RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

13.1 OVERVIEW

The Draft EIR for the proposed project was issued on September 15, 2003, and circulated for public
review and comment for a 43-day period that ended on Oclober 29, 2003, CEQA requires a review period
of 45 days for projects thal have been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by State agencies,
(Reter to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a)). During the public review period, the City received 33
written comment letters on the Drafl ETR, These include 13 letters received from State, regional, or local
public agencies or service providers; eight letters from organizations; two letters from comumunity
groups; and 12 letters from individuals. Table 13-1 provides the following information: (1) a
comprehensive list of commenters grouped by government agencics, organizations, community groups,
and individuals; (2} the comment Jetter number used to identify the commenter; and (3) the page number

of this chapter where those comments and responses begin.

The complete lext of The written comments, and the City’s responses to those comments, is presented in
this chapter. A copy of cach comment letter is followed by its response(s). Additionally, meeting notes
for the Public Utilities Commission, Park and Recreation Commission, and Transportation Commission
meetings, including oral responses to comments made at those mectings by City staff, are found
thereafter. Lastly, summarized notes from the Planning Commission meetings are provided at the

conclusion of this chapter.

Table 13-1 List of Commenters
: Comment Letter Follows
Lammenter No. Page Ne.
Government Agencies/Service Providers

Centar laint Unified Scheod District (3eptember 23, 20031, which includes the following attachment:

Attachment: 1, 1A 13-60

Lozane Smith, Attorneys at Law [September 13, 2002, comments on the NOF) (Comment Lettar 1A}
San luan Water District (October 7, 2003} 2 13-.74
Governar's Office of Emergency Services, Ronche Cordova Branch [Qctober 10, 2003) 3 13.78
Pacitic Gos and Electric Company {October T4, 2003}

Attachment: 4 13-78

“Greentield” Projocts Cost Ohligartons Fact Sheet [September 2003) (Mo response required)
County of Sacromenta, Separtment of Transportation {October 22, 2003) = 13-80
Placer Local Agency Farmation Commission (Ooioher 24, 2003) & 13-4
Califernio Departmant of Fish and Game {Octoher 24, 2003) 7 13-88
Califernio Bighway Parrel {Ooshar 27, 20030 2 13-102
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Chopter 13 Responses to Comments

Table 13-1 List of Commenters
: Comment Letter Follows
Commenter Mo, Page Ne.
State of Colifornia, Department of Transportation [Caltrans [Setober 29, 2003)
Attachments:
Intraduction ta the Transportation Concept Report (Mo responsa required}
Stote Route 45 Segment Foct Sheets (Mo response reguired) 9 13-104
District 3—5tare Route 70 Transportatian Concept Repart Foot Sheets (Mo response reguired)
State Route 80 Foct Sheets {Mo response required)
District 3—Stare Route 32 Tronsporiation Concepl Report Fadt Sheets {Mo response required)
City of Recklin {Terry Richardson) (Ooober 29, 2003) 10 13-1140
Placer County Air Pollution Cantrol Districr (Oatoher 29, 2003) iR 13-172
Placer County Department of Public Works (Qombier 29, 2003) 132 13-130
State of Califernia, Governar's Office of Planning ond Resaarch {October 30, 2003}
Attachment: 13 13-136
Deocument Details Report, State Clearinghouse Dara Base (Mo raspanse required)
Orgsnizalions
Sierra Foothills Audubon Saciety (Ed Pandolfine} (Ocober &, 2003 P4 '3-138
Sierra Cluby, Muother lode Chapter (Terry Davis) {Octobar &, 2003) iS5 F3-140
Sierrg Foathills Audubon Seciety [Ed Pandalfine) (Octoker 10, 2003) té 13-142
Califarnia Mative Plant Society, Redbud Chopter (Richard Hanes! [Octeber 14, 2003) 17 13-344
California Native Plont Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter (Mary Maoret) (Odeber 14, 2003) 18 13-154
California Alliance for Jabs {loseph Cruz) (Odeher 23, 2003 1¢ 13158
Sierra Club, Mother Llode Chapter [Terry Davis), and Sicrra RBeothills Avdubon Society {Ed Fancdelfines)
{October 28, 2003
20 13-160
Attachment:
References
Friends of the River {Ronald Stork} [Oetober 28, 2003) 21 13-212
o . . Communily Groups
Sun City Roseville Community Association, Inc, [Qotoher 20, 2003) 22 13-214
Placer County Taxpoyers for Quality Growth {Qctober 2%, 2003)
Attachments:
Resolution Ma. 202.94 of the Bogrd of Supervisors of the County of B Dorodo (Mo response reguired) 23 13-21¢
Resolutien Mo. 038-2003 of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bl Doradn {Ne respanse required}
Placer Parkway Corrider Pressrvation [No response required)
individuals
Law Office of 1. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jarding, Diomend Creek Partners, Lid, a4 13-292
|September 30, 2003
William D Kopper, Attorney ot taw, on beholf of Mr. Catclang, sro Collins, sr. Elliott, #r. Bain, ond Reseville Citizens 55 13.294
for Responzible Floming [Octobar 9, 2003) )
Richard Haones {October 14, 2003) 24 13-228
Sean Booth (QOctober 28, 2003} 27 13-230
lehn Ranleft [October 29, 2003} 28 13-242
Low Office of JoWilliom Yeares, on behalf of Stephen Des larding, Dicmond Eqguities, Inc., and Diamond Cresk
Partners, Lrd. (Ceteber 29, 2003), which includes the follawing artuchments:
Attachments:
Morth Rasoville Specific Plan Draft EIR selected poges (No responze reguired)
Water Forum Agreement Selected pages (Mo response reguired)
Federal Register Critical Habitat Matize and Critical Hobitat Map [No respanse required)
20, 29a, 290 13-254

Memarandum County of Flacer Planning Oeperiment ra the Boord of Supervisars [Mo response required)

Placer Parkway bulletin (Mo respanse required)

Excerpls from the Flacar Ronch Specific Plan BIR (Mo responss required)

Letter fram Diamone! Craak Parmers, Lt to Moyor Cloodio Gomear and Members of the City Coundl (Mo retponse
reguirad)

tnternational Enginecring Sevvices (Ooeher 28, 2003) (Commant Letter 264)

Kittelsan & Associotes, Inc, (Coraber 22, 20030 (Comment Lotter 2581
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Table 13-1 List of Commenters

