending that the City initlate a
consistent program or policy. He suggested, in addition, that a
letter be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the City

.Council drawing their attention to the alternatives.

After a brief discussion, Commission concensus was to include
these two alternatives (from the Technical Appendix, Biotic
Survey Section, pages 12-14) in the body of the EIR.

TRAFFIC AND CTRCULATION

Mr. Jack Peers, Traffic Engineer for the EIR, 3685 Mt. Diabolo
Blvd., Lafayette, presented a review and summary of the findings
in this section along with correlations to Staff's specifie
concerns. Ze noted that the traffic \study must take into account
levels of projected growth in the Specific Plan area in
conjunction with growth in the entire area, looking at the
cumulative impacts. He stated that the projection of a full
build-out ( in 20 - 30 years) would produce a quadrupling of the
overall traffic.

Mr. Peers reviewed several of the maps in this section, showing

the existing road system, cumulative road system with new roads
and where they will be, and future roads with their improvements.
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Placer County anticipates that Eureka Road will be 4~ lanes East
of Sierra College Blvd., and City plans call for Eureka to be 6
lanes between Douglas and Sierra College Blvd. He noted that the
traffic survey developed traffic projections from a number of
different land use alternatives, including the 'no action'
alternative, as well as land uses in the surrounding areas of the
City and Counties of Placer and Sacramento.

He commented that City General Plan Policy was to have a LOS C at
all critical intersections throughout the City and that all
screenlines must be LOS C or better. Where there would be
problems with an intersection with LOS in the D area, localized
improvements at critical times are listed as mitigating factors.

Mr. Hamel asked if any consideration is being given to extending
Highway 65 into this area from the freeway.

Mr. Peers replied that there were two problems in this. First,
the Cal Trans timeline shows no activity in regard to Highway 65
east of Freeway 80 and secondly because the projected cost to
amend the interchange would be 20-25 million.

Mr. Hamel asked if right-of-way for Roseville Parkway east of
Sierra College Blvd. had been set "aside.——

Mr. Peers states that provisions had been made the for right-of-
way.

Mr. Dillon asked what the effect would be on traffie circulation
in the Specific Plan area if the County did not enact thelr
projected improvements of Douglas and Eureka.

Mr. Peers sald that of course the City could not act alomne in
this and that they would have to work with the County in seeing
that the improvements were enacted. He said that the first
priority of the County is to widen Douglas Blvd. to U4 lanes as
far east as Barton Road. They have major funding already and are
making progress on securing the remainder.

Mr. Wallace asked why the LOS at the Roseville Parkway and Taylor
Road intersection 1s lower with the shift of housing from the old
Specific Plan to the new. : ;

Mr. Peers commented that this was due to a variety of complex

factors rather than a single obvious one.
Mr. Smith asked if the location of the proposed mall was bdeing
taken into account.

Mr. Peers said that they had worked with projections for the
three most lilkely locations for the mall, one of which would be
in Rocklin and two in Roseville. In any event, of these three
locations, the two remaining non-mall sites would undoubtedly be -
high commercial usage. He noted however, that as much as 35% of
traffic in a major retail center is not generated by the center

8
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but is in the area already.

Mr. Peers went on to Figures J19 and J20, showing traffic
conditions at full buildout (at least 20 to possibly 30 years
away). He noted five intersections with LOS D or E. However, the
Southeast Roseville Specific Plan would account for only approx.
8% of the cumulative 400% growth.

Mr. Peers next reviewed the four major concerns enumerated by
Staff:

1) Even with the indicated improvements, major intersections in
the vieinity are predicted to operate at less than a level of
service LOS C. The ETR concludes that traffic impacts cannot be
mitigated to a less than significant level for some intersections
and roadways.

2) The new definition of LOS C appears to be more liberal than
that used when the General Plan Policy was developed.

Mr. Peers commented that the 1981 Traffic Circular #212 is the
document which determines the level of service ratings for an

__.__intersection. One of the elements in this determination is the

delay factor. This ¢an be mitigated by changing the—eycle length.. . _ _
If at the time of implementation, an intersection is at the mid D
LOS, certain mitigations can be taken to reduce the delay factor
to the LOS C. Tn addition, in 1985 new standards were developed
which can cause some difference in determining the LOS of
intersections. Definitions of LOS and other terms used in
presenting this data are given on p.5 of the Technieal appendix.

Mr. Dillon responded that Staff's concerns are to make a
determination of consistency in applying these guidelines.

Mr. Peers noted that screenlines can be maintained at LOS C. The
intersections can be held at LOS mid D (determined with the
Planning estimate procedures which are very conservative)

Mr. Dillon noted that the EIR should be amended to eclarify the
differences between the two standards.

Mr. Peers said that he would write out a clarification of the
differences in more detail to clarify the LOS question, Staff
concerns 1 and 2.

3) The emphasis of the traffic analysis has appeared to shift
from specific intersections to screen lines. The EIR indicates
that several intersections will operate at less than a LOS C. It
1s indicated, however, that the LOS over screenlines averages a

LOS C. This appears to deviate from the intent of the LOS poliey
in the General Plan.

4) The study contains specific intersection levels of service for
development of the Plan until the year 2005. The buildout
analysis, however, discusses screenlines, but no specific
intersections. This information should be generated as a point of
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comparison as well as making 1t possible to judge consistency
with adopted General Plan LOS policy.

Mr. Peers respoanded that this was not the case, but that in-

projections of more than 20 years it 1is difficult to get specific
about the future conditions of given intersections.

Mr. Dillon commented that the EIR should state clearly if the LOS
of certain intersections is not known, then specific land use
cannot be committed to.

Mr. Peers noted however, that the EIR gives specific mitigation
measures to bring each intersection into an acceptable LOS range.

Mr. Wallace asked how proposed County developments are able to be
figured into traffic projections.

Mr. Dillon responded that both the City and the County
riciprocate in sending project EIRs.

Mr. Peers added that they;bad talked with Placer County and the
eity of Rocklin in their 2005 and 30 year projections to

-~ incorporate their projections, also Sacramento County, and these

have been calculated in. Also" zoning-alone -doesn't _guarantee
potential... building and market conditions also determine this
and they incorporate this information also:

Mr. Maynard Bean, Sierra College Blvd, stated that they have
lived there for 40 years. He noted the increasing traffic on
Sierra College and asked if there will be a left turn lane in
Sierra College.

Mr. Peers noted that the County will make that determination. He
added that the County intends to build a 5 lane road where there
are frequent driveways. He told Mr. Bean to talk with the Publie
Works Department of Plaacer County for more information.

Mr. Manhart observed that the intersection of Sunrise and Douglas
seems to be a perennlal problem intersection. He asked 1if
easements in that area just not adequate to provide for any real
'fix'.

Mr. Peers added that in addition, the intersection 1s too close
to Freeway 80.

Mr. Smith asked if Caltrans had improvements on the drawing board
for the Douglas interchange.

Mr. Peers answered that there were none, although the Atlantice
interchange will be improved.

Mr. Walt Bader, 610 Aubura Ravine Rd., asked if the probable
buildout levels of 2005 and 2015 could be quantified at all.

QF. Peers gave a brief overview of how these projections are

10
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Mr. Wallace asked if going back to higher densiby, less
development was listed as a way to mitigate the LOS.

Mr. Peers responded that changes imn the LOS were due to
cumulative and diverse impacts rather than simple changes of
density. Among the ways to mitigate impacets at an intersection
were: Move the bus turnouts, restrict pedestrian movements,

restripe, add turning lanes. On another level, TSM's could be
applied.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Smith made the motion, which was seconded by Mr. Manhart, to
adjourn the meeting to October 1.

The motion was approved unanimously.

11
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SERSP Comments generated during the Planning Commission Meeting
of December 14, 1987.

The following written comments were presented by Marge Heartney,
the Roseville representative of the Mother Lode Chapter of the
Sierra Club. Following is a summarization of the comments and
prepared responses. A copy of the complete comments follows this
response section.

Comment: Integration of transit roadway, air quality and housing
goals is necessary to mitigate the air quality impacts of the
project area. Without describing the financial and institutional
problems in the development of a transit system for the plan
area, the EIR is in adequate in its analysis.

Response: The DEIR is in concurrence with the Sierra Club
position that a substantial reduction of air quality impacts may
be achieved through integration of transit, roadway, air quality,
and housing goals. The EIR quantifies the air quality impacts
of the project, and identifies specific measures which should be
implemented. These measures include recommendation that project
developers be required to provide transit facilities including
bus stops, benches, shelters, turn outs, etc. Provision of these
types of facilities will provide the necessary infrastructure to
allow the regional transit companies to serve the plan area. The
financial and institutional aspects of operating regional mass
transit programs are beyond the scope of this EIR.

Comment: The EIR should discuss the health impacts of air
pollution.

Response: Following preparation of the DEIR, additional
information regarding the health implications of air quality was
requested and provided to the Planning Commission. A copy of
this information follows this section. In summary, carbon
monoxide more readily combines with hemoglobin in the human body
than does oxygen, and thus prevents oxygen from entering the
bloodstream. The consequences of breathing prolonged high CO
concentrations is comparable to suffocation. Elderly people or
people with heart conditions and/or respiratory ailments are more
susceptible to complications resulting from higher CO
concentrations. Ozone is a pollutant of concern because high
levels of ozone can contribute to damage and deterioration of the
air sacs within the lungs, decrements in pulmonary function, and
impairment of disease resistance mechanisms. Further, high
levels of ozone have been linked to negative responses in plant
communities, including reduced yields of domestic crops, and
defoliation of coniferous forests in areas of southern
California. Similar to CO, elderly people and people with
respiratory ailments are most 1likely to suffer from elevated
levels of ozone. However, because of the damaging properties of
ozone on the air sacs of the 1lungs, athletes and persons
participating in vigorous physical activity may also be affected
by ozone.

4y



Comment: The EIR does not reference the ERA post '87 attainment
policy or the Air Quality Plan update.

Response: Neither of these documents has been finalized or
adopted. Both are in the preliminary stages of preparation and
are not anticipated to be completed for several months.
Roseville is a participating municipality in the Sacramento Air
Quality Plan, and may be expected to share in the implementation
of measures identified by these documents when adopted.

Comment: New entitlements are being granted within the SERSP
beyond the 1982 Air Quality Plan assumptions.

Response: The SERSP includes the identical number of residential
dwellings as the existing SERSP and zoning. No change in
entitlements is proposed, only a shifting in densities. Proposed .
commercial and professional area changes only minimally, and is
proposed to reduce the travel characteristics of future residents
by providing facilities and. services in close proximity to the
residential neighborhoods.

Comment: The following mitigation measures should include
additional mitigation measures.

Response: An extensive list of additional measures was provided
in the comment letter. This letter, and list, follows this page.
These measures should be considered in evaluation of the Specific
Plan.

Comment: The Cleaner Air Partnership presented a list of five
(5) policy recommendations which should be considered by the City
of Roseville.

Response: A copy of the recommendations is attached, and should
be reviewed by policy-makers and responsible individuals.
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Mother Lode Chapter

P.O. BOX 1335, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95806

Sierra Club Comments on Southeast Roseville Specific Plan EIR
Marge Heartney, Roseville Representative

Roseville City Hall, December 14, 1987

The Sierra Club wishes to comment upon the Environmental Impact Report for the Southeast Roseville
Specific Plan, and specifically to discuss the :

+ adequacy of analysis of impact;
- adequacy of mitigation measures and
» consistency of the Southeast Roseville Specific Plan with City policies.

With regard to the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts we have identified several areas of
concern.

+ The integration of transit, roadway, air quality and housing goals and policies has not been
achieved. The lack of integration of these elements of the plan also affect the ability to
mitigate the air quality impacts of the project area.

Pages C-13 and C-16 refer to housing goals and the failure of the city to meet housing goals.
It appears that a greater amount of higher density housing is needed in Roseville to meet its
housing goals. While much of the housing needed in Roseville will be higher density hous-
ing, the EIR does not identify an adequate transit system, the funding or institutional ar-
rangement for providing service. Transit service is necessary to provide mobility for higher
density housing, commercial and industrial uses while meeting air quality and traffic level of
service goals. These land uses should be limited to corridors where convenient ransit serv-
ices will be provided.

If the EIR for the Southeast Roseville Specific Plan were to integrate transit, roadway, air
quality and housing goals and policies, it would be clear that the major mitigation measure
for all of these impacts is the development of an efficient and effective transit system for
Roseville. Without describing the financial and institutional problems in the development of
a transit system for the plan area, the EIR is inadequate in its analysis.

« Health impacts of air pollution. Page G-2 refers to the health impacts of air pollution. The
chief health impact of carbon monoxide is upon those with heart conditions; the EIR does not
recognize this impact. Ozone has significant health impacts for the young, the elderly,
exercising athletes and those with respiratory disorders such as asthma, emphasema, chronic
bronchitis and related problems.

- Air quality policy. On Page G-4, the EIR refers to Roseville’s “proximity to the greater Sac-
ramento metropolitan area,” and refers to the impact of pollutants downwind on Roseville.
While it is true that pollutants downwind do and will create unhealthy air in Roseville, it is
also true that Roseville is a part of the metropolitan area and its air basin, a fact which is
recognized in the 1982 Air Quality Plan published by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments, and Roseville’s participation in the update of that plan currently underway.
Roseville’s growth increases the number of vehicle trips in the air basin, and contributes
substantially to the degradation of the air quality in the region due to uncontrolled transporta-
tion emissions.

Serving 24 counties in Superior Californio
Alpine — Amador — Butte — Caloveros — Coluso — El Dorado — Glenn — Lassen — Modoc — Nevoda — Plocer

plumas — Socromento — San Jooquin — Shosta — Sierra — Siskiyou — Solano — Stanislous — Sutier — Tehama — Tuolumne — Yolo — Yuba



- ERA post *87 attainment policy is not referenced in the analysis of the air quality impacts of

the Specific Plan. Roseville is affected by this policy, and the EIR should recogniz'e .
the requirements imposed. This policy requires full mitigation of all post 1987 emissions
and a three percent annual reduction of 1987 level emissions.

- The Air Quality Plan Update is now underway and Roseville must come up with new air
quality mitigation measures for that Plan. The Specific Plan is inadequate if it does not
analyze air quality impacts in light of the requirements of the air quality plan update.

New entitlements are being granted in the Specific Plan beyond the 1982 Air Quality Plan
assumptions. Approval of a new increment of growth without full mitigation is not permitted
under current federal law.

The analysis of carbon monoxide emissions is not related to the violations that will occur.
Discussion is about carbon monoxide violations in other jurisdictions. Carbon monoxide
violations are site specific and can be predicted from traffic modeling. Mitigation measures
can be designed to reduce the congestion which would cause the carbon monoxide violations.
Such mitigation is not indicated in the carbon monoxide violation analysis. This renders the
carbon monoxide emission impacts analysis inadequate.

The mitigation measures identified in the air quality, and transportation sections of the EIR are inade-

quate:

L ]

Monitoring equipment and stations and personnel for the Air Pollution Control District to
monitor CO and ozone violations must be included as mitigation measures for the plan since
such monitoring activities are not being conducted and should be funded from the growth
activities envisioned by this plan;

A monitoring plan by the Air Pollution Control District for baseline and emissions growth
should be outlined in the EIR and a schedule for reports to the City, SACOG, the Air Re-
sources Board on emissions monitoring should also be included;

An agreement and plan for coordination and cooperative action by City and Placer Air
Pollution Control District to reduce emissions should be included as a mitigation measure in
the EIR,to be completed before permits are approved within the plan area;

Funding for transit capital and operating costs and an institutional arrangement for the provi-
sion of transit service to the plan area should be obtained before permits are approved within
the plan area;

Roseville’s ordinances related to trip reduction activities by developers and employers should
be upgraded, consistent with the highest requirements in the region, and fully monitored and
enforced before new entitlements are granted;

A full ime Roseville City transportation management coordinator, or plan area transporta-
tion management association coordinator, should be required to implement a ten year trans-
portation system management plan for the plan area, as a mitigation measure;

Roseville should have a year-round public education program on trip reduction and alterna-
tive transportation, or contributeon a pro-rata basis to a regional public education program,
before new entitlements are granted;

Clean fuels measures should be required, such as methanol compatible tanks in any new
service stations permitted in the plan area;

The Specific Plan and its EIR should recognize the need to amend the plan to full conformity
with AQP Update when that Update has been completed.

We are also concerned with consistency with City Policies:

Agricultural lands: the Specific Plan should honor the General Plan agricultural lands policy
fully.

Tree ordinance: we endorse the compliance with the tree ordinance and the policies refered to
on Pages F14-15.

Vemal Pools: Page F-15. Preservation of vernal pools is a critical environmental impact, and
the program for vernal pool preservation should be determined before any entitlements are
granted.

THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE EIR
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CLEANER AIR PARTNERSHIP
Policy Recommendations

UPGRADE TRIP
REDUCTION
ORDINANCES AND
REGULATIONS

WE RECOMMEND that elected officials direct their staff to assign adequate funding, staffing, and

- management responsibility, so that trip reduction requirements are applied consistently and equitably,

and trip reduction measures are fully monitored, enforced, evaluated, and reported. An effort is required
to equalize regulations so that the same standards and definitions apply countywide. We also recom-
mend that the cities in Sacramento County find an expeditious and cost effective way to adopt and
implement trip reduction programs for themselves and other large employers in their jurisdiction in a
manner which is consistent with the County’s programs.

METHANOL
IMPLEMENTATION

WE RECOMMEND that local elected officials direct city and county staff to participate fully in
methanol conversion evaluation, as a joint effort with the Partnership and private sector interests, and to
bring feasible methanol implementation measures to the legislative bodies for review at the earliest
possible date.

In addition, we recommend that local elected officials direct city and county staff to evaluate methanol
implementation related state and federal legislation and bring recommendations to the legislative bodies
for support of methanol implementation related legislation in a timely manner.

We recommend that the methanol strategy, and other alternative fuel and vehicle options, be fully
evaluated in the Air Quality Plan Update, and that feasible targets, plans and milestones be included in
the Air Quality Plan to obtain the benefits of clean fuels as soon as possible.

The Cleaner Air Partnership is a joint project of the American Lung Association of Sacramento and the Sacramento
Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 1823 Eleventh Street, Sacramento, California 95814 916-447-4956



AN
EMISSIONS
ACCOUNTING
SYSTEM

WE RECOMMEND that local elected officials direct city and county staff to participate fully in the
development of a transportation emissions accounting system and that the specifications for such a
system, to apply county wide, be submitted to the legislative bodies by December, 1988.

PUBLIC
EDUCATION ON
SMOG AND THE
SMOGGY SEASON

WE RECOMMEND that local elected officials participate in authorizing and funding a multi-year
regional public education program that will:

 coordinate existing programs and resources

+ include a new regional smoggy season education campaign

« include an evaluation to determine the impact of the public education program

« include developing information on how best to reduce transportation emissions in the smoggy
season through broad public participation

CLEANER AIR
PARTNERSHIP
CONTINUATION

WE RECOMMEND that elected officials endorse the continuation of the Partnership that local
governments participate in the joint public-private funding of the Partnership’s activities to:

« continue to develop recommendations, through workshop consultation with private sector
interests, on new air quality measures to close the gap between the current plan and the goal;

« obtain the private sector point of view on new transportation emission control measures;

- respond to local, state, and federal policy proposals affecting Sacramento’s ability to obtain
clean air as quickly as possible so that elected officials and the business community receive
guidance regarding the impact of these proposals on clean air in Sacramento.



The.follpwing_summary has been excerpted from the State of
California, Air Resource Board publication:

Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone:
Health and Welfare Effects

STAFF REPORT ‘

September, 1987

III. SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON EFFECTS

A. EFFECTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH

In order to provide a basis for conclusions about health effects of
ozone exposure the staff has reviewed the available scientific research on
effects of ambient levels of ozone and has compiled the most relevant
information in a technical support document. This section summarizes the most
important results of health-effects studies, providing information on the
published reports that are referred to in the recommended action. The
different categories of health effects under review inciuded epidemiological
studies, field studies, and studies using controlled human and animal
exposures. When viewed as a whole, this information helps to provide an
adequate basis for designating a level below which no adverse effects to
health are expected. Understanding how information from one type of study
relates to that of another is facilitated by the current state of knowledge of
pathological processes. Results from actual ozone exposure studies confirm

that the same pathological mechanisms are involved in ozone-induced injury in

humans and other mammals.
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The initiating phase of ozone-induced injury involves chemical reactions
between ozone and essential biological substances common to all living
creatures. 0zone can damage living cells and tissues by altering their
protein, lipid and carbohydrate components or products. Such changes have
been shown to lead to cell damage and cell death (Menzel, 1970, 1980). Cell
death and dysfunction occur in cell types necessary for such essential
functions as respiration and defense against microbial pathogens after brief
low-level exposures to ozone.

Effects Occurring After Short-term Exposure

The principal effects summarized in this section are: (1) injury and
damage to cells lining the air spaces of the lung; (2) decrements in
pulmonary function; and (3) impairment of host defense mechanisms.

Studies involving brief, short-term exposdres of six hours or less have
shown that injury to cells which act to transfer respiratory gases to and from
the blood (Type 1 alveolar cells) occurs in animals exposed to U.5 ppm ozone
and less. These effects occur in rats exercised in 0.20 ppm ozone for 3.75
hours. At 0.35 and 0.50 ppm, the damage to these important cells is apparent
after one-hour of exposure (Mautz, et al., 1985).

Two studies using vitamin E deficient weanling rats continuously exposed
to 0.1 ppm for 7 days reported injury to respiratory cells (Chow, et al.,
1981; Plopper et al., 1979). Both studies reported very mild lesions in
non-vitamin E deficient rats exposed to 0.1 ppm, however, the number of rats
was small and concurrent biochemical analysis showed no difference from
unexposea control animals. While these studies show an adverse effect with
vitamin E deprived animals at low levels, less weight has been placed upon
them in light of the fact that vitamin E deficiency in the United States is
rare (Farrell, 1980).

Evidence of damage to cells lining the lung is indicated by a reduced
ability of the lung surface to regulate liquid levels in air spaces



=13~

(alveoli). Increases in the permeability of the lung lining occur after a one
day exposure at 0.11 ppm in rats (Gunth, et al., 1986); after a four-hour
exposure at 0.20 ppm in guinea pigs, at 0.50 ppm in mice (Hatch et al. 1986);
and also after a six-hour exposure at 0.50 ppm in rats (Alpert, et al.

1971a). An increase in the lung permeability also occurs in human subjects
exposed to 0.40 ppm ozone for two hours with intermittent exercise (Kehrl, et
al. 1987). This effect is likely to occur in humans exposed to somewhat lower
levels of ozone, since there is some indication that increased permability is
associated with changes in pulmonary function; although there is no clear
relationship between the magnitude of individual pulmonary function decrement
and the magnitude of individual increased clearance (Kehrl, et al., 1987;
Utell, et al. 1985). ‘

A considerable body of studies of normal human subjects demonstrates
that decrements in maximum pulmonary air flow result from short-term ozone
exposure. Averaged decrements for an entire group have been reported at
concentrations as low as 0.30 ppm for subjects exposed for two hours while
resting (Kagawa and Tsura, 1974a). As the exercise level increases, more
individuals respond to lower levels of ozone. Thus, after light exercise
during a two-hour exposure, responses were seen at levels as low as 0.20 ppm
(Gliner, et al., 1983). After moderate exercise during a two-hour exposure,
decrements occur at levels as low as 0.15 ppm (Kagawa, 1983a, 1984). After
heavy, intermittent exercise, decreases in several measures of pulmonary
function are observed at levels as low as the national standard (0.12 ppm)
(McDonnell, et al., 1983). Studies at still higher levels of exercise confirm
the observation that as exercise level increases there is a greater response
at lower levels of ozone and more individuals who respond.

Controlled exposure studies of exercising children also found decrements
in pulmonary function at levels as low as 0.12 ppm (McDonnell, et al., 1985b,
c; Koenic, et al., 1987). Results from field studies (Avol, et al., 19&5a, b;
Avol, et al., 1987) and epidemiologic studies of children (Lippman, et al.,
1983; Lippman and Lioy, 1985; Bock, et al., 1985; Lioy, et al., 1985; Spektor,
et al, 1987) are consistent with results obtained from controlled exposure

studies with children. Two phenomena indicate cause for concern. One is the
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lack of increase in symptoms in exposed children. This is of special concern,
since symptoms usually act at a warning and can induce protective avoiuance
behavior. The second is that although the sensitivity of children appears to
be similar to that of adults, they are at greater risk of exposure because of
differences in their activities and activity levels. The majority of children
are much more likely to exercise in an outdoor environment repeatedly
throughout the day than adults.

The maXimum pulmonary air flow tests that are so useful in humans are
impractical in animals. Instead, animal studies have used other tests of
pulmonary function to detect changes with short-term exposures to ozone.
Exposures for two hours to ozone concentrations between 0.22 and 0.50 ppm
induced changes in tidal volume, lung compliance, and pulmonary resistance, as
well as breathing frequency and diffusion capacity (Amdur, et al., 1978;
Inoue, et al, 1979; Watanabe, et al., 1979; Murphy, et al., 1964; Mautz, et
al., 1986; Yokoyama, 1969; Eustis, et al., 1981). 1In thé'majority of these
studies there was no attempt to establish a level of no effect, but these
effects in animals occur at concentrations similar to those causing pulmonary
flow decrements in humans.

Impairment of disease resistance mechanisms also occurs after brief,
low-level ozone exposures. Increased mortality from pneumonia occurs in
animals exposed to 0.08 ppm ozone for three hours and subsequently infected
(Coffin, et al., 1967). Ozone-induced damage and dysfunction of bacteriocidal
cells (alveolar macrophages) is apparently responsible for this increased
mortality. Increased fragility of alveolar macrophages can be indirectly
induced after exposure to 0.1 ppm ozone for less than three hours (Gardner, et
al., 1970). In addition, a decrease in macrophage enzymes associated with
host defense occurs after a three-hour exposure at 0.25 ppm (Hurst, et al.,
1970). A decrease in the ability of macrophages to enqulf bacteria is evident
at 0.5 ppm ozone after a three-hour exposure (Coffin, et al., 1968).

In summary, short-term studies of effects on pulmonary function and lung
permeability indicate that similar pathological phenomena occur in both humans

and animals at similar concentrations and durations of exposure for low-leve]
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ozone exposures. Additional animal studies also show that the pulmonary
function and permeability changes occur at about the same concentration of
ozone as does the injury to the lining of the lung (0.20 to 0.50 ppm) and the
impairment of host defense mechanisms (0.08 to 0.50 ppm).

Results from studies of animals exposed three to eight hours per day for
durations of one week to one month indicate that continued ozone exposure
results in continued alterations in lung cells, function and structure. After
exposure for eight hours per day for one week, at levels as low as 0.20 ppm,
monkeys, mice and rats have similar lesions, in similar anatomic areas of the
lung (Schwartz, et al., 1976; Zitnik, et al., 1978; Dungworth, et al., 1975b;
Castleman, et al., 1977). Injured Type 1 respiratory cells are replaced by
thicker Type 2 cells, and ciliated cells lining the airways of the lung are
damaged. There is some evidence of alveolar thickening. An increase in
inflammatory cells, including both neutrophils and macrophages, is evident.
Studies of animals continuously exposed for durations of one week to one month
proauced results similar to those studies of animals intermittently exposed.