. Commenl Letter Follows
Commenter Ne, Page Ma.
Jan MeKinsey (October 29, 2003) 30 13.304
Boyden, Cooluris, Livingston & Saxe PC, un behalf of Richland Roseville Ltd., Inc. {October 29, 2003) 31 13-308
KT Develapment Corporation (October 29, 2003) 32 13-310
Sondberg, Lo Puca & Dellinger, on behalf of Baseline PR, LLC [Octaber 2%, 2003} 33 13-314
Kim Touneh [Oefaber 22, 2003) 34 13-318

Willigm 0. Kapper, Attornay at Low, on behalf of sr. Cotalane, sr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Me. Bain, and Reseville Citizens
for Responsible Planning (October 28, 2003), which includes the following artachments:

Attachmants: 35, 354, 358,
Robbi 5, Keil (Ocober 23, 2003} (Comment Letter 354} 25C. 350 13-322

tartin, Rivett & Olson, Inc, {October 24, 2003) [Commeant Latter 358)
Carel W, Witham, Botanicol Consulting {Octeber 27, 2003) i Cowment Lettor 352)
rark E. Grismer, PhO. {Qctober 14, 20030 (Comment Lettor 3500

Public Hearing{s)

City of Reseville Joint Waorkshop of the Planning Commission, Public Ltilities Commissian, Transpartation Commission, and Parks and Recreation
Cammission {Septembeor 23, 2003) (Mo mecting nates provided)

City of Reseville Public Utilities Cammission Mocting (Septomber 30, 2003) {Maeting note: provided)

City of Reseville Parks and Eecreation Commission Meeting (Octaler 2, 2003] [(Mocting notes)

City of Reseville Transportation Commission Meeting {October 27, 2003) (Meeting notes provided)

City of Rascville Flanning Commiszion Meeting (October 9, 2003) [Measting notes provided)

City of Rosevilla Flanning Commission Meeting (Movember &, 2003} (Meeting notes provided)

City of Roseville Planning Commission Meeting (Movember 13, 2003} [(Meeling notes previded)

City of Roseville Planning Coammission Meeting (December 4, 2003) (Megting notes provided)

City of Reseville City Coundil Workshop (December 17, 2003) {Meeting notes provided)

City of Raseville Flanning Commissian Meeting (January B, 2004)

{MNao meeting notes providad, as the meeting will occur at the time the Final EIR 1s published)

City of Raseville Ciry Council Mesting {January 21, 2004) ltermtotive date)

{Mo mecting notes provided, as the mesting will oceur efter the Final EIR i published)

City of Roseville City Council Mesting {Fekruary 2004) {teatotive dotel

(o meeting notes pravided, as the mesting will occur ofter the Fnal EIR is published)

13.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

In accordance with Section 15088(a} of the CEQA Guidelines and Tublic Resources Code Section 21091,
this section of the Final EIR contains all comunents received on the Draft TIR during the public review
period, as well as the Lead Agency's responses to these comments. Reasoned, factual responses have
been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significanl ecnvironmental issues.
Detailed responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue; however, a general
response has been provided where the comment is relatively general, Where a comment does not raise an
environmental issue, or expresses the subjective opinion of the commenler, the comment is noted, but no
response is provided. For example, according 10 Seclion 153131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, economic or

social eflects of a project shall not be treated as significant cffects on the environment. Comments that are
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

outside of the scope of CEQA review will be forwarded for consideration o the decision-makers when

deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

As stated in Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, The adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of
what is reasonably feasible in light of factors such as the geographic scope of the project, the magnitude
ol the project, and the severity of the likely environmental impacts. As further expressed in Section 13151
of the CTQA Guidelines, “An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be

I

exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.

CEQA does not requite a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation requested by commenters, When responding, o comunents, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. [n addition, as stated in
Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, “Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate,
but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have

looked nol for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

13.2.1 Topical Responses

Topical responses are provided where there were several public comments that address a particular
issue. Specificatly, topical responses ave provided Lo address the following general comments:
A. Mitigation Lands
B. Adeguacy of Public Review Period
Adequacy of Draft RIR
Affordable Housing
WRGSP Open Space Management Plan

- m d oo

City/LSEFWS Memorandum of Understanding and Placer Legacy Coordination

O

Water Supply

=

Roseville Energy Park
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& Topical Response A
Off-Site Mitigation Lands

Topical Response A
- wa_{_-er'fe Mitigation Lands

The Applicants are in the process of acquiring the Yankee Slough and East Sheridan propertics identified

on Figure 47-4 (page 4.7-35) of the Final EIR and will acquire other mitigation sites, as described on

page 4.7-71 of the Final EIR.

Fach of the miligation properties provides habitat and landscape for mitigation of prime [(armland,

wotlands/vernal pools, Swainson’s hawk, or a combination thereof. The following Table 13-2 outlines the

location, mitigation polential, and Applicants’ actions to acquire each of the properties.

Table 13-2

OH-5ite Mitigation Properties

Yankee Slough

East Sheridan |

Location

The Yankee Slough property is
located east of Highway 65, north
of Coon Creek, souvtheast of the
tewn of Sheridan. Site has been
dry farmed and wifl be restored to
its landscape of vernal

pool /grasslands.

The East Sheridan
property is located
east of Highway
65, south of the
Bear River,
nertheast of the
town of Sheridon,

Other Miligalion SHes

Other mitigation sites could include
portions of Reason Forms property or
other sites in Placer County,

Prime Farmland
Mitigation

Site does not include prime
farmland suitabkle for mitigation.

Site does not
include prime
farmtand suitable
for mitigation.

Applicants will identify ond place
deed restrictions/conservation
easement on 22.4 acres of prime
farmland prior to impacting on-site
prime farmland.

Vernal Pool
Mitigation

Froject will rastore approximotely
43.00 acres of vernal pools and

Project will
preserve 25.48
acres of varnol
pools/swales at
East Sheridan site.

{Restoration | preserve 1.2 acres of vernal
and | pools/swales at Yankee Slough.
Preservation)
Swainson’s | Yankee Slough site will provide
hawk | 690.22 acres of Swainsen’s hawk
Mitigation | mitigation.

Mo additional property is needed for
off-site wetland and vernal pool
preservation and /or restoration
although the additional mitigation sites
may result in inadvertent preservation
of existing vernal pools and wetlands.

No Swoinson's
hawk mitigation will
accur on the East
Sheridan site.