An important aspect of extended short-term tests is the attenuation of
effects. Results from many studies of human and animal subjects indicate that
repeated daily exposure produce an eventual reduced response to ozone, as
measured by some tests, such as pulmonary function measurements. This
reduction in response has historically been referred to as "“tolerance" or
“adaptation"”. Such terms imply a lessened harm after repeated exposure.
However, research with animals has demonstrated that lung injury continues,
even though a particular measure of response may be reduced. Recent
scientific literature refers to this phenomenon as "attenuation". The
mechanisms responsible for this attenuation are not known. Studies of human
subjects indicate that attenuation of lung function response to one level of
ozone does not induce attenuation to higher levels (Gliner, et al, 1483). 1In
addition, for most subjects, attenuation does not continue for more than three
to seven days (Horvath, et al., 1981; Kulle, et al., 1982b; Linn, et al.,
1982b). Evidence from animal studies indicates that attenuation of some
measured parameters does not correspond to a reduction in others. Effects

which canrnot be prevented by prior exposure include effects on the pulmonary
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host defense system (Gardner, et al., 1972); excessive proliferation
(hyperplasia) of Type 2 cells (Evans, et al., 1971, 1976a,b); increased
susceptibility to respiratory disease (Gardner and Graham, 1977); decreased
enzyme activity (Chow, 1976; Chow, et al., 1976b) and the inflammatory
response (Gardner, et al., 1972). ‘

Effects Occurring After Longer-term Exposure

The morphological effects observed after extended short-term exposures
are also seen after longer-term exposures. These effects seen over both time
periods include nasal, tracheal, and bronchial lesions, Type 1 alveolar and
ciliated cell damage and death, Type 2 alveolar cell proliferation and
inflammation and hyperplasia in the broncho-alveolar regions (centriacini).
Additional morphologic effects seen after longer-term exposures are distal
airway remodeling and thickened pulmonary arteriolar walls (P'an, et al.,
1972; Fujinaka, 1985). Studies of pulmonary pathology have implicated such
changes as precursors to the development of chronic lung disease.

~ Additional evidence from studies of pulmonary biochemistry tend to
support this association. An increase in the connective tissue component,
collagen, occurs in rats exposed to 0.50 ppm for six months (Last and
Greenberg, 1980) and in monkeys exposed eight hours per day for one year to
0.63 ppm ozone (Last, et al., 1Y84b). The occurrence of these effects after
long-term, low level exposure to ozone suggests that ozone can initiate
changes associated with the development of chronic lung disease. In addition,
connective tissue alterations are also suggested by studies reporting an
increase in the synthesis of collagen. An increase in the synthesis of
~ collagen is observed in rats after 50 days of exposure to 0.50 ppm (Last, et
al., 1983). Increased collagen synthesis also occurs at levels as low as
0.125 ppm after one year of exposure (Filipowicz and McCauley, 1986). This
increase in synthesis rate apparently occurs without a corresponding increase
in total collagen, thus implying concurrent degradation. Such observations
may be especially important because current research implicates the continued
synthesis and degradation of connective tissue components in the development

of emphysema.
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Although chronic exposure information is not available from controlled
human exposure studies, some information is available from epidemiological
studies. A number of chronic-exposure epidemiology studies have reported an
association between oxidant air pollution and chronic pulmonary effects
(Detels, et al., 1979, 1981; Rokaw, et al., 1980; Hodgkin, et al., 1984).
However, because the level of total suspended particulates is highly
correlated with the level of oxidant, separating out a chronic effect due to
oxidant alone is difficult. In addition, these studies cannot provide very
precise quantitative information because of limited exposure data and other
study limitations.

Other studies, reporting a lack of association between chronic oxidant
exposure and respiratory effects, have additional limitations because of the
similarities of exposure levels or conditions between the exposed and control
groups. ‘

Although these chronic exposure studies do not provide sufficient
information for precise quantitative use, they do suggest the need for
protection in view of the association between long-term oxidant pollution
exposure and respiratory changes.

B. EFFECTS ON PUBLIC WELFARE

An extensive discussion of the nature of ozone injury to plants,
materials, and an analysis of ozone's economic and ecologic effects in
California is embodied in two volumes prepared for the first part of this
review of the state standard for ozone: the Staff Report and the Technical
Support Document for the Effect of Ozone on Vegetation and Possible
Alternative Air Quality Standards. These volumes, published and discussed at
length in a public meeting in March, 1987, form a part of the record of this
review and are incorporated by reference into the present discussion of the
effects of ozone. The contents and conclusions in these volumes are briefly
summarized here.
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1. Effects on Crops

Analyses of ozone crop injury studies were performed to construct ozone
dose-yield loss functions for 22 major crops representing about four-fifths of
California's total agricultural production; these loss characteristics were
used in conjunction with actual and modeled air quality data to calculate
statewide crop losses both for current conditions and for various scenarios of
reduced ozone exposure. The calculated crop production for each ozone
exposure scenario was run through CARM (California Agricultural Resources
Model, an economic research model maintained by U. C. Davis) to calculate the
economic impacts of changed yield and its effects on consumer and producer
benefits. The results indicate that, in the absence of human-caused ozone,
California's growers and consumers would derive about $333,000,000 annually in
economic benefits compared to present (ambient 1984 ozone exposure)
conditions. Analysis of air quality data and potential ozone reductions
indicate that up to half of this benefit could be realized by attainment of
(and compliance with) appropriate growing season-averaged ozone standards.

2. Effects on Non-crop Vegetation

A thorough review of scientific literature and consultation with
professionals working with ozone injury to native plants showed natural
vegetaticn, especially coniferous trees, to be highly susceptible to ozone
injury. Severe forest injury and tree death has been documented in the
forests of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel mountains in southern
California, and ozone injury has been broadly observed on the western slopes
of the Sierra Nevada and sporadically reported elsewhere in the state. While
the data do provide evidence of damage to both timber and ecologic resources,
including the forests of Yosemite, Sequoia, and Kings Canyon national parks,
insufficient quantitative data were available to prepare economic estimates of
either the direct impact to forest and range resources or secondary effects on
natural ecosystems. However, the qualitative findings are a major cause for
concern about long-term damage to California's native vegetation.
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3. Effects on Materials

The intense chemical reactivity of ozone results in significant damage
to a wide range of materials, including rubber, elastomers, plastics, paint,
"and metals. In areas that experience high ambient concentrations, ozone can
significantly shorten material lifespans, increases maintenance costs, and
progressively damage both functional and cosmetic aspects of materials and
products. Economic consequences of ozone damage are of two types:
accelerated maintenance and replacement costs; and avoidance costs involved in
substituting less ozone sensitive materials in various processes and
products. A partial accounting of annual ozone materials damage costs
produced estimates of $1.5 to $3.9 billion damage nationwide. (EPA, Air
Quality Criteria for Ozone and Other Photochemical Oxidants, 1986).



SERSP Comments generated by the Planning Commission during the
meeting of October 26, 1987.

Comment: The EIR should include a discussion of the relationship
between pollutant levels and the incidence of health risk.

Response: Because of the complexity of the information which has
been collected which relates air quality to health, this response
has not been completed in time to be included with this packet.
This information will be forthcoming.

Comment: As a potential mitigation for air quality impacts, the
EIR should recognize extension of the light rail transit (LRT)
system to the Roseville vicinity.

Response: The following mitigation measures will be incorporated
into the EIR: '

o The City should initiate long range planning to facilitate
eventual extension of the LRT system to Roseville. Because
an extensive corridor would be required, the City should
identify potential routes which could be utilized as well as
areas for parking and support facilities prior to loss of such
areas to ongoing development. Although premature at this time,
some preliminary planning should be considered to examine
proposed development of the City roadway network to serve and
promote use of such a mass transit facility in the City.

Comment: The EIR should provide current discussion of the
projected CO emissions for the Sacramento Metropolitan area.

Response: Contrary to information provided in the Planning
Commission meeting of 10/26/87, the information contained in
Figure G7 of the EIR is accurate. This table contains
predictions of future carbon monoxide emissions in Sacramento
County through the year 1995 which were prepared as a part of the
1982 Sacramento Air Quality Plan. There is no readily available
information to indicate that actual CO emission reductions are
substantially different from the estimates developed in the Air
Quality Plan.

Comment: Provide a comparison between the potential for air
pollution in the Sacramento Region and that which has occurred in
Los Angeles.

Response: Geographically, the Sacramento Metropolitan area and
the Los Angeles area share a common setting; they are located in
basins which are largely surrounded by mountains. One of the
consequences of this geographic characteristic is that each area
experiences a common meteoroclogical phenomena known as a
temperature inversion. Most predominant during the summer and
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fall, these inversions result in the air within the basin
becoming "trapped" beneath a warmer layer. This situation is
further complicated by the surrounding mountain ranges which
restrict horizontal movement of the trapped air. Pollutants
generated during an inversion tend to remain "trapped" in the
local air until the normal temperature gradient is restored,
allowing the surface air to disperse into the atmosphere.
Although both the Sacramento and Los Angeles areas suffer these
inversions, it is not realistic to compare the air quality
impacts of continued growth in the Sacramento region with
conditions in the Los Angeles region. One may assume that,
because of the similarity in the inversion conditions which
occur, if pollutant levels were to increase in the Sacramento
region to magnitudes comparable to those generated in L.A.,
similar air quality violations could be expected. However, it is
unlikely that the level of pollutants generated in the Sacramento
region could match those levels observed in Los Angeles. This
presumption is based on the historic development of the L.A.
basin. Much of the growth in the Los Angeles area occurred prior
to development of emission control devices and establishment of
the more stringent ambient air quality standards which are
enforced today. Hydrocarbons and nitric oxides (NOX) are the
principal contributors to ozone formation, and major components
of the Los Angeles air pollution problen. Vehicular emissions
represent the most significant source of these pollutants.
Consequently, air quality improvement programs have focussed on
reducing mobile source emissions, and significant reductions in
mobile source pollutants have been achieved through the mandated
state inspection program. Generally speaking, new cars are as
much as 90% cleaner than cars manufactured prior to 1979, and as
older vehicles are slowly removed from the transportation fleet,
continued reduction in vehicular emissions may be expected.
Examination of the Report on Reasonable Further Progress,
produced for the Sacramento area, indicates that total
hydrocarbon emissions alone have been reduced between 20 and 25
percent in the Sacramento region since preparation of the 1979
air quality management plan. It should be noted that, although
the ozone formation process is thought to be well understood, and
the reduction of hydrocarbons and nitric oxides (NOX) is believed
to be the key to reduced ozone formation, substantial reductions
in these pollutants have not resulted in corresponding reductions
in the number of violations of the ozone standard.

Comment: Include a mitigation measure in the noise section which
specifies working hours for contractors.

Response: The following noise mitigation measure shall be
included in the EIR:

o Recognizing that extended working hours may create annoying
noises to area residents, it is recommended that construction
activities be restricted to recognized working hours.
Generally these hours are recognized as 7am-7pm Monday through
Friday, and 8am-8pm on weekends. Should complaints result from
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construction during these periods, more stringent restrictions
should be placed on individual activities or on construction in
individual projects. A condition which specifies acceptable
construction periods can be included on the final map or as a
component of the development agreement.

Comment: The EIR should discuss the City of Roseville definition
of "affordable housing".

Response: The City of Roseville Specific Plan provides a clear
definition of "affordability" , based upon household income, for
both homeowner and renter categories. According to the General
Plan:

"For households purchasing their units, maximum housing costs
for moderate and above-moderate income households should not
exceed the maximum percentage of gross income allowed by
mortgage lenders in qualifying home buyers currently in the 35%
range. Low-income households should not spend more than 30% of
their gross income 1in principal, interest, taxes and"
insurance." :

For renting households, the General Plan specifies that:

"l. Very-low and low-income households should not spend more
than 30% of their gross income on housing costs. This
figure has been adopted by the federal government and is
being implemented in their housing programs.

2. Medium-income households should not spend more than 35% of
their gross income on housing costs.

3. Moderate and above-moderate income households are determined
not to require rental housing assistance and the household
should pay whatever it feels it can afford toward rent."

Income categories are defined as:

Very Low Income: Household income is 50% or less of the medium
income for households of similar size.

Low Income: Household income is between 50% to 80% of the medium
income for households of similar size.

Middle Income: Household income is between 80% to 100% of the
medium income for households of similar size.

Moderate Income: Household income is between 100% to 120% of the
medium income for households of similar size.

Above-Moderate Income: Household income is greater than 120% of
the medium income for households of similar size.
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Because the definition of "affordable" housing 1is based upon
gross income, the actual value of affordable housing is subject
to change as more current income data continually becomes
available. The following information represents the most current

information.

Median Household Income by Family Size for the
Sacramento SMSA as of February 6, 1987.%*

Family Very Low Low Middle Moderate Above-Moderate
Size Income Income Income Income Income

1 $11,050 $17,700 $22,125 $26,550 - $26,550

2 12,650 20,250 25,312 30,374 30,374

3 14,200 22,270 27,837 33,404 33,404

4 15,800 25,300 31,625 37,950 37,950

5 17,050 26,900 33,625 40,350 40,350

6 18,350 28,450 35,562 42,674 42,674

* SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Using the definition of affordable housing and the most recent
median income information, the following table presents the
current rent rates and purchase prices which would constitute
affordable housing.

Affordable Rent and Purchase Prices
as of February 6, 1987

Very Low Income Low Income Middle Income Moderate Income
Max. Affordable Max. Affordable Max. Affordable Max. Affordable Max. Affordable Max. Affordable Max. Affordable
Family Rent-30% of Rent-30% of Rent-30% of Rent-35% of Rent-35% of Rent-35% of Rent-35% of
Size Gross Income Gross Income  _Gross Income = _Gross Income Gross Income = _Gross Income Gross Income
1 $276 $442 $48,000 $ 645 $ 70,000 $ 774 $ 83,500
2 316 506 55,000 738 79,500 886 95,500
3 355 557 60,500 812 87,500 974 105,000
4 395 632 68,500 922 99,500 1,107 119,000
5 426 672 72,500 981 105,500 1,077 126,500
6 459 711 77,000 1,037 111,500 1,245 134,000

* Assumes 10% interest rate and 10% down payment

Comment: The EIR should discuss strategies for providing
affordable housing in the City.

Response: The Housing Element discusses several methods of
implementing the affordable housing policies of the General Plan.
These include measures to promote preservation of older housing
throughout the City, discourage conversion of affordable housing
to more expensive residential uses, discourage conversion of
residential areas to business/professional uses, target specific
neighborhoods for redevelopment programs, require the provision
of affordable housing 1in development agreements, promote
development of affordable housing through density bonuses,
evaluate the existing General Plan to identify undeveloped areas



which could be rezoned to higher residential densities, relax the
processing and fee structure requirements for affordable housing
projects, and promote financing programs and mechanisms to
provide financing at affordable rates within the City.

According to John Sprague, a current objective of the Affordable
Housing Task Force is development of more aggressive programs
to provide affordable housing. Because implementation of several
of these potential programs is uncertain or controversial at this
time, it would be inappropriate for the EIR to identify or
discuss such programs until the task force has completed its'
work and made formal recommendations to the City Council.

Comment: Discuss the impacts of shifting the residential
densities in the Southeast Specific Plan on affordable housing
within the Plan area.

Response: As proposed, the Amended Southeast Roseville Specific
Plan includes a shift in residential densities, providing
increased number of units in the low and high density ranges
at the expense of moderate density housing. Although the
specific impacts of this shift on affordable housing would be
difficult to determine, several broad impacts can be identified.

1) As proposed, the Specific Plan includes shifting 1,169 units
from R-7 through R-15 densities to single family residences of
R-5 or less. Transfer of additional units to low density
single family housing will essentially remove these units from
consideration as affordable housing.

2) According to John Sprague, most purchase housing which would
be affordable to low income or moderate income families occurs
in the R-7 to R~-15 densities. As proposed, amendment of the
Specific Plan will reduce the housing available in these
densities by 50%. By removing these units from the purchase
range of families in the low income and moderate categories,
this action could increase the competition for higher density
rental housing while forcing potential homeowners in this
price range to look elsewhere for purchase housing.

3) The proposed Specific Plan would increase the number of high
density units in the R-16+ densities by 850 dwellings (21%)
from the adopted Specific Plan. However, this gain may be
offset by the greater decrease in the overall number of units
at densities of R-7 or dgreater, which decrease from 3,554
units (90%) to 2,385 (60%) of the 3,965 units proposed.




SERSP Comments generated by the Planning Commission during the
meeting of October 19, 1987.

Comment: Recommendations in the DEIR should specify that future
drainage studies prepared for individual projects within the Plan
area include a cumulative assessment of drainage conditions.

Response: As requested, the Final EIR will include the following
mitigation Measure:

o Future drainage studies prepared for individual drainages
within the Plan area should include a cumulative assessment of
impacts.

Comment: A map which depicts the proposed project on an overlay
of the existing vegetation conditions should be prepared.

Response: A large scale map has been prepared by the project
planner and has been presented at the planning commission
meeting. Smaller versions of this map are being prepared for
inclusion in the EIR.

Comment: Infiltration should be investigated as a potential
mitigation for runoff impacts.

Response: As requested, the project geotechnical consultants
were requested to investigate the potential for infiltration
systems in the vicinity. As indicated in the attached letters
from Lowry Associates and Youngdahl & Associates, soils in the
area do not have the capability to absorb runoff from the Plan
area, and consequently, structures to promote infiltration would
not be effective in this locale.

Comment: The preservation alternatives identified by the
biologist in the appended biotic report should be presented in
the Vegetation/Wildlife section of the DEIR.

Response: The following section concerning vernal pool habitat
will be included in the Vegetation/Wildlife Section of the EIR:

The appended Biotic report includes a detailed discussion of the
location and quality of vernal pool resources within the Plan

area. The report indicates that the area of vernal pools,
riparian habitat, and abandoned orchard is 1less than 10 acres
total. More specifically, the total surface area of all the

vernal pools in the Plan area 1is approximately 29,315 square
feet, or .67 acres. Subsequent review of the raw field data
revealed an error in the biotic report in that there are 34 pools
in the Plan area instead of 38 as indicated in the original
report. In addition to the vernal pool resources of the site,
the Specific Plan area east of Sierra College Boulevard includes




approximately 100 acres of native high gquality oak woodland
habitat. '

The biologist has identified two alternatives which would provide
area for preservation of vernal pool and oak woodland resources
within the Plan area. Each of these alternatives consists of
designation of a preserve site within the Plan area. Either of
these alternatives is recommended as being substantial enough to
reduce the impacts to vernal pools and oak woodland habitat to
less than significant levels. The identified alternatives,
labeled as Preserve 1 and Preserve 2, are shown in Figure A.
Preserve 1 includes establishment of a + 17 acre preserve in the
northern portion of the area east of Sierra College Boulevard.
This preserve would provide approximately six acres of vernal
pool preservation area as well as eleven acres of native oak
woodland habitat. This preserve would be located between the
proposed commercial parcel at the intersection of Sierra College
Boulevard/Eureka Road and the project entry road from Eureka
Road. The majority of the site included in this recommended
preserve is currently designated for development as single family
housing, 3.8 units per acre. In addition, implementation of this
preserve alternative would require modification of the commercial
parcel which, as presently proposed, extends into the vernal pool
watershed.

The second recommended preservation alternative, Preserve 2,
would be located in the south-central portion of the Plan area on
the east side of Sierra College Boulevard. This preserve would
encompass approximately 22 acres; sixteen acres of which would
protect blue oak woodland habitat, and six acres which would
harbor vernal pool habitat. Within the currently proposed
Specific Plan, the majority of the area included within this
preserve site is designated to be developed as single family
housing at a density of approximately 3.6 dwellings per acre.
Approximately one-third of this preserve site is traversed by the

powerline easement and would not be developed. This preserve
site also contains a turn of the century farm site which includes
a barn of mortise, tenon, and wooden peg construction. Because

of its traditional construction, this structure has been
determined to be of historical significance.

As evaluated by the biologist, implementation of either of the
recommended preserves would represent an acceptable 1level of
protection for both vernal pool and oak woodland resources within
the Specific Plan area. From a broader perspective, Preserve 2
would have the additional advantage of including the historic
barn. Similarly, from the development perspective, the developer
has indicated that Preserve 2 would be the preferred of the two
recommended alternatives. However, as currently proposed, the
Specific Plan does not incorporate either of the recommended
alternatives.
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Comment: The DEIR should describe vegetation impacts to the
native oak woodland habitat, and should discuss measures which
may be implemented to mitigate these impacts.

Response: As discussed in the previous response, and shown in
Figure A, the area proposed for addition to the existing Specific
Plan includes approximately 100 acres of high quality native oak
woodland. The proposed Specific Plan designates development of
single family housing, 3.1 to 3.8 units per acre, throughout the
woodland area. Although the developer has proposed measures to
protect and incorporate existing trees into the project,
development of the woodland area would require removal of trees

and disruption of the overall habitat. According to the
biologist, the oak woodland on the site does not represent a
unique habitat. Consequently, elimination, modification, and/or

fragmentation of the woodland would not be considered
biologically significant. However, blue oak woodland is being
lost in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada and Central Valley at
an accelerating rate. Preservation of a portion of this native
habitat would be consistent with City policy. In an effort to
most efficiently preserve and protect the natural resources of:
the site, each of the vernal pool preservation areas identified
by the biologist include oak woodland habitat as well.

Extensive preservation measures for individual trees are
presented in the EIR on pages F-13 through F15. Propose
practices such as minimally graded lots and utilization of
natural drainageways can reduce disruption of the natural

environment. However, even with implementation of these
measures, loss of trees will be inevitable with development of
the area. Additional measures which could be implemented to

reduce impacts on the oak woodland could include designation of
wooded areas as parks or preserves, or development of less
intense land uses in wooded areas. Because of the extensive
acreage of the Plan area which supports oak woodland habitat, it
is not realistic to preserve the entire woodland, and
consequently some of the area will be subject to development.
Examples of less intense or alternative land uses which should be
considered in the wooded areas include cluster housing or planned
development (PD). These types of land uses afford the developer
a greater amount of flexibility in roadway placement and lot line
designation. As necessary on a lot-by-lot basis, adjustments
could be implemented to avoid individual trees or desirable
natural characteristics. Implementation of PD measures generally
results in irregularly shaped 1lots of varying sizes, but
allow retention of a greater amount of the native vegetation.
Another approach which can be implemented to reduce impacts and
protect natural features would be to place development
restrictions on lots within the wooded portion of the site. For
example, construction on any designated lot would be restricted
to a specified "building pad" zone. Zones would be selected to
avoid sensitive areas and/or to protect larger blocks of
contiguous woodland area which could cover portions of several
lots. These zones would be designated on the subdivision map and
subsequent development restricted to them.
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Comment: The EIR should evaluate the historic value of the barn
located on the property, and if appropriate, recommend measures
for preservation of this structure.

Response: A qualified historian has evaluated the site and
determined that the barn structure is of historic significance.
Attached is a copy of the findings of the survey.

In summary, mortise and tenon, the technique used in building the
barn, has been common in Europe since the medieval period. It
was extensively utilized by the English, German, and Scandinavian
countries. Mortise and tenon peg barns and structures exist in
greater numbers on the east coast, midwest, and in Canada as the
early immigrants who settled these areas transported familiar
construction methods. By the time California was being populated
in the 1850's, the more time consuming mortise and tenon was lost
to the speedier butt joint method. The result is that there are
very few mortise and tenon pegged barns or structures in
California. The historian is aware of three other such barns in
northern California, all of which are in State ownership. There
are undoubtably other such structures which exist, but their
numbers are few which adds to the significance of the barn in the
Southeast Roseville Specific Plan area.

In light of the findings of the historic survey, it |is
recommended that the barn be preserved. Preservation of the barn
on the original site would enhance the historic value of the
structure. Preliminary examination indicates that the barn is
structurally sound, but will require some maintenance/
restoration work such as new siding, gutters, etc. Because the
barn is basically a useful structure, it would be appropriate to
utilize it in community. The structure could function as a park
facility, staging facility for horse or bicycle trips on area
trails, community center, interpretive center, maintenance
building, etc. Realizing that the current Specific Plan does not
designate any such uses for the site, relocation of the facility
rather than destruction should be considered. Since the
structure is the actual element of historic concern, it could be
relocated and still retain its historic character.

Since mitigation has not been proposed for the structure, the
EIR will be changed to reflect that destruction of the barn
would constitute a significant impact.
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LOWRY & ASSQCIATES
October 22, 1987

Coker-Ewing

Attention: Bill Cramer
2150-B Douglas Boulevard
Roseville, CA 95661

SE RNSEVILLE SPECIFIC SITE PLAN
EAST OF SIERRA COLLEGE BOULEVARD
(Johnson Ranch 392)

Eureka Road

Rosevilla, California

L & a No. 87-87

At the request of Rick Chavez with Morton & Pitalo, Inc., we have
been asked to review our Preliminary Geotechnical Report for
Johnson Ranch 392 (L & a No. 87-87), located in Roseville,
California. The purpose of our review was to determine if storm
and surface drainage water could be routed to permeable soil
layers below grade that would transport runoff water to recharge
ground water tables and lessen runoff from the property.

It is our opinion that the decomposed granite of the Rocklin
Pluton; and the cemented silty sands, sandy silts and clays of
the Ione Formation are of low permeability and not conducive to
ground water transportation. These formations cover
approximately 90-95 percent of the site. The Modesto Formation
located within an existing stream channel is of higher
permeability, but is of limited extent. 1In our opinion, this
formation is not capable of transporting expected flows of
surface water drainage generated by rainfall by any means other
than surface flows. This has been evidenced by formation of a
small creek in the area.

Thank you for this opportunity to be of service.

LOWRY & associates

SEAL
’A£23L2752;L;5222Q&ﬁj:;’ 0SSN,
= A\ .'.,......': "7{’ N,

-,

.
.

C. LEE LOWRY
Registered Geotechnical Engineer
No. 539

JOS:CLL: jm

xcs: (1)
(1) Morton & Pitalo, Inc./Rick Chavez

PO BOX 13340. 123 COMMERCE CIRCLE. SACRAMENTO. CA 288513 9168 323 9012



YOUNGDAHL
&ASSOCIATES INC.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS & CONSTRUCTION LABS
Project No. 87

26 October 1987

Coker-Ewing Company
2150 B Douglas Blvd.
Roseville, CA 95678-3899

Attention: Mr. Bill Cramer

Subject: SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC SITE PLAN
1987 AMENDMENT
All Parcels South of Douglas Blvd. and
West of Sierra College Blvd.
Roseville, California
PERMEABILITY STUDY OF ON-SITE WELLS FOR
STORM DRAIN DISCHARGE

Gentlemen:

At your request, YOUNGDAHL & ASSOCIATES, INC., has reviewed our
Geotechnical Investigation Reports and Grading Reports in order
to address the bedrock conditions and permeability
characteristics associated with potential utilization of dry-
wells as storm drain discharge points on the subject site.

During our review of existing in-situ lithologic conditions, we
noted that shallow bedrock conditions exist across a major
portion of the site. 1In several areas within existing stream
channels, the water flows have exposed this material at the

surface.