878.75 acres of Swainson's hawk
mitigation lands will be acquired in
south Placer County to the extent
feasible. Mitigation lands may include
portions of Reason Farms or other
locations suitable for Swainsen's hawk
mitigation,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Table 13-2 Off-Site Mitigation Properties
- Yankee Slough East Sheridan Other Mitigation Siles
Applicants | For vernol pool and wetlands Applicants in Applicants will acquire B78.75 acres
Actions to | acreage, Applicants paid contract to of additional Swainson’s hawk
Acquire Sites $2,200,000 and balance of §1,1 purchase property. mitigation properties consistent with
million due on February 2, 2004. Applicants paid the phasing of development in the
Applicants in contract to purchase $2,150,000. WRSP. These properties could include
731 acres that include 690.2 acres | Balance of portions of Reason Farms and othar
of Swainson’s hawk foraging $2,150,000 due suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging

habitat along the Coon Creek February 2, 2004. habitat,
carridor from Conservation
Resources {contract doted July 14,
2003). Paid 5700,000 on this
purchase, with balance due on

February 2, 2004.

The City has carefully considered the appropriate location for off-site grassland preservation to mitigate
for impacts to Swainson’s hawk and winter migrant bird species foraging habitat. The Final EIR's
grassland habitat mitigation plan combines both on- and off-site preservation with active monitoring,
and adaptive management to ensure that related impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels
under CEQA. In addition, funding (e.g, an endowment) for management and monitoring of all
preservalion areas in perpetuity {on- and otf-site) will be provided, consistent with terms and conditions
of the project’s federal Clean Water Act—Section 404 permit and preserve area Operations and
Management (O&M) Plans. Maintenance obligations would also be funded through a Community

Facilitics Dhislrict.

As parl of The phasing of the project, the Cily will require the applicant to use best efforts to acquire
mitigation land in Placer County, if feasible, but will accept suitable land elsewhere in the Sacramento
Reglon within the natural range of the Swainson’s hawk and other winter migrant species, Performance
criteria for such land will incjude the following requirements: (1) provides good replacement habitat
value (generally contains dry upland grassland); (2) provides significant contiguous area for nesting and
foraging; and (3) there are nesting hawks within a reasonable vicinity of the land to be selected {i.e.,, 18-20
miles). These performance standards will ensure adequate mitigation for impacts to Swainson's hawk

and other migrating bird species even if the land to be protected is oulside of Placer County.

The bird species that utilize grasslands found on the WRSP project site are known to migrale great
distances and forage over large arcas withoul consideration of geopolitical boundarics. For example, per
California Department of Tish and Game guidelines ‘Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo stainsoni) in the Central Valley of California® (November 1994), Swainson’s

hawk forage 18 to 20 miles from their nesting sites, A requirement limiting habitat preservation to Placer
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County would impose artificial boundarics on the natural range of these birds. Because these species
have a large range, preservation of habitat within the generat “flyway” would provide accessible
mitigation to Swainson’s hawk and other migratory birds and would provide long-term habitat benefit,
It is also known that hawks will move to nest in other areas {and in doing so, routinely ignore artificial
human jurisdictional boundaries), often quite a distance from the nesls they used previously. The City's
approach to mitigation is consistent with the recent Sunsct Ranchos project in Rocklin and allows for

flexibility when considering the feasibility of acquiring preservation lands,

The Gity’s preservalion program is also conservatively protective in its approach and purposefully
underestimates the foraging value of the on-sile preservation of acreage in open space. For example, in
terms of habitat valuc, the City is giving the applicant only partial “credit” for the 699.3 acres on site that
is being preserved in open space. Specifically, credit is being given only for the two largest open space
arcas within the plan: parcels F-80 (132+ acres) and W-81 (263+ acres). These preserve areas, which total
395+ acres combined, will remain largely undisturbed and, per the Q&M plan, will be monitored and
managed [or avian species value in perpetuity. No grassland mitigation credit will be given for WRSP
inferior on-site preservation, which amounts to 304.3 acres, even though these additional preservation
arcas are mostly contiguous and are known to have supported a Swainson’s hawk nest and other

grassland dependent specics.

Similar open space areas located within the existing developed arcas of Roseville (e.g., Sun City) are also
known to contain Swainson’s hawk nests and associated grassland species. Nesting is generally
considered a more sensitive aspect of Swainson’s hawk life cycle than foraging. The existence of active
Swainson’s hawk nests within these smaller urban preserve areas strongly suggests that such arcas do
retain considerable value as preserved habitat. In the past, the CDFG has also recognized the value of
smaller grassland parcels located within the existing City and mostly surrounded by urban development
to be Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. For example, in a letler from CDFG to the Roseville Planning
Department daled October 11, 2002, the CDFG contends that a 36-acre parcel proposced for development
containing vernal pool/grassiand habitat was considered suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk.
This parcel was located in a developing portion of the City, was surrounded almost entirely by existing
development including Highway 65. The property was comparably much smalier and more isolated than
the WRSP open space system and was nol managed for wildlife benefit. Nevertheless, CIDFC considered

this smaller and more isolated parcel as foraging habitat.

The total acreage of the on-site preserve provides adequate buffering between the urban uses to the east
and south and the preserve uses to the north and west. Some commenters have suggested that a 250-foot

butter should be subtracted from the on-site preservation credit caleulations, an area totaling 116 acres,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

The City has determined that a 250-foot buffer is not necessary lo provide additional protection for
foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawlk and other grassland species. The Swainson's hawk tends to be
very opportunistic when foraging, as can be witnessed when they are hovering immediately behind a
tractor plowing a ficld. Swainson’s hawks are also observed foraging in small patches of open grassland
immediately next to reads, residential subdivisions and other areas subject to human disturbance and
urban uses (Birds of North America, No. 265, 1997' A, Sidney England, Marc J. Bechard, and C. Stuart

Houston).

While a 250-foot buffer may be appropriate for the protection of vernal pools, which can be indircctly
impacted by urban-influenced changes in hydrology and drifl from airborne pesticides and herbicides
(atfecting aquatic invertebrates and vernal pool flora), grassland habitat, which is largely comprised of
non-native grasses, is not as sensitive as vernal pools to indirect impacts. Cenerally, the hawks will
forage where prey (i.c., rodents) s abundant and readily available. Other than housecats, there are fow
activities related to the proposed development that would be expected to indirectly, adversely affect
rodoents, which are the main food source for Swainson’s hawks. The size of the area is not as critical as the
abundance and availability of prey. Fencing and prohibition of active recreational uses in the preserve
area will buffer the preserve from the urban portions of the project. In addition, implementation of a
vegetation management plan will allow the open space to retain the existing toraging value. Thus, there
is no basis to exclude additional acrcage [rom the preserve calculations. A 250-foot butfer, even {f
established in a physical sense, would still provide foraging habitat and should be included in the

credited preserve calculations.