The northwestern portion of the site is capped, with the Mehrten
Formation composed of andesitic mud flows. These ancient
conglomerates, sandstones and breccia are strongly cemented with
a silicate matrix which is responsible for the low permeability
of this caprock unit. Below this caprock and over most of the
remainder of the property, the Valley Springs Formation is
predominant. This unit is underlain by the Ione Formation which
is exposed within the central area of the site and extends
easterly to Sierra College Blvd.

Sedimentary rock at the Valley Springs Formation is composed of
silts and sands within a matrix of cemented clays. Therefore, a
majority of the ground water within this unit is contained in

fractures.

During construction of existing developments, a number of these
fractures were intersected in underground excavations. Ground
water conditions were encountered within fractures and gravel
backfill was utilized to act as french drains.

3233-8 MONIER CIRCLE, RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIFORNIA 95670
SACRAMENTO (916) 638-8546 PLACERVILLE (916) 622-9290
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A potential recharge to these fractures from dry wells would be
damaging to development. Some cobble deposits are located within
the flood plains of the creeks ar the northeast portion of the
site. These materials are overlying the fractured bedrock and
all infiltration drains laterally through the material.

On this site, the oldest unit, the Ione Formation is composed of
quartzose sandstone and kaolinitic clays. The clay content is
very high which results in low rates of infiltration. All three
geologic units have infiltration rates which are much lower than
the minimum discharge from storm drain systems during average
recorded precipitation.

Due to a low permeability potential and possible damage to
existing developments, we recommend that dry wells are not
feasible as discharge facilities for storm drainage.

Should you have any questions or require additional information,
please contact our office at your convenience. :

Very truly yours,

DEY/TJK/gm o __~W
Copies: 4 to Coker-Ewing \EL Mo. 15586 T =
2 to Morton, Pitalo, Inc. X fro #5083 ®J



November 8, 1987

Mr. Robert Languell

R.C. Fuller Associates

5908 Fair Oaks Boulevard
Carmichael, California 95608

RE: Historic barn (Bithell/Eike Barn) located within the
SE Roseville Specific Plan

Dear Bob:

On October 25, 1987 at your request I inspected a barn located
within the SE Roseville Specific Plan area in order to check
its construction methods and condition, and to determine

its historic significance. You also requested suggestions

for adaptive uses for the barn. In addition, I spent some
archival research time to corroborate in the written documents
a construction date and individuals responsible for the

barn's construction. I also was able to talk with Gordon
Hutchings whose stepfather, Villard Bithell, once owned

the property and is credited with the barn's construction.

DESCRIPTION

The barn, which I will call the Bithell/Eike Barn, consists
of a rectangular structure approximately 48 feet by 35 feet
in width and length. The structure has a high gable end
roof covered with corrugated metal. Exterior siding is
board and bat (twelve inch board and two inch bat).

The barn is divided into three separate sections. The center
section of the barn contains a large open area. On each

side of the center section are smaller sections containing
built-in feeding troughs. At the rear of the barn (east
side) is a "lean-to" that contains a bunk area (double-walled
interior with three and one-half tongue and groove pine
siding) and an additional feeding area. This "lean-to"
appears to have been constructed at the same time as the
barn. On the north side of the barn is a covered, but open,
"lean-to" that appears to be a later addition to the barn.
The barn rests on a granite rock pier foundation. A cement
slab was added to the center section of the barn at a later
date. The barn still retains original hand-forged hinges

on the main doors. With the exception of some dry-rot around
the base of the exterior siding the barn is in remarkably
good condition.



SIGNIFICANCE

The real significance of the barn rests in its structural
framing. The framing consists of six inch by six inch wood
upright beams in the center portion of the barn with four

inch by four inch uprights along the north and south sections.
The wood framing members are secured by wooden pegs known

as mortise and tenon construction.

Mortise and tenon construction is significant as it has

been used since the medival days in Europe and was used
extensively by the English, German and Scandinavian countries.
This type of construction was also important in ship construction.

Mortise and tenon peg barns and structures exist in greater
numbers on the east coast, midwest and in Canada as the

early immigrants from England and Northern Europe who settled
in these areas transported familiar constructions methods.

By the time California was being populated by settlers in

the 1850's to the turn of the century construction methods
had changed. The more time-consuming mortise and tenon
construction was lost to the speedier butt joint method.

The result is that there were very few mortise and tenon
pegged barns or structures in California.

I know of three other barns of this construction in Northern
California and all three are in the ownership of the State
of California. Olompoli State Historic Park in Marin County
contains an 1880's pegged barn; Shasta State Historic Park
contains a pegged barn which also dates from the 1880's;

and Ahjumawi State Park near Burney Falls has a mortise

and tenon pegged barn. The barn at Ahjumawi State Park

is currently being stabilized and restored.

No doubt more mortise and tenon pegged barns exist, but
their numbers are few which adds to the significance of
the Bithell/Eike Barn.

THE ARCHIVAL RECORD

In my conversations with Mr. Hutchings he stated that the barn
was constructed by his stepfather Villard J. Bithell and his
wife Sophia in 1906. Mr. Hutchings stated that they hired a

man by the name of Louis Eike to do the actual construction

of the barn. In researching records it would seem to indicate
that the actual construction date of the barn was after 1910.

It should be noted that a construction date is only one element
that determines historic significance of a structure, and in the
case of the Bithell/Eike Barn the method of construction is

the major contributor of significance. With the names of Bithell
and Eike to work with, my direction was really to find out why
in 1906 or even after 1910 they would use a mortise and tenon
construction method versus the standard butt joint method.
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My archival research was mostly directed to city directories and
census records. I do not footnote my citations, but they are
available if needed.

VILLARD AND SOPHIA BITHELL

Villard James Bithell was a native of California, born in 1885,
and was 69 years of age when he passed away in 1954. At the
turn of the century he was living in Oakland, attending school.
He lived in Oakland until 1910, having various occupations
ranging from a company clerk to an accountant for a mining
company. Up to 1910 Villard Bithell had different addresses

in Oakland, but from 1905 to 1909 he lived at 1157 Castro Street
with his father Zack.

Sophia's maiden name was Eike and she also resided in Oakland

at the turn of the century. Sophia's younger brother was

Louis Eike, the man that is credited with the construction of the
barn. Sophia had different occupations, but primarily she

worked as a waitress in the years up to 1910. By 1907 Sophia

was living at 1013 Castro Street and one might assume that
Villard and Sophia met in the neighborhood.

The 1910 U.S. Census lists Villard and Sophia as husband and wife
residing at 1225 Linden Street, Oakland, California. Both were

25 years old and Villard was working as an accountant while Sophia
was not working at this time. Louis Eike, Sophia's brother, was
residing at their residence, was 22 years old, and listed his
occupation as a machinist. After 1910 the Bithells were no

longer living in Oakland and one assumes that they had moved to
the Placer County property. The assumption is that the barn

was constructed after 1910, after the Bithells married and

moved from Oakland to Placer County.

THE EIKE FAMILY

The question as to why a mortise and tenon pegged barn was
constructed in Roseville after 1910 rests in the Eike family
background. Sophia and Louis Eike were the daughter and son

of Hanson and Christina Eike who arrived in the United States
from Norway in 1880. The Eikes first settled in Iowa and later
moved to California. 1In addition to Sophia and Louis, the Eike's
had three other children all born in the United States.

Hanson Eike listed his occupation as a ship's carpenter, no

doubt gaining work at Oakland's shipyards. His son Louis in

his early years listed his occupation as a sailor, later as a
machinist. Hanson Eike's background in Norway, his stay in the
midwest, and his occupation as a ship's carpenter, certainly

would have made him familiar with a mortise and tenon construction.
His son Louis, who built the barn, no doubt learned these
construction principles from his father and this accounts for

their use in the barn.



- 4 -

The interesting aspect is that Louis Eike transmitted to
California after 1910 a construction method primarily found
in the midwest and on the east coast. This undoubtedly can
be traced back to his Scandinavian background.

ADAPTIVE USE

The Bithell/Eike Barn's condition allows for many adaptive uses.
If the barn and surrounding area was included in a greenbelt/
horse trail/hiking trail connection then the barn could serve

as a staging area for horseback riders. It could offer overnight
or short-term boarding of horses along with other equestrian
needs. Often horseback riding associations are willing to take
on the responsibility of stabilizing and restoring a structure
with little cost to the owner.

The barn itself could serve as a community center for any
residential development. It could be a center for public
meetings, events, parties or local fundraisers that would
support the community.

The barn could also be used for interpretation of mortise and
tenon construction, rarely seen in California. Additional
research would add to the interpretive background of the barn.

A final resort would be to move the barn. The siding and beam
members can be numbered and removed to a different site. How-
ever, moving a structure from its' original site does impact
its' historic significance, but is preferable to demolition.

SUMMARY

At this point the exact date of the barn's construction is

hot known. Research indicates, however, that the barn was
constructed after 1910. Regardless of the date of construction,
the Bithell/Eike Barn is significant in that it is a well-preserved
example of mortise and tenon construction which is very rare

in California.

If additional information is needed on the Bithell/Eike Barn
please feel free to contact me at 916-457-4889.

Sincerely yours,
(ﬂf>%1\ ﬂ@ﬂﬂax
H. John McAleer

299 Coloma Way
Sacramento, CA 95819
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE AMENDED SPECIFIC PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

This Comments and Responses document has been prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the City of Roseville and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of this
document is to address comments made on the Southeast Roseville
Specific Plan 1987 Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Report
dated August 13, 1987, which is appended by reference.

This document is composed of five sections: I. INTRODUCTION,
II. LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR, III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES, Iv.
LETTERS OF COMMENT, and V. APPENDIX. The format utilized is as
follows:

o Within the LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR section, each letter received is
identified. The commentor and his/her agency or affiliation
is identified, as is the date of the letter. Following this
identification, information is presented in three columns. The
first column is a reference number. Each comment has been
assigned a unique reference number. The second column is the
page number where a summary of the comment and the response to
that comment 1is 1located. The third column is a brief
description of the comment.

o Section III, the COMMENTS AND RESPONSES section, contains the
responses for each comment received. In order to minimize
redundancy, same or similar comments have been collectively
grouped and responded to in a single comprehensive reply. The
format of this section includes the collective comment, a list
of the commentors and specific comment reference numbers, and
the response. '

o The full text of each letter of comment is included within the
LETTERS OF COMMENT section. The reference number for each
comment is located within a circle in the left margin of the
letter.

o The APPENDIX contains materials referred to in the responses.

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE 1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES J y
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II. LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

Ccmnt Resp
# page Comment Summary

Roseville Planning Staff Report for PRC meeting of September 22,
1987.
1 7 DEIR should identify actions to make Plan consistent

2 10 Affordable Housing requirement should be calculated

3 10 Geology, entire area should be surveyed

4 11 Hydrology, increase in runoff not quantified and DEIR
should include drainage study as mitigation

5 14 Vegetation, DEIR should identify less intense land uses

6 15 Land Use, DEIR should include mitigation for powerline

7 10 Affordable Housing requirement should be calculated

8 16 Traffic, clarification of LOS C and consistency

9 16 Traffic, buildout analysis may be inappropriate

10 17 Utilities, DEIR needs to indicate additional easements

11 19 Schools, DEIR must address school needs

12 19 Parks, DEIR incorrectly assesses City-wide park need
and does not identify appropriate park mitigation

13 20 Parks, should discuss powerline recreation potential

14 21 Fiscal, there is an error in the Park Tax Fee

15 22 Growth Inducing Impacts require finding

Letter from Jerry Jackson, Assistant Director of Public Works
dated August 6, 1987.

16 22 Informational comment re: water service

Letter from Ed Mahany, Director of Parks and Recreation dated
August 21, 1987.

17 23 Parks, clarify calculation of park land increase
18 22 Parks, informational comment re: funding

19 22 Parks, informational comment

20 23 Hydrology, what floodplain will be dedicated

21 23 Parks, confused by parks "not in accordance"

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ‘4J y
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cmnt Resp
_#  page
22 23
23 23
24 22
25 22
26 22
27 22
28 22
29 22
30 22
31 22
32 22
33 22
34 23
35 23
36 23
37 23
38 22
39 22
40 22
41 22
42 14
43 27
44 22
45 23
46 23
47 23
48 22
49 22
50 22
51 22
52 22
53 23
54 23
55 22
56 23
57 23

Comment Summary

Parks, clarification of park land acreage proposed

Parks, dissatisfaction with proposed park sites

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment

Park/School site must be minimum 20 acres

Policy 22 & 23 missing

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment

Parks, proposed parks are inadequate in type and amount

Parks, where are neighborhood/community parks

Parks, only a single school/park site

Parks, is merit to using powerlines for trails

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment

Hydrology, concurs with dedication of floodplain

Vegetation, mitigation should include creative designs

Vegetation, vernal pools could be protected in parks

Parks, concurs with need for pathways

Parks, disagrees with statistics in Table Il

Parks, increase in park land should be 69.33 acres

Parks, where will pathways connect

Utilities, concern that new sewer line needed?

Informational comment

Informational comment

Informational comment re: other parks with ball fields

Informational comment, concurs with acreage deficit

Parks, acreage calculations for neighborhood/ community
parks are transposed

Parks, developer should contribute to City-wide parks

Informational comment re: pathways in Maidu Park

Open Space, will it be public or private

Hydrology, what floodplain will be dedicated to City

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE 3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES J Q
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cmnt Resp
# page : comment Summary

58 23 Visual, park land may have limited visual value
59 21 Fiscal, where does $462.2 thousand come from

60 21 Fiscal, discrepancy in Park Tax Fee

61 26 Archaeology, Maidu park should receive artifacts

Letter from City Clerk dated August 24, 1987.
62 22 Informational comment. DEIR placed in Central File

Letter from Roseville Fire Department dated August 27, 1987.
63 22 Informational comment. No comments on DEIR

Letter from Maynard E. Bean, dated August 31, 1987.
64 15 Land Use, concern re: powerlines on schools and homes

Letter from Town of Loomis, dated September 1, 1987.
65 22 Informational comment. Loomis will not be impacted

Letter from Noel A. Bonderson, Placer County APCD, dated
September 1, 1987.

66 25 Air Quality, DEIR adequately addresses impacts

67 25 Air Quality, important to identify CO hot spots

68 25 Air Quality, projects should conform to ambient air

quality standards prior to approval
69 25 Air Quality, dust controlled should be required
70 25 Air Quality, stationary sources must comply with APCD

Memorandum from Roseville Michael Dean, City Attorney dated
September 3, 1987.

71 14 Hydrology, is reference to Sutter County in error

72 11 Hydrology, explain increase in runoff

73 14 Hydrology, flood control district not formed yet

74 10 Affordable Housing, DEIR should calculate requirements
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Cmnt Resp
# page Comment Summary

Memorandum from David Dockman, Assistant Electric Utility
Director, dated September 10, 1987.

75 23 Informational comment, extension of electricity

76 23 Informational comment, req'd facilities and easements

Letter from Dorothy M. Alexander, dated sSeptember 14, 1987.
77 14 Vegetation, Oak trees should be protected

Letter from Eleanor Holladay, dated sSeptember 14, 1987.
78 23 Administrative comment, inadequate review period

Letter from Gordon Hutchings, dated September 14, 1987.
79 14 Land Use, oaks and historic barn should be protected

Letter from Thomas D. McMahan, Placer County Planning Director,
dated September 14, 1987.
80 26 Land Use, opposed commercial at S.C. Blvd/Eureka Rd.

Letter from R. W. Foust, Senior Civil Engineer, Transportation
Planning, County of Sacramento.
81 26 Land Use, DEIR should address Beltway Connector

Letter from Sandra Harris, dated September 14, 1987.
82 27 Land Use, Plan incompatible with Granite Bay area
83 29 Traffic, needs to address hazardous/toxic waste
84 25 Air Quality is worsening
85 27 Land Use, should provide lower density east of S.C.
86 27 Utilities, water should be more closely examined

Letter from Dr. Ron Feist, PhD., Superintendent Eureka Union
School District, dated September 22, 1987.

87 23 Schools, DEIR identifies new impact
88 23 Schools, proposal for school facilities

-/
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Cmnt Resp
# page comment Summary

Memorandum from Robyn Kain-Spedden, Administrative Analyst 1II,
City of Roseville, dated September 25, 1987.

89 23 Powerline towers are inherent liability exposures

90 23 Trees would have to be trimmed under powerlines

91 23 Building construction would expose workers to pwrlines
92 23 Lights would expose workers to powerlines

93 23 Kite flying would be a dangerous activity

94 23 Consideration of possible health effects

95 23 Towers represent "attractive nuisance"

96 23 SMUD is routinely served with liability claims

97 23 Towers represent "attractive nuisance"

98 23 SMUD requires indemnification

99 23 Opposed to any activity under powerlines

Letter from State Office of Planning and Research, dated October
2, 1987.
100 22 DEIR has completed CEQA review to State Agencies

Memorandum from Brian J. Smith, Chief, Environmental Branch,

Caltrans District 3, dated September 23, 1987.

101 29 Traffic volumes should be updated.

102 29 Roadways improvements will have to be required
including HOV lanes and soundwalls within the next 20
years

103 29 Not Caltran's policy to widen I-80 to 10 lanes

Memorandum from Gordon F. Snow, Projects Coordinator, Department
of Fish and Game, dated September 22, 1987.

104 27 Plan incorporates protection of 100 yr. floodplain.
Other riparian areas are unprotected.

105 27 No mitigation for vernal pools identified.

106 27 should require 50 foot setbacks on all streams

| , -/
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III. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment: The DEIR needs to identify mitigation for areas of
inconsistency between the proposed Specific Plan and the existing
General Plan.

Planning Staff, 1:

Response: The Specific Plan is suggested to be "Potentially
Inconsistent" with four, and "Inconsistent" with two policies of
the General Plan, as follows:

o Policy 17 of the Land Use Element establishes several criteria
concerning the location of commercial sites within the City.
One of these criteria specifies that commercial sites within
predominantly residential areas should be a minimum of ten
acres in size, and must contain a retail food market. The
proposed commercial parcel at the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard and Eureka Road is 6.6 acres in size, and
future commercial tenants have not been identified. The
determination as to whether this policy is inconsistent or
consistent depends upon the definition of "predominantly
residential", and the requirement that a retail food market be
required. As proposed, the commercial site is located at a
major intersection and is adjacent <to a 16 acre
wholesale/retail nursery. The property on the south side of
the commercial site is not within the Specific Plan area, and
development has not been proposed. Immediately across Sierra
College Boulevard from the site, a park is proposed within the
transmission line corridor. Otherwise, proposed surrounding
uses are residential in nature. A finding by the City may be
required to determine that the area is not predominantly
residential or an amendment to the General Plan may be
appropriate. Another possibility is to require that the
commercial site be increased to 10 acres in size.

o Policy 21 of the Land Use Element identifies guidelines for the
location of school sites. The Specific Plan has been
determined to be "Potentially Inconsistent" because the

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE 7 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ‘JJ Q
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proposed elementary site is located on Eureka Road, which could
be considered an arterial roadway. City General Plan policies
specify that "Schools should be located in an area that is safe
and easily accessible away from major street arterials". The
Eureka Union School District has indicated that the proposed
site is at a desirable location. In order to determine that
the school facility location is consistent with City General
Plan policy, the General Plan would have to be amended to allow
location of school sites adjacent to arterial roadways, or more
appropriately, to allow the acceptability of school sites to be
ultimately determined by the school districts.

There was concern at the time of writing of the DEIR, that one
proposed site was too near the existing power line corridor.
The current proposal by the Eureka District is to redesignate
this site from a 7-8 facility to an elementary school, thus
allowing location of the smaller facility farther from the
lines and in accordance with State guidelines.

The consistency of Specific Plan with the General Plan was
further in question because it was not clear that an adequate

number of school sites were proposed. Subsequent
correspondence with the School District has indicated that
adequate sites have been identified. The details of this

situation are discussed in a letter from Dr. Ronald Feist,
Superintendent of the Eureka Union School District, dated
September 22, 1987, and referenced as comments 87 and 88 of
this document.

Finally, as originally proposed, the proposed school site was
not co-located with a park facility as specified by the General
Plan. Since writing of the DEIR, a joint use facility is
proposed in conjunction with the new school site.

o The Specific Plan was determined to be potentially inconsistent
with Policy 1 of the Circulation Element which specifies that
roadways and intersections within the City must maintain a
Level of Service (LOS) of C. The ability to maintain a 10S C
at the intersection of Sunrise and Douglas Boulevards is
questionable. This less than LOS C situation is predicted to
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exist with or without implementation of the Southeast Specific
Plan. Nonetheless, the continued operation of this
intersection below LOS C represents an existing, and 1likely
continuing, inconsistency with the General Plan policy.
According to the consulting traffic engineer, specific
intersection improvements can be made which will bring the LOS
back to C as traffic increases and the LOS declines. However,
it is questionable if the C level can be maintained at ultimate
traffic volumes. A finding by the City may be required to
acknowledge this potential inconsistency.

o Policy 5 of the Open Space and Conservation Element specifies
that lands in agricultural production should not be developed
prior to less agriculturally valuable areas. None of the Plan
area is currently in agricultural production, and therefore, no
inconsistency with the General Plan technically exists.
However, a portion of the area is under Williamson Act
contract, and as such, is categorized as having agricultural
value. The "potentially inconsistent" recommendation was made
in response to the concern that Williamson Act 1lands,
regardless of their current use, might be considered
agriculturally viable by the City.

o Policy 11 of the Open Space and Conservation Element specifies
that adequate park and recreation facilities be provided for
all existing and future neighborhoods. As calculated by the
Park and Recreation Department, approximately 93 acres of park
land will be required to serve the Southeast Roseville Specific
Plan area. The developer has dedicated approximately 24 acres
to Maidu Park as a function of the adopted Specific Plan,
leaving a currently required balance of 69 acres. Since
preparation of the DEIR, the Specific Plan has been modified to
include the additional 69 acres. However, the proposed park
acreage is not appropriately distributed between City-wide,
Community, and Neighborhood park areas as specified by City
policy. A joint use facility has been incorporated into the
current plan which would allow for co-location of a future park
with the designated school site. Finally, the suitability of
areas within the powerline easement for use as park land is in
question. The DEIR clearly recognizes that the recreation
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potential of such areas is limited. The City has not adopted
policy concerning the suitability of such areas for
recreational uses.

o Policy 13 of the Open Space and Conservation Element specifies
that co-~located park and school facilities should be developed.
Since preparation of the DEIR, the Specific Plan has been
modified, and subsequently designates a park/school joint use
facility in conjunction with the proposed school site on Eureka
Road.

Comment: The DEIR should include calculations to show what the
Specific Plan's obligation to the City's Affordable Housing
Program will be.

Planning Staff, 2,7; Michael Dean, City Attorney, 74;

Response: Mr. John Sprague, the City staff person responsible
for preparation of the City's Affordable Housing program was
contacted concerning this comment, and has indicated that the
information included in the DEIR is as correct as possible at
this time. The currently implemented affordable housing policies
are not appropriate for application on a Specific Plan scale, and
cannot be used to determine the housing obligations for the
respective Specific Plan areas. The program currently under
development will specifically address the affordable housing
needs for the individual Specific Plan areas.

Comment: Geology surveys need to be completed for the entire
Plan area, not just the area being added to the existing Specific
Plan area.

Planning Staff, 3;
Response: At the time of approval of the already adopted

Specific Plan, it was agreed that the appropriate surveys would
be conducted on a project by project basis as individual portions
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of the Plan area were developed. This policy has been adhered to
by the developer and surveys have been completed for all areas
where development has been completed. Further, since preparation
of the DEIR, surveys have been completed on the remainder of the
area within the Specific Plan, and have been delivered to
planning staff.

Comment: The DEIR does not quantify the increase in runoff which
will result with development of the Plan area. The DEIR should
explain the increase in runoff predicted. The DEIR should
include a mitigation measure which requires preparation of a
comprehensive drainage study for each watershed within the Plan
area prior to development within the subject shed.

Planning Staff, 4; Michael Dean, City Attorney, 72:
Response: The DEIR identifies the increase in water surface

elevation which is expected to result from development of the
Southeastern portion of the City, including the Plan area, as

calculated in the Nolte study. Additional discussion is
presented in the appended letter from the project engineer,
Morton & Pitalo, dated September 25, 1987. The following

response is from that letter.

The "Nolte study," which is the most rigorous study prepared to
date for the City of Roseville, does not contain specific data
for the increased runoff from this particular project. The study
does contain data from which one can extrapolate information
which may be accurate and also may be highly erroneous. The
problem basically is that discussions typically center around
increases in the "peak" runoff. Peak runoff is something that
can be affected by increases in impervious areas (i.e., when the
runoff can no longer infiltrate into the soil) and the time it
takes for the runoff (from time of concentration) from several
different locations to travel to the area being studied. Thus,
one has to be very careful in extracting conclusions regarding
"peak" runoff since its impact at one location may be far
different than from another location downstream.
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An example would be to review the Nolte study and the material
quoted in the environmental impact report. On Linda Creek, just
upstream of its confluence with Cirby Creek, the Nolte study
indicates that the water surface elevation will be raised 0.9
foot for the 1% storm, from the existing condition to the
ultimate buildout of the entire upstream basin. In addition, the
report indicates the Q,,, flow rate for the existing condition is
2750 cfs, while the Q.45 flow rate for the future condition is
3990 cfs. One could argue that the increased runoff at this
point is 1240 cfs, or that the runoff has increased 45% over the
runoff exhibited for the existing condition.

However, if you extend this reasoning downstream and examine Dry
Creek, just downstream of its confluence with Cirby Creek, the
flow rate under the existing condition is reported to be 15,800
cfs, while the Q190 for the future condition is 17,250 cfs. The
difference for this particular example is an increase in peak
flow, in Dry Creek at this location, of 1450 cfs over existing
conditions, or a net increase of only 8.4%, while the drainage
basin draining into this location is increased from 16.5 square
miles to 77.33 square miles. Obviously, if each increase in
runoff was additive, at every location, there would be serious
repercussions.

However, the peak flows are time dependent - as you travel
downstream, you combine with flows from other areas which may
travel to that point faster, or slower, than the flow from your
particular basin. If the basins are of similar size, oftentimes
the individual peaks, at a downstream location, are similar and
therefore you seem to get a higher total increase in peak runoff.
Whereas as you move further downstream, the larger basins that
you connect with often have much slower travel times to a
particular point and therefore the peak flow from the subbasin
can reach the larger tributaries and travel through before the
initial, larger upstream peak hits the area in question. It is
for this reason that it has been stated in the past, it is better
to accelerate the flow so that it will travel through problem
areas and it will "beat" the peak flow from the larger. drainage
basins of Dry Creek.
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It is our understanding that the EIR for this project is charged
with assessing the impact of the 1987 amendment to the Southeast
Roseville Specific Plan. If one looks at this interpretation
strictly and considers the density changes from the original
specific plan on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard, to
the new densities on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard
and the east side of development, under the original specific
plan, have now been downzoned to single family developments.

' The proposed densities for the specific plan on the east side of
Sierra College Boulevard have increased from the existing zoning
of two acres per unit to a residential zoning of between 3.1 and
3.8 units to the acre. Thus, what we would see in the Linda
Creek drainage basin is a possible decrease in runoff from the
existing plan (on the west side of Sierra College Boulevard) and
an increased runoff for the specific plan area on the east side
of Sierra College Boulevard.