The locations of parcels F-80 and W-81 arc also well positioned to allow for the potential westerly
expansion of these habitat preserve areas, a potential for which the applicant is not being credited, but
which i fact is the case. The 1,700-acre site of the planned Reason Farms stormwater retention facility,
which is contiguous wilh the westernmost on-site open space preserve, will also provide extensive
additional foraging habitat tor the Swainson’s hawks that utilize existing local nests. Preservation of
these areas in the context of development proposals is consistent with Placer County’s Draflt
Conservation Strategy that states that some lands within the Alternative 2 “development opportunity”
area may be suitable for conservation and may be incorporated in on-site mitigation or impact avoidance.
On-site preservation in these areas is intended lo complement larger areas established as part of the
NCCP/HCP. Consistent with the Draft Conservation Strategy, the WRSI open space configuralion could
establish an eastern boundary for the formation of a larger block of landscape level conscrvation
planning. Lands that are located to the south ol Reason Farms and west of the WRSP are not being relied
upon as a means of mitigating project impacts and, in fact, the City would lack jurisdiction to require or

implement such expansion. Nonctheless, the proposed General Plan Growth Management Policy
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Nuraber ¢ would encourage Placer County to establish an open space area to enhance and augment the

City's western open spacc.

The requirement that the applicant protect the WRSP preserve arcas at the western boundary of the
project site, however, makes western expansion of the preserve area possible as part of any adjacent

development proposals or as part of a comprehensive NCCP/HCP.
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#¥ Topical Response B
Adequacy of Public Review Period

A number of comments requested an extension of the public review period for the Draft EIR. Under
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the normal public review and comment period for a Draft EIR is
45 days (refer to Public Resources Code Section 21091(a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15205(d), and Office
of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse Handbook [“the standard review period for a Draft EIR
submitted to the State Clearinghousce is 45 calendar days”]). Consistent with these requirements, the
Draft EIR for the proposed project was circulated for a 45-day public veview period beginning on
Seplember 13, 2003, and ending on October 29, 2003, at 5:00 .M. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR
was published in the Press Tribune (printed September 13, 2003} and the Sacramento Bee {printed on

September 15, 2003).

In addition to the public review period for the Dralt EIR, there have been and will be opportunities for
the public to provide wrilten or oral testimony relalive to the proposed project after the circulation
period of the Draft EIR. While CEQA does not require formal hearings or meclings at any stage of the
environmental review process, consistent with Roseville’s practices, the Citv provided numerous
opportunities for public involvement at the following mectings:
m Tublic workshop held on September 23, 2003, which was a joint workshop of the Planning
Commission, Public Ulilities Commission, Transportation Commission, and Parks and Recreation

Commission, held for the purpose of informing the public and the decisionmakers regarding the
various components of the proposed project

m Public Utilities Commission meeting held on September 30, 2003, during which formal public
testimony was recetved

B Parks and Recreation Commission meceting held on October 2, 2003, during which formal public
testimony was received

m Transporiation Commission meeting held on October 21, 2003, during which formal public
testimony was received

m Planning Commission meeting held on October 9, 2003, during which formal public testimony
was received

a Planning Commission meeting held on November 6, 2003, during which formal public testimony
was received

s Planning Commission meeting held on November 13, 2003, during which formal public testimony
wits Teceived

m Planning Commission meeting held on Decemboer 4, 2003, durting which {ormal public testimony

W recel V()L’.‘l
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_Adequacy of Public Review Period

s Planning Commission meeting held on January 8, 2004, in order for the Commission io provide a
recommendation to the City Council on the project (no public testimony 1s anticipated to be

received during this meeting as the public hearing was closed on December 4, 2003)

m City Councdl workshop held on December 17, 2003, during which formal public testimony was

recejved
m ity Council meeting tentatively scheduled to be held on January 21, 2004, during which formal
public lestimony will be received
m City Council meeting tentatively scheduled to be held in February 2004, during which formal
public testimony will be received
There was also an opportunity for public commenl during the public review period of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR. Consistent with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the NOP for was
circulated for a 30-day review period that began on August 16, 2002, and ended on September 16, 2002. A
Public Scoping Meeting was held on Augusl 29, 2002, to accept comments on the scope and contents of

the Draft TIR.

During the public review period, copies of the Draft FIR were distributed to public agencies through the
State of California, Office of Planning and Research. The City also distributed the document to
approximately 290 individuals, agencies, and organizations. Copies of the Draft EIR were also available
for review at the City of Roseville Planning Department and at two local libraries {Roseville City Library
and Maidu Branch Libraty), as well as at the Placer County Main Library Iocated at 350 Nevada Street in

Auburn, California.
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Topical Response C
Adequacy of Draft EIR

Several commenters stated that consideration of the EIR should be delaved until it is revised m

accordance with the suggestions of the commenter and recirculated for additional public review.

Under CTEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 and Public Resources Code Section 210921, recirculation of a
Dratt TIR is only required when “significant new information” is added to the EIR atter public review
but before cerlification of the Final EIR. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” for
recirculation purposcs unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for
example, a disclosure showing that:

{1} A new significant environmental impact would resubt from the projec or from a new mitigation measure proposed
1o be inplemented

(21 A subslandial increase in the severity of an enviromnental impact would result anless mitigation measures arc
adopted that reduce the impact o a level of insignificance

{3] A teasible projoect alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would
clearly Tessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents Jdecline to adopt it

{47 The Draft FIR was “so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature™ that meaningful public
review wd commment were precluded

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clartfies or amplifies or

makes insigniticant modifications in an adequate EIR.

As the responses to comuments on this EIR do not involve new information indicating the existence of a
new or substantially more severe significant environmental impact not previously addressed {or a
feasible mitigation measure or project alternative that would clearly lessen the project’s significant
environmental cffects that the Lead Agency has declined to adopt), none of the conditions requiring

recirculation of the EIR has been mel; therefore, recirculation is not necessary or warranted.
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Topical Response D

Affordable Housing

The City of Roseville concurs that affordable housing is an important regional issue and the City lakes
this obligation scriously. Housimg supply and affordability are addressed commencing on page 4.2-5 of
the EIR. As the Draft EIR indicates, the Cily of Roseville is a major producer of affordable housing in the
region due to the application of successful affordable housing programs. Since 1988, Roseville has had a
10 percent Affordable Housing Goal for all new residential development. As Table 13-3 shows, during
the 1990s Roseville contributed 22 percent of Ihe region’s affordable housing and 14.5 percent of its total

units.

The City and Placer County entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) setting forth
principles to promote inleragency cooperation and to toster cooperative long-range planning for the 2-
mile area west of Roseville known as the “Transition Area,” which includes the project site. The MOU
acknowledges that development applications may be filed in either jurisdiction. Exhibit “C” of the MOU
cites the development standards that cach jurisdiction would follow unless formal written notice is
provided to the other agency. The MOU shows a 10 percent affordable housing standard for both
agencies. SACOG also provides projections to determine Regional Housing need, and the State
Department of Tlousing and Community Development (HCD) uses that information when considering
and reviewing local housing clements, Roseville’s Housing Element was certified in compliance by HCD
on October 30, 2002, While SACQOG recommends that a higher percentage of units be set aside for

affordable housing, the City and County have not, nor are lhey obligated to, adopt those same standards.

The SACOG Blueprint helding capacity projections identified in the Yeager Qctober 20, 2003, report to
the Placer Board of Supervisors shows Roseville’s buildout population at 139,429, including the
population gencrated by development of the WRSP. The WRST provides an appropriate place to develop
housing since it is adjacent to existing Cily services and infrastructure that are proximate to the jobs in
south Placer County. SACOC projections from 2000 show that the six-county region will grow by 800,000
people b}-’ the vear 2020 and that employment will almost double in Placer Cotinty during this period,
with the vast majority of new jobs being created in the South Placer area, The City recognizes that to
mect the SACOG growth projections outlined in the Blueprint Project for Flacer County by the year 2030,
141,000 additional units must be provided in Placer Counly alone. This growth will be accommodated
lhrough a combination of greenfield and infill development. The City is an active parlicipant in
developing SACOG Blueprint alternative scenarios to accomumodate regional growth in a manner thal

facilitates transit options, provides affordable housing, and preserves open spacc.
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Table 13-3  New Construction ond Units Regulated for Affordability in Six-County Region 1990-2001

Very-Low % Low (£} % of
MNew Units Very-low of Total Tolal
Completed Income Completed Low | Completed Tatal VLIjL VLI/L % of
Lounty Jurisdiction [3990-2001) Units Units Linits Units Units Total

Bl Dorade

Placerville 537 129 24,48% 27 5.12% 156 29.60%

Unincorporated 12,045 28 0.23% 21e PR 247 2.05%
Placer

Auburn &92 142 14.74% &% 0.97% 171 24.7 1%

Calfax 142 2 0.00% o] 0.00% a 0.00%

Lincoln® 4,771 34 0.75% 171 3.58% 207 4. 345

Loomis 230 u] 0.00%% 0 Q.00% a 0.00%:

Rocklin® 9,854 36 0.37% 194 1.97% 230 2.33%

Raseville™ 21,642 aré 1.44% 1441 &.66% 1757 B.12%

Unincorporated® 8,744 —‘02 1.17% 115 1.32% 27 2.48%%
Sacraments

Citrus Heights 207 o 0.00% 0 0.00% Q 0.00%

Elk Grove 1,199 o 0.00% o 0.00% 3l O.00%:

Falsom 10,328 O 0.00% 8] 0.00% Q 0.00%

Galt 3,225 g4 2.60% 54 1.74% 140 £.34%,

lstetan ¥ 1] 0.00% ] 0.00% Q 2.00%

Seeromento® 12,232 B4 7.23% 344 2.871% P28 10.04%

Unincorporated® 44,011 F49 2.146% 1036 2.35% Y985 £.31%
Sulter

Live Qak 337 4] 0.00% Q Q.00% Q 0.00%

Yuba City 3,089 30 0.97% o] 0.00% 30 0.97%

Unincorporated 2,644 Q - 0.00% a 0.00% 8] 0.00%
Yolo

Dervis 5,456 437 8.01% 409 7.500% 8446 15.51%

West Sacramenta® 1,434 344 24.13% &1 4.25%, 407 28.38%,

Winters 32 73 23.32% 41 13.10% P14 36.42%

Wasdland 2177 58 2.66% 281 12.921% 339 15.57%,

Unincorporaterd 614 a 0.00%, ol 0.00% 0 2.00%
Yuba

Moy sville 29 a £.00% o] 0.00% 0 2.00%

wheatland 1048 24 232.44% Q 0.00% 24 22.64%

Unincorporated 2,682 a 0.00% 0.00% 8] .00
Totals 148,820 3634 2.44% 4464 300% | BOE | . 54%
Estimated Annual Production 13,529 330 2.44% 408 3.00% 736 5.44%,
NOTES:

1. Asterisks indicoted housing completion data chroined ciredly from jurisdictions; the balances were shitdined from 345006,
The numbers ef completed new construction units reported directly by furisdictlons were blgher than SACOG s
The wndercount probakbly rezulted fram dzloys in reporting to SALCG.

2. When complere noome doro woas not availon’e for mortgage reveaue bond projects, all units were considered very low or low-income rather *han & parton
unrestricted.

3. El Dorado County does nat includs South Lake Tahos.

2. The Cty of Wheatand's 24 units ore under a USEA Program, ¥ there cre ne WL residents availakle, the units ore then offered to low income residarnts.