It appears that the increased runoff from this proposed amendment
to the specific plan will be small because of the offsetting
factors discussed above. If one were to examine the runoff
coefficients contained in the City of Roseville storm drain
manual for the parcels in question, you would find that the peak
runoff potential under the new proposed plan, at a point fairly
close to the project, would increase somewhere between 5% and
10%. Using the same City of Roseville storm drain manual for the
condition of increased peak runoff relatively close to the
project, the manual would indicate potential increases in peak
flows similar to those stated in the Nolte study at the
confluence of Linda Creek with Cirby Creek.

As mitigation for this proposed project, each individual project
within the Southeast Roseville Public Works Department, must
prepare a drainage study, as required by the City of Roseville
Public Works Department, to address each project's impact on
storm drainage in the City. As a result of this study, measures
could be implemented to speed up, or slow down, the flow
depending upon the conditions for the particular watershed under
study and the existing City policy for each watershed.
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Comment: Is the reference in the hydrology section of the DEIR
to "Sutter County" in error? Has a flood control district to
serve the southern Placer County area been formed?

Michael Dean, City Attorney, 71, 73;

Response: The reference to Sutter County is correct. Although
runoff from this Specific Plan area will not directly affect
Sutter County, runoff from other parts of the City do eventually
drain into Sutter County. Sutter County has formally requested
that upstream municipalities implement measures to reduce
flooding impacts. In response to Sutter County's request, as
well as a growing awareness of local flooding problems, several
of the municipalities in southern Placer County have met to
discuss an area-wide program to reduce and solve drainage issues.
Although a flood control district has been proposed, it has not
been formally created to date. :

Comment: The DEIR should examine alternative land uses which
could be utilized to reduce the impacts to the native oak
woodland areas. Less intense development densities should be
considered in this area. Measures should also be identified to
protect the historic barn in the area.

Planning staff, 5; Ed Mahany, Director of Parks and Recreation,
42; Dorothy M. Alexander, 77, 79:

Response: As discussed in the DEIR, lower density development
generally results in impacts of proportionally 1less magnitude.
As a result of the proposed density transfer, the impact of
implementation of the proposed Specific Plan on the oak woodland
of concern will be greater than that which would occur with
development under existing land use designations. Conversely,
impacts to areas west of Sierra College Boulevard where the
density is being lessened will be of a lesser magnitude. The
opportunity always exists to reduce impacts through development
of less intense land uses. Similarly, implementation of other
types of housing, such as cluster housing or implementation of
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the planned unit development (PUD) concept can be used to reduce
impacts. Substantial preservation can be achieved through
designation of park or open space designations to areas of
greatest sensitivity. Because of the indirect impacts associated
with the unavoidable change in character of the vicinity, the
impact on the oak woodland cannot be mitigated to less than
significant levels.

Comment: The DEIR should include mitigation measures to reduce
the exposure of future residents to electromagnetic fields
produced by the powerlines which transect the Plan area.

Planning staff, 6; Maynard E. Bean, 64;

Response: As discussed in the DEIR, there is no conclusive
evidence that the electric transmission corridor represents a
health hazard to the community, and therefore, no basis for the
determination of or the need for mitigation measures. The most
obvious mitigation measure would be the location of potentially
sensitive human activity at a given distance from the 1lines.
This is accomplished to some degree by the existing easement
corridor. The adequacy of the existing separation cannot be
evaluated as insufficient data exists. Similarly, how much
additional distance would be required, if any, for the
juxtaposition of a given powerline or lines to a given land use
of uses is problematic, and cannot be determined on any rational
basis yet known. The California Department of Education has, in
given instances, notably within the Plan area, recommended a
separation of 400 feet from the edge of the easement to
classrooms. Based upon the current evidence, this is a very
conservative recommendation. Application of such a policy to all
areas adjacent to power line easements would certainly have
serious economic consequences not so severely felt in the
isolated instance of schools. It therefore appears that
substantial additional information would need to be generated
before any specific recommendations could be made.
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Comment: Clarification on Service Level C and consistency with
the General Plan is needed.

Planning Sstaff, 8:

Response: Comments concerning the traffic analysis are responded
to in an appended letter from Fehr & Peers Associates. The
following response is excerpted from their letter.

For the City of Roseville, the Level of Service "C" shall be used
in determining the capacity of the freeway, arterial and
. collector street system. This shall mean that the average travel
condition in all of the City's principal travel corridors (as
defined by Screenlines A through O in the 1982 Roseville
Circulation Study) shall be at the middle of the range defined as
Level of Service C, or better. Individual street segments may
operate at the low end of Level C as long as alternative routes
are available within the corridor which operate at better than
mid-C. This guarantees that everyone travelling within the
corridor will have an opportunity to travel under mid-C
conditions or better if they choose to deviate slightly from
their ordinary travel route. It also means that individual
intersections may be projected to operate at Level D or E, as
long as either: 1) the intersection is predicted to operate
"under capacity" using long-range planning assumptions (as
defined in the Transportation Research Board, 1985 Highway
Capacity Manual, page 9-21), and can, therefore, be expected to
operate at Level C when the volumes actually materialize and
final operational improvements are installed, or 2) there are
alternate routes available in the corridor along which all
intersections operate at Level C or better.

Comment: The buildout analysis in the traffic study may be
inappropriate.
Planning Staff, 9;

Response: Comments concerning the traffic analysis are responded
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to in an appended letter from Fehr & Peers Associates. The
following response is excerpted from their letter.

The following table presents data on historic and projected
residential absorption rates in Roseville. The McDonald
forecasts were prepared in May 1986 by Angus McDonald Associates
and the City for use in the City's Capital Improvements Plan and
in the Specific Plan EIRs. This is the data used (with minor
refinements) in the Southeast Plan EIR for the plan itself and
for cumulative development. The historic Mcdonald Associates
data was prepared for and used in the 1982 Roseville Circulation
Study. This data indicates that residential absorption between
the present and the year 2005 will be about 900 units per year,
or more than ten times the absorption rate experienced over the
past 5 or 6 years.

For comparison, SACOG forecasts are also presented. These show
an absorption rate of about 1100 units per year. However,
because SACOG estimates a higher historic absorption rate than
McDonald, the SACOG future rate is about 5 times as high as the
SACOG historic rate.

The 2005 population forecasts from both sources agree fairly
well; each estimates about 73,000 to 78,000 total population by
2005. However, SACOG projects that the number of people per
dwelling unit will decline in the future, while McDonald
estimates that the ratio will remain constant at 2.6. Therefore,
SACOG estimates a higher dwelling unit growth.

Comment: The DEIR should describe additional easements and
facilities which will be required to serve the Plan area. The
DEIR should also include a mitigation measure which specifies
that a revised development agreement should be executed to
facilitate utility development.

Planning staff, 10;
Response: A description of the needed electrical easements and

facilities is provided in a letter from David Dockman, Assistant
Electric Utility Director. This information is provided as
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE
RESIDENTIAL ABSORPTION RATES

McDonald
Associates? SACOG
Historic Absorption
Dwelling Units
1979 - 9460
1980 ‘ 10,500 -
1984 - 10,610
1986 11,000 -
Growth (1979/80 to 1984/86)
Total 500 1150
Per Year 83 230
Projected Absorption
Dwelling Units
1984 - 10,610
1986 11,000 -
2005 28,0452 33,2003
Buildout 34,690 -
Growth (1984/86 to 2005)
Total 17,045 22,590
Per Year 897 1076
Projected/Historic Absorption 10.8 4.7
1 angus McDonald Associates, May 1986. (Basis for EIRs on

Northeast, Southeast, North Central and Northwest Specific Plans,
and 1986/1987 Roseville Capital Improvements Plan.)

2 per McDonald Associates forecast, projected 2005 population is
73,320, with 2.6 people per dwelling unit. Projected 2005
population from individual 1986/1987 Roseville Specific Plans is
77,760, with 2.6 people per D.U. (29,900 dwelling units).

3 Projected 2005 population 78,580, with 2.36 people per
dwelling unit.
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comments numbered 75 and 76 of this document. As requested, the
following mitigation measure should be added to the DEIR:

o The property owners within the Specific Plan area should
execute a revised development agreement with the infrastructure
improvements, easements, land dedications, and other
contributions to be made in return for land use.

Comment: The DEIR should indicate that the proposed amount of
acreage for the school sites is inadequate, and that this
represents a significant impact.

Planning staff, 11;

Response: As described in the letter from Dr. Ronald Feist,
Phd., Superintendent, Eureka Union School District, dated
September 22, 1987, two proposals for the 1location of school
facilities have been developed, either of which will provide
adequate school sites in the vicinity. The Specific Plan has
been modified accordingly, and now includes a joint use
park/school site which fulfills the requirements of the School
District and the PArk Department. This information is presented
as comments 87 and 88 in the appended letters of comment.

Comment: The DEIR inaccurately indicates that the lack of City-
wide park acreage proposed by the Plan is less than significant,
and does not identify appropriate mitigation measures. The DEIR
does not indicate any mitigation for the projected shortfall in
the proposed park acreage, nor does it clearly indicate
mitigation for park acreage proposed within the powerline
. easements which have low utility and desirability as park land.

Planning staff, 12

Response: The DEIR accurately states that adequate City-wide
park facilities have been developed to serve the southeastern
portion of the City. Maidu Park provides adequate facilities to
serve in excess of 30,000 people. City-wide park facilities are
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proposed to serve the northern and western portions of the City.
The DEIR does not state that the developer should be relieved of
the City-wide park obligation, but simply that adequate City-wide
park facilities exist to serve the southeastern portion of the
City, and implementation of this Specific Plan will not generate
the need for additional City-wide park acreage in the vicinity.
Since preparation of the DEIR, the Specific Plan has been
modified to include the required acreage of park land and a joint
use park/school facility. However, since the type of park
acreage proposed does not conform to the neighborhood park,
community park, and City-wide park descriptions as recognized by
the City, recreational impacts are still suggested to be
significant and not fully mitigated. Further, the City has not
clearly indicated whether areas within the powerline will be
acceptable, partially acceptable, or entirely unacceptable. The
DEIR clearly identifies the limited potential for recreational
use of the powerline easement, and states that depending upon the
acceptability of the powerline corridor as park land, additional
mitigation may be required. Adequate mitigation could consist of
acceptance of the proposed park land as proposed in the Specific
Plan; acceptance of the proposed park land plus additional
acreage, facilities, or fees; or designation of all park land
entirely removed from the powerline corridor.

Comment: The DEIR should discuss the utility of the powerline
easements as recreational area. What activities can occur? What
about the desirability of the area? Do the power utilities place
any limitations on use of the area? What type of liability would
the City incur?

Planning staff, 13;

Response: The restrictions on use of lands within powerline
easements are established by the State of cCalifornia and the
respective power utilities. Specific regulations would have to
be obtained from the concerned utility companies. Generally,
restrictions prohibit the construction of permanent structures or
facilities. However, improvements can generally include
extensive facilities including turf fields, trails, playground
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equipment, picnic areas, small 1lakes, and structures without
foundations. For example, an equestrian center with show ring, a
park situated around a man-made lake, a physical fitness trail,
and a community orchard are all proposed within the powerline
easement in the Treelake Village development located immediately
east of the Specific Plan area. Generally speaking, any
activity which has the potential to interfere with the
transmission facilities, or place the participant in a dangerous
situation, are prohibited. The desirability of use of such areas
has both pros and cons, and will 1largely be a subjective
evaluation by individual participants. The 1liability which the
City might incur as a result of use of these areas is beyond the
scope of this DEIR. However, a memorandum from Robyn Kain-
Spedden, Administrative Analyst II for the City of Roseville,
includes some information concerning 1liability issues. This
memorandum is referenced as comments 89 through 99 in the Letters
of Comment section of this document. :

Comment: According to the Park Department, Table M-3 contains an
error relating to the Park Tax Fee. The amount should be
$882,058 instead of $1,382,700. How was the 462.2 thousand
dollar figure (pertaining to the park and recreation budget)
derived in the fiscal analysis?

Planning Staff, 14; Ed Mahany, Director Parks and Recreation, 59,
60;

Response: The purpose of the Table is to identify the one-time
fiscal benefits which would be derived from the City as a direct
result of development fees assessed with development of the Plan
area. The discrepancy between the $1,382,700 identified in the
DEIR and the $882,058 identified in the comment, is the
approximate $432,000 credit granted for completion of Johnson
Ranch Road. Since the road has been completed at developer's
expense, the City has in fact already received the $432,000 in
question. Therefore, the comment would be correct to state that
approximately $882,000 is still forthcoming in the form of Park
Tax fees. However, the total benefit derived from Park Tax Fees
will be the $1,382,700. As discussed in the Fiscal Report, the
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projected future budget of $462.2 figure was derived using the
current expenditures per park relationship.

Comment: The DEIR does not specify whether growth inducing
impacts will be significant and if mitigation measures exist to
lessen these impacts.

Roseville Planning Staff Report for PRC meeting of September 22,
1987, 15;

Response: As discussed in the DEIR on page O-1, "Specific growth
inducing impacts associated with the Amended Southeast Roseville
Specific Plan are largely limited to on site impacts.".
Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan will increase the
number of residences and businesses on the site, and subsequently
the number of employment opportunities, the need for extension of
services, the improvement of transportation facilities, etc. in
the vicinity. However, this growth is within the 1limits
established by the General Plan and therefore is not anticipated
to create any unanticipated growth inducing impacts. Further,
since development is already proposed for the majority of the
area immediately surrounding the Plan area, off site impacts in
the vicinity are anticipated to be minimal. Based on these
conditions, the growth inducing impacts of the Specific Plan are
suggested to be less than significant. However, the aggressive
growth proposed by Roseville on a City-wide scale, coupled with
the predicted imbalance of the jobs/housing ratio, could induce
growth in other areas surrounding the City and should be
considered a significant cumulative impact.

Comment: The following comments on the DEIR were generated by
numerous commentors and provide additional information on several
topics.

Jerry Jackson, Assistant Director of Public Works, 16; Ed Mahany,
Director of Parks and Recreation, 18, 19, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33, 38, 39, 40, 41, 44, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 55; City
Clerk, 62; Roseville Fire Department, 63; Town of Loomis, 65;
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David Dockman, Assistant Electric Utility Director, 75, 76;
Eleanor Holladay 78; Dr. Ron Feist, PhD., Superintendent Eureka
Union School District, 87, 88; Robyn Kain-Spedden, Administrative
Analyst II, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99; State
Office of Planning and Research, 100;

Response: Since these comments are informational in nature, no
response is required. Each comment is included in its entirety
in the Letters of Comment section of this document.

Comment: There is currently a discrepancy between the designated
park acreage within the proposed Specific Plan and that
desired/required by the Park and Recreation Department. As
shown below, this acreage is calculated based on the requirements
for space for three types of parks recognized by the City: City-
wide, Community, and Neighborhood parks.'

City-wide Park 5.0 acres/1000 residents 51.5 acres
Community Park 1.5 acres/1000 residents 15.5 acres
Neighborhood Park 2.5 acres/1000 residents 25.8 acres

92.8 acres

As shown, the Park and Recreation Department has calculated that
approximately 93 acres of park land will be required to serve the
amended Southeast Roseville Specific Plan area. In addition, the
Park Department has indicated that area within the powerline
corridor may not be suitable for park development. However, some
of this area may be utilized for trails and possibly vernal pool
preserve areas.

Ed Mahany, Director of Parks and Recreation, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23,
34, 35, 36, 37, 45, 46, 47, 53, 54, 56, 57, 58;

Response: Since preparation of the DEIR, the proposed Specific
Plan has been modified, as shown below to include the amount of
park land determined necessary by the City (to + 0.1 acre).
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SERSP Proposed Park land

Park Type Size Location

City-wide 23.5 acres Maidu Park (Joint Use with

Park school site)

community 47.7 acres Powerline corridor east of

Park S8ierra College Boulevard

Neighborhood 9.0 acres Powerline corridor west of

Parks Sierra College Boulevard
12.5 acres Joint park/school site on

north side of Eureka Road

Although adequate acreage of park land (+ 0.1 acre) is now
proposed, there is a discrepancy as to the suitability of the
proposed parcels to meet the requirements of the three types of
parks identified by the City. As shown below, breakdown of the
proposed acreage does not agree with the calculated need for park
types as calculated by the City.

City Requirement Proposed Net
City wide Park 51.5 acres 23.5 acres -28.0 acres
Community Park 15.5 acres 47 .7 acres +32.2 acres
Neighborhood Park 25.8 acres 21.5 acres - 4.3 acres
92.8 acres 92.7 acres - 0.1 acres

As proposed, roughly 56.7 acres (61%) of the proposed park land
is located within the powerline corridor. In addition to the
existing joint use facility in Maidu Park, a second such facility
has been incorporated into the current plan which would allow for
co-location of a future park with the designated school site on
Eureka Road. Finally, the suitability of areas within the
powerline easement for use as park land is in question. The DEIR
clearly recognizes that the recreation potential of such areas is
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limited. The City has not adopted policy concerning the
suitability of such areas for recreational uses. Pathways within
the Specific Plan area are proposed to connect the trail system
in Maidu Park to the proposed park in the Treelake Village
project located east of the City. Such a connection is proposed
to utilize the powerline corridor.

As discussed in the DEIR, in addition to the designated park land
within the Specific Plan area, a considerable amount of open
space and floodway is proposed. All area within the 100 year
floodplain will be dedicated to the City as required. Open space
will include both public and private areas. Realizing that the
visual characteristics of the park may be compromised by
development of facilities, these areas as well as the floodplain
and open space, will help to maintain some of the native
character of the area.

Comment: The air quality of the region is deteriorating. The
DEIR has adequately modelled air quality impacts and includes
numerous mitigation measures. Modelling in the DEIR indicates

that CO hotspots may occur and a complete air quality analysis
should be submitted on individual projects. Individual projects
and future stationary sources should demonstrate compliance with
the ambient air gquality standards prior to approval. Dust
control should be required of all development and no unpaved
streets or parking areas should be allowed in new developments.

Sandra Harris, 84; Noel A. Bonderson, Placer County APCD, 66, 67,
68, 69, 70;

Response: Air quality monitoring and mitigation will be
implemented as required by the APCD to ensure that projects are
in compliance with air quality standards. Dust control will be

provided on all construction sites, and unpaved roadways and/or
parking areas are not proposed.
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Comment: Any artifacts located during the archaeological
investigation of the prehistoric site located within the Plan
area should be provided to the Maidu Park museum.

Ed Mahany, Director, Parks and Recreation, 61;

Response: The proponent is in agreement with this suggestion.

Comment: Placer County is opposed to location of a commercial
center at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Eureka
Road. In light of the commercial development proposed within the
County along Douglas Boulevard, it is felt that a center at the
proposed location is un-necessary and would be incompatible with
the residential land use in the vicinity.

Thomas D. McMahan, Planning Director, Placer County, 80;

Response: The proposed commercial center is intended to serve
the needs of the local community and allow them to avoid
accessing Douglas Boulevard which is expected to become a major
arterial roadway. The proposed commercial parcel at the
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Eureka Road is 6.6
acres in.size, and future commercial tenants have not been
identified. As proposed, the commercial site is located at a
major intersection within the Plan area, and is adjacent to a 16
acre wholesale/retail nursery. The property on the south side of
the commercial site is not within the Specific Plan area, and
development has not been proposed. Immediately across Sierra
College Boulevard from the site, a park is proposed within the
transmission line corridor. Otherwise, proposed surrounding uses
are residential in nature.

Comment: The DEIR should recognize the Beltway corridor which
has been proposed to traverse the Plan area.

R. W. Foust, Senior Civil Engineer, Transportation Planning,
County of Sacramento, 81;
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Response: Alternative 1-1 of the proposed Beltway connector was
identified as the most desirable alignment for the roadway
between I-80 and Highway 50. This alignment traverses the Plan
area. However, Placer County has gone on record as opposing the
connector, and implementation in the near future is not likely.
Continued growth in the region, including that within the
proposed Specific Plan area, will make implementation of the
Beltway more and more difficult.

Comment: The proposed Specific Plan is not compatible with the
character of the Granite Bay community. A lower density should
be proposed on the east side of Sierra College Boulevard. The
ability of the San Juan Water District to provide adequate
service to the area should be more closely examined.

Sandra Harris, 82, 85, 86;

Response: Comments noted. Letters from the San Juan Water
District and the City of Roseville Public Works Department are
appended the DEIR which discuss the agreement between the two
entities regarding the provision of water to the area.

Comment: Although the Plan incorporates measures to protect
areas within the 100 year flood plain, other riparian areas and
vernal pools are not proposed for protection. A 50 foot setback
should be required from all waterways. Verhal pools could be
protected within park areas.

Gordon F. Snow, Projects Coordinator, Dept. of Fish & Game, 104,
105, 106; Ed Mahany, Director, Parks and Recreation Dept., 43;

Response: Two alternative combinations of vernal pool preserve
and blue oak woodland preservation are included in the biotic
study prepared for the DEIR. Either of these alternatives are
recommended as being substantial enough to reduce the impacts of
the project on these resources to less than significant levels.
The proposed alternatives are presented in the following figure.
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Preserve Alternative 1 would require establishment of a vernal
pool preserve in the northwest portion of the site between the
commercial parcel and the project entry road from Eureka Road.
This alternative would require adjustment of the boundary of the
15.77 commercial parcel to accommodate inclusion of pools in the
preserve. This vernal pool preserve would be approximately six
acres and the blue oak woodland preserve would be approximately
10 to 11 acres in size. Preserve Alternative 2 is proposed in
the south-central portion of the Plan area and would consist of
approximately 22 acres, 16 of which would be blue oak preserve
and 6 would be vernal pool preserve. The developer favors
implementation of preserve alternative 2, however, the details of
such a mitigation measure need .to be worked out with the City
prior to their inclusion in the Specific Plan.

Comment: The traffic volumes presented in the DEIR need to be
updated. Roadway improvements will be required within the next
20 years and will 1likely have to include HOV 1lanes and
soundwalls. It is not Caltran's policy to widen I-80 to 10 lanes
between Roseville and Sacramento. Continually increasing traffic
volumes on area roadways may present other impacts, such as
transport of hazardous wastes, through the area. These impacts
need to be examined.

Brian J. Smith, Chief, Environmental Branch, Caltrans District 3,
101, 102, 103; Sandra Harris, 83;

Response: The volume of traffic predicted to be generated by the
Specific Plan has not changed, although it is recognized that
more current information on existing conditions is available.
Since the impacts and mitigation measures are focused on
providing facilities to serve the builtout plan area, volumes for
future conditions, and ultimate mitigation will not change.
Nonetheless, the City of Roseville does recognize that impacts
and mitigation measures will have to be identified on an
individual project basis as development continues. In order to
facilitate efficient transportation planning, the City proposes
to retain a traffic consultant to model City-wide traffic
conditions on a systematic basis. This City-wide traffic

/
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management program is proposed to allow the City to manage growth
of the transportation system as necessary with development of the
City.

The Specific Plan as proposed is not proposed to include land
uses which would require shipment of hazardous waste materials
which would endanger the community. However, as noted, increased
traffic from throughout the region on area roadways could include
shipments of hazardous wastes. It is assumed that such
shipments, if they occur, will be in accordance with pertinent
State and local laws.

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE 30 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES !j 9

_/



Iv.

SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE

LETTERS OF COMMENT

31

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ‘4" y

-/



.

ﬁ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT

PROJECT REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
SEPTEMBER 22, 1987

TEM ITII-A: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - SOUTHEAST ROSEVILLE
SPECIFIC PLAN.

REQUEST

Cartification of the Draft Envircnmental Impact Report for the proposed
zmendment o the Scutheast Reoseville Specific Plan.

Applicant: R.C. Fuller Associates
Property Owner: Southfork Partnership

BACXCGROUND

The Roseville City Council adopted the existing Socutheast Roseville
Svecific Plan in February of 1985. The Plan encumbers 637.4 acres scuth
of Douglas Blvd. between Rocky Ridge Drive and Sierra College Blvd. Ths
Svecific Plan calls for the development of 3798 units of residential
development along with aprroximately 136 acres of neon-residential lané
use. Construction of the initial phases of this Plan are currently
under way. B

In August of 1980, the City annexed approximately 367 acres of propertv
ezst cf Sierra College Blvd and south of Eureka Road. This parcel is
imzwn o3s the 3rcoXen Spur Trorerty and is contigueous with the existine
Scutheast Plan Arsz. Ths frimary property cwner in the Scuthszst Doi-
Area, Southfork Partnership, recently purchased this property. The
current request is to modify the Socutheast Plan to incorporate the
prorerty.

The Broken Spur parcel has an existing land use of .43 units per acr=.
It would yield 167 residential units. The property owner is proposince
to reallocate 783 units from the existing Plan Area onto the propert:;.
This will be accomplished by reducing mid-range densities in the )
existing Plan. No additional units are requested to be allocated to *=e
Plan Area. The amended Specific Plan would yield a total of 3,963
dwelling units.

It is the Project Review Commission's responsibility to review the
adequacy of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this projecz.
The Commission must determine if all of the relevant issues have been
adequately analyzed and addressed. In reviewing the Draft EIR, emphasis
should be placed on determining the comprehensiveness and accuracy of
the document in discussing possible impacts upon the environment. Are
the impacts adequately defined and analyzed? Have mitigation measures
been developed for the various impacts? Are these measures. sufficient
and can they reasonably be implemented? Have any issues been omitted?
Is further analysis necessary?
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To aid in the Commission's analysis staff has pointed out some areas
where it is felt additiocnal analysis is necessary. Also enclcsed are
copies of comments received to date from other agencies and departments.
Finally, staff has prepared a review checklist to allow Commission
members to make notes while reviewing the document. Staff does not
anticipate action on the EIR at the September 24, 1987 meeting. The ;r
consultant will need to respond to staff concerns, issues indicated i
the enclosed letters and any concerns which may come up durlnq publlc
hearlngs. These items should be addressed before the Commission
considers certification cf the document. taff is hopeful that %£hi
action could occur at the October 1, 1987 Commission meeting.

EVALUATION

It is staff's opinion that the E.I.R. has been prepared in compliance
with CEQA. There are, however, a number of areas where staff feels tha=
additional analysis or clarlflcatlcn is needed. This includes the
following:

A. GENERAL PIAN CONSISTENCY (pages C-11-through C-30)

The EIR indicates that the proposed Spec1flc Plan is inconsistent or
potentially inconsistent with policies in the General Plan Land Use,
Circulation and Open Space Elements. State planning law dictates tbab a
Specific Plan must be consistent with a jurisdictions adopted General
Plan. Where inconsistencies exist the Specific Plan must be amended to
be consistent with the General Plan or visa-versa. The EIR has not
indicated how these inconsistencies will be corrected. Mitigation
shiculd te examined in each case where an incensistencyv has been
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The EIR indicates that Specific Plan consistency with the Housing
Element cannot be determined until the City adopts its affordable
housing implementation program. This program is currently being
formulated by the Affordable Housing Task Force. t is staff's opinicn
that the Specific Plan's share of the affordable housing need should be
calculated now using currently adopted General Plan requirements. fTroxm
this the Plan's consistency with existing policy could be determined.

B. GEOILOGY (pages D-1 through D-4)

The geolcgical survey contained in the EIR only partially covers the
Plan Area. The EIR indicates that' a complete geological survey of the
existing Plan Area was not prepared. Only the property proposed to ke
added to the Plan has been surveyed. Although it is unlikely that
geclogical constraints exist on the unsurveyed portion of the Plan, this
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