5. Davis' cffordoble housing ‘ncludes single-family, mulsifamily, coops, student hawsing, and bed counts; because regulatary agreements ond income status coutd ret be
obtained in the Hime avoicble, all tox credit units wers counted o= very low ircome. The nan-tax credit univs divided evemy botween low ncome and mederore income,

G Yoo Sy and Morysy e devere most of their COBG ond YICME oudgets *o rehol and 15 Tirme Home $uyers progroms

7. Galr afferdable units are cstinated.

SOLRCE: Socramento Vodey Housing Coalitian, Dece.r.r'.‘.;c:r. Z, 2002] T

13-14




Topicol Response D
Affordable Housing

In this conlext, The WRSP would not result in a significant impact on affordable housing. Rather, it would
provide a new supply of both market-rate and affordable housing. First, it would provide 8,430 market-
rate and aftordable residential units that will improve the regional housing stock for all income levels
and, in turn, help balance the supply and demand for housing in the region. Second, the WRSP has been
designed to accommodate affordable housing. Third, 10 percent of all the units have been designed to
meet affordability criteria for very low-, low- and middie-income households, consistent with the City's
housing and General Plan policies and the City/County MOU commitment. The atfordable housing units
will be provided throughout the development, rather than clustered in one area. In addition,
approximately one third of the residential units in the WRSP will be medium to high density, which,
while not necessarily income restricled, will provide a more affordable oplion in comparison lo low-
density single-family housing. Fourth, residential use would be allowed in the proposed WRSP
community commercial zoned parcels, which could accommodate an additional 600 units. Finally, as
part of the project, the proposed Village Center will provide mixed-use residential opportunities that will

provide jobs, aftordable housing, and services within walking distance to each other.

The proposed project is consistent with City and County goals and policies for atfordable housing,




Chapfer 13 Responses fo Comments

i Topical Response E
WRSP Open Space Management Plan

The WRSP open space preserve system will be preserved as open space in perpetuity. This will be
accomplished by means of a deed restriction recovded against the property title that will restrict use of
the open space preserve to those uses identified in the Drafl Onsite Preserve Operation and Management
Plan, which is provided in Appendix X of the Final EIR. The Operation and Management Plan is required
by the USACT as a condition of the Clean Water Section 404 permit, and it will be reviewed and
approved by the City of Roseville. In addition, the City will coordinate with the CDFG regarding the
Operation and Management Plan. The Operation and Management Plan will be implemented by the City
with annual monitoring reporls provided to regulatory agencies. The Prescerve Operation and
Management Flan will ensure that the open space areas are managed for wildlife benefils and protected
from indirect impacts of adjacent development. Implementation of the Operation and Management Plan

will be funded by an endowment and by a Community Facilities District in perpetuity.

Operation and Management Plans for Preserve Areas in Roseville include standard requirements for the
following:

m Identification of Preserve Manager

= General Inspections

a Biological Inspections

a Prohibited and Allowed Uses

a  Annual Reporting Requirements

s Standard Regquirements and Deed Restriclions: signs, fencing, trails, mosquito abatement, fire

manageiment, vegetation removal, restricted motor vehicle use, ete.

In addilion to the standard requircments listed above, the proposed Operation and Management Plan for
the WRSP would include the following features:
® Defined Allowable Recreational Uses: Passive, includes only biking on trails, walking on trails,
and birding
m Education: Limited to local schoeol district or others with the consent of the Preserve Manager.
Also, allows for individuals or groups to participate in "Creck Week” or other community clean-
up days
# Planned Mitigation/Restoration: Oak Woodland Mitigation (45 acres planted with 150 trees per
acre, 6,540 lrees)
m Wetland Mitigation: Creation of 8 acres of perennial and seasonal wetland habitat

® Future Habitat Restoration/Enhancement: Allows the Prescrve Manager to conduct habitat

restoralion or enhancement within the Prescrve




Topical Response E
WRSP Open Space Managemeni Plan

~Defined procedures for notification: The Plan outlines specifically which activities within the
preserve require notice or approval from the regulatory agendies, and timelines for notification
and approval

Adaptive Management: The goal of adaplive management is to ensure that the protected wetland
and upland habitats with the Preserve are maintained in good condition such that it will continue

to support the flora and fauna of the uplands and wetlands in perpetuity

Adjacent Construction: Tdenlifies proteclion measures to be taken when construction is occurring

adjacent to the Preserve

Thatch Management: Plan outlines options for grazing, mowing, controlled burns, biological
controls, and herbicides. In particular, this plan provides detailed procedures for grazing, which is
unique to this Opceration and Management Plan, and necessary considering the size of the
proposed open space.

Tree Removal: Plan provides guidelines regarding tree removal, including potential for required

pormits, and habitat value of fallen trees

Active Use Areas: Plan identifies allowed management activity within the 50-foot area bordering
the Prescrve, and adjacent to various land uses

Vegetation Removal within Drainages: Plan acknowledges that the necessity for maintenance is
sometimes required in these areas, and outhines process for notification and approval, as well as
potential need for regulatory permits

Beaver Management: Plan outlines options regarding beaver dam management

Outfalls and Drainage Swales: Guidelines for design and placement of outfalls and drainage
swales. Includes approval of outfalls and drainage swales that are located and designed according
to the engineering typicals, and maps presented in the Plan. Also defines approval process for
subsequent outfalls and drainages that are not included in the Plan.

Post-Construction Remediation and Restoration of Deed Restrictions Violations/Vandalism:
Provides a process for remediation that is variable, and is based on the degree of restoration
required and/or the nature of the violation
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Topical Response F

City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination

‘The City of Roseville/USFWE MOU was completed in August 2000 following two years of meetings and
discussion. MOU implementation has occurred over several years and, by necessity, has been a dynamic
process responding to informalion generated in accordance with the MOU as well as proposed changes
in approved developmenl patterns. The following discussion summarizes the history of MOU

implementation and Placer Tegacy TICP/NCCT coordination efforts.

MOU History and Compliance. As slipulated in the USFWS Tinal Biclogical Opinion prepared for the
Pleasant Grove Regional Wastewater Treatment Plan (May 25, 1999), an MOU between the City of
Roseville and USTWS was executed on August 18, 2000. The primary purpose of the MOU was to ensure
that indirect effects of wastewater treatment plant operation would be minimized in the City of Roseville.
The MOU was drafted recognizing that Placer County was in the early stages of initiating an HCP/NCCP
planning process and that due to uncertainties regarding project definition and timing, the City had not
decided whether to officially join that process. As such the MOU includes a commitment for the City to
work cooperatively to develop a long-term HCP or its equivalent (MOU Section 1.4b), but does not
require that this commitment be fullilled via the County’s HCP/NCCP process, Rather it aliows for MOU

commitments to be fulfilled via a separate but coordinated process initiated by the City,

The MOU planning arca includes the existing City boundaries as of the date the MOU was signed.
Section 2.1 of the MOU recognizes that the City boundarics could change to include lands annexed
through agreement with Placer County; in which case those annexed areas would be incorporated into
the MOU’s planning area. Consequently, the processing and approval of an annexation project is

contemplated by and allowed under the MOU.

In accordance with the MOU, the City compleled several iterations of resource mapping in late 2000 in
consultation with the USTWS 1o determine the amount of remaining vernal pool resources within the
City. The results of this mapping indicate that omly a small portion of historic vernal pool resources
remaing within areas of the City designated for developmenl. Of these, a significant portion is already
federally permitted to be filled, leaving only a limited amount subject to regulation by the USACE and
the CDTG. The mapping also demonstrates that a large amount of vernal pool preservation and creation
has occurred within the City’s open space, City prescerve parcels, and regional mitigation banks to

compensate for vernal pool impacts within the City.

Based on this information, in October 2000 the Cily and USFWS agreed that an HCP or cquivalent

conservation strategy would not be required for remaining development within the Cily of Roseville
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Topical Response F
City /JUSFW5 MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination

(Meeling summary email from Chris Beale dated October 24, 2000, and City of Roscville letter to the
USFWS dated May 10, 2001). Instead it was agreed that staff ¢ffort would be directed toward
development of an interim conservation strategy for the remaining vernal pools within the City, and
reviewing Operation and Management Plans for certain existing preserve arcas, It should be noted that
because of agreement not to prepare an HCP or equivalent conservation strategy, and because of then
current staffing limitations at the USFWS (duc to the processing the San Joaquin HCP), lower priority
was placed on mainlaining the MOU deliverable schedule, Nevertheless, a drall interim strategy goals
and objectives document and a sample Operation and Management Plan were submitted to the USFWS
for review in May of 2001. [n Junc 2001, the USFWS provided comments on these documents as well as
on the general implementation of the MOU. In its June 28, 2001, letter, the USFWS commended the City
for its mapping efforts and continued coordinalion to implement measures outlined in the MOU. With
regard to general implementation of the MOU, the USFWS noled that the MOU requirement to prepare
an HCP or equivalent could be satisfied at the project lovel through the Section 7 consultation process in
the context of wetland permitting pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (USFWS Letter of June
28, 2001). This determination established the process for moving forward with Lhe annexation proposal

and an individual 404 permit for the WRSP project.

In December 20011, atter the Roseville City Council authorized staff to nvestigate the feasibility of
annexing cerfain lands beyond the City’s western edge, the City provided an update letter to the USFWS
regarding the current understanding of commitments under the MOU. The City’s December 5, 2001,
letter clarified that the then current (and still current) understanding is that preparation of a long-term
conscrvation plan would only occur in the context of an annexation, Only within the context of an
annexation would there be opporlunilies to achieve efficiency and consistency in Operation and
Management across all City preserves, both those within the current City limits and any preserve that
may be formed as part of an annexation project. This is the approach the City has taken with the WRSP
project. The Jandowners are in the process of securing an individual 404 permit and Section 7
consultation with the USFWS and are required to fund preparation of an “Overarching Management
Plan” to carry out coordinating enhancements to both existing preserves and the preserve formed as part
of the annexation project. The specifics of the overarching management plan, including its relationship to
the Macer Tegacy HCP/NCCP and the preserve area created as part of the WRSP, will be refined with the
USEWS as part of reviewing and approving the WRSP 404 permit Operation and Management Plan.

Consequently, the MOU is being followed.

Coordination with Placer Legacy. Although the City of Roseville has not adopted a resolution to
participate in the Placer Tegacy HCP/NCCP program, the City has aclively participated in the program

and has coordinated its planning efforts with the program. Immediately following City Council direction
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to begin analyzing the WRSP annexation project, City staff and the applicants initiated monthly meetings
with County Placer Legacy program staff and the involved resource agencies. These discussions resulted
i lhe identitication ot general areas where off-site preservation mitigation efforts should focus to further
the preservation goals of the Macer Legacy program. The landowners” subsequent 404 permit application
and mitigation strategy were designed, to the degree possible, to be consistent with Lhe then current
understanding of the HCP/NCCP under development. The USFWS has since indicated that the proposed

miligalion strategy is acceptable.

The CGity 15 also coordinating with the HCP/NCCT offorts by participating in County studies supporting
the development of the HCP/NCCP by making existing urban open space riparian areas and wetland
and vernal pool preserves available to County consultants for study as part of an attempt to define
appropriate preserve size and buffer requirements. The City participates in Ihe Biological Working
Group meetings and also shares other relaled resource information with the Counly as requested.
Management recommendations to be developed in response to ongoing HCP/NCCP studics will be
considered as part of developing the “"Overarching Management Plan.” One role of the Overarching
Management plan is to coordinate management strategies being developed as part of the County
HCP/NCCP with those under consideration for the WRSP preserve area and to the cxlent possible,
existing preserves within the City of Rosevilie. This coordination, and development of the Overarching
Management Plan, is being carried out consistent with the City of Roseville/USFWS MOU and to ensure

coordinalion with the County’s larger landscape lovel conservation planning efforts.

In addition to the above described early project level mectings, City staff regularly attends the Placer
Legacy Biological Working Group meetings to stay informed and share information concermning the
process and status of individual projects. With regard to the County’s HCP/NCCP Progran and the
WRSP project, the WRSP project is included in the Draft Conservation Strategy Overview (September 8,
2003) Alternative 2 Devclopment Opportunity Area. According to this document, the intent of
Developmenl Opportunity Areas is to show where growlh may be more reasonably accommodated and
may be compalible with the Conservation Plan’s goals and objectives, taking into account existing
general plans of the cities and the County, planned infrasiructure and the distribution of biological
resources. The Draft Conservation Strategy turther states thal, “Soime places within this area wny ke more

o

suitable for conservation and way be incorporated in on-site mitiation or impact avoidmice.” This is the
approach taken with the proposed WRSP project. The highest value and most densely distributed
biological resources would be preserved on site in combination with a large off-site preservalion
component, Off-site preservation areas were selocted based on biological resource mapping generated by
the Placer Legacy TICP/NCCP project and guidance provided by State and federal resource agencies. The

City's WRSP and County's HCP/NCCP projects have been coordinated to the degree possible
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Topicoal Response F
City /USFWS MOU Complionce and Placer Legacy Coordination

considering the projects” independent schedules and that the HCP/NCCP project was and still is at a very

conceptual stage with ongoing baseline studies.
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Chopfer 13 Responses fo Comments

2l Topical Response G

Water Supply
The following information provides amplification and clarification of the water supply strategy for the
City of Roseville with and without the WRSP. This topical response only addresses the WRSP, and not
the Remainder Area, since no specific project is proposed for the Remainder Area at this time. As
indicated in the Final EIR, additional water supply planning and cnvitommental analysis will be required

it or when specific development is proposed within the Remainder Area,

Overview
A, Water Supply—Existing City (Without Project)

Roseville has contractual water supplics from the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) for 32,000
acre-feet (AF/yr) and with PCWA {or 30,000 AF/yr. The City has also entered into a reallocation
agreement wilh SJWD for 800 AF/yr; with supplics totaling 62,800 acre-tfeet per vear (AF/yr).

As explained in the Tinal EIR, the City participated in the Water Forum, which was comprised of
regional slakeholders concerned with the protection of the Lower American River and reliable water
supplies. As a resull, the City entered into a “Purveyor Specific Agreemenl” (PSA) that outlines how
Roseville will meet City commitments resulting from the Water Torum, These commitments include a
strategy for providing a sate and reliable water supply through the year 2030 and protecting resources
associated with the Lower American River. A specific commitment resulting from the Water Forum
Agreement (WFA) i5 a limitation of diversions from the American River for the Cily, from 62,800 AF/yx

to 55,700 AF/yr in “Normal / Wel Year.”

Available surface water supplies are reduced in “Drier and Driest Years” to 39,800 AF/vr as outlined in
the WFAL" Additional sources of supply, including groundwater, recycled water, and increased levels of

conservation make up the dif{erence between “Normal Year” and “Dricst Year” demands.

B. Proposed Water Supply—Existing City Plus Project

To maintain supplies to the existing City and also to supply water Lo Lhe proposed WRSP, the City has
optioned 3,200 AF/yr of water from San Juan Water District. The City has also updated water use

demand factors for the different land-use types:

' uring “drier” years water tay be scaled hack but only provoriionally to the Aswrican River unimpaired inflowe.
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Topical Response G
Water Supply

Demand Projection Using New Demand Factors

Projected Build Out Demonds—City 51,620 AF_.-":}fr
Projected Build Ot Demands—WRSP Y042 AF fyr
Total 58,642 AF/yr

Compared to prior demand projections for the same land use, the maodificd demand factors are

14 percent less.

Similar to the supply strategy for the existing City, in Drier and Driest vears (approximately 17 out of
every 100 vears), the water supply strategy will rely on groundwater, recycled waler, and increased
conscrvation efforts. In addition, to mitigate impacts of groundwater during these times, the WRSP FIR
mitigalion requires the fallowing of agricuitural (rice) land. To add a margin of error, the agricultural
land would be fallowed in perpetuity in all years, while the water supply stralegy only calls for the use

of groundwater in a fraction of the years.

C. Water Supply Strategy

The water supply strategy for both the existing City and the WRSP use a comprehensive approach to
ensure walter supply reliability for customers. It incorporates a conjunclive use element for existing and
future general plan customers to ensure they are protected by a diversified sot of water supply options. It
15 a conservative approach and does not come at the expense of the exisling City’s supply. Additional
water supplics are obtained through reallocating a portion of SJWD's, PCWA water supply contract
(3,200 AF/yr of 25,000 AF) for new surface water supplies into the City’s service area. Existing supplies
made available to the WRSP through moditying the demand factors are water supplies that are in excess

of build out demands of the existing City General Plan.

The WRSF has also committed to an increased level of recycled water use above that of the existing City.
The plan has also incorporated groundwaler wells inte the plan for inereased reliability. These wells will
provide a backup supply for the WRSE and will provide an increased reliability for the existing City

systenn.

D. Other Environmental Documents

The development of the City’s “Water Supply Strategy” relies on the environmental analysis that was
completed tor the Water Torum cfforl. " This systemwide analysis, including impacls to aqualic resources,
was compleled that evaluated diversions from the American River through the year 2030. It also

identified mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of increased diversion in the future.
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Chapter 13 Responses lo Comments

The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) addresses land-
side impacts resulting from increased water supply diversions that were not previously addressed in the
Water Forum EIR. This analysis was reflected in the language in the Memorandum of Understanding for
reallocating 3,200 AF/yr of Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) water between Roseville and San Juan

Water Districl (STWD).

Specific detailed information is contained in the following sections, responding lopically to EIR
commenls:
1. Contractual Waler Supplics
a, United Stales Bureau of Reclamation
i. Long-term supply contract and supply rcliability
il Warren Act contract
b. Placer Counly Water Agency
. Supply reliability
¢. San Juan Water District
d. Proposed Buildout Requirements
1. Watcr Forum Agreemenl {WFA)
a. Co-equal Objectives
i. Legal enforceability of the WIA
b. Hydrologic Year Types

e

City Comunitments
d. San Juan Commitmoents
1. What does this mean to Roseville?

¢, Reallocation and WFA Compliance
f. Water Forum CEQA Compliance
g. How Do Water Supply Contracts with Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), US Bureau of
Reclamation (USBR), and San Juan Walter District (SJWD) Relate to the WEFA?

i. How Docs the WTFA Affect Available Surface Water Supplics?

ii. How do the Water Supply Conlracts with PCWA and the Bureau work in
Conjunction with the WEA?

1. Demand Taclor Modilications

a. Bvaluation of Bxisting Data

b. Regional Data and Comparison

c. Application of New Demand Factors
IV, Groundwater Supplics

a. Static Run Analysis and Incremental impacts
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Topical Response G
Water Supply

b. Evaluation Scenarios
i Cumulative Without Project Bascline Condition
il. Project Withoul Mitigation Condition
i, Project With Mitigation Condition
c. Results of Groundwater Impacts Analysis
d. Basis of the Numbers
.. Volume of Groundwater Extracted
ii. Ultimate Disposition of Applied Water
V. Waler Conservation
a. Droughts
b. Drought Mitigation
1. Recycled Water Supplies
it. Groundwater Supplies
iii. Drought Stages
¢. Confirmation of Conscrvation Factors
V1. Systemn lssues
a. Syslem Tosses
b. System Aging
VII. Water Supply Strategy
a. Bxisting General Plan
b. West Roseville Specific Plan

c. Existing City General Plan and the West Roseville Specific Plan

l. Contractual Water Supplies

Roseviile has scveral waler supply contracts. The primary source of supply has historically been the
United States Burcau of Reclamation (USBR). A second source of supply is from Placer Counly Water
Agency (FCWA) A third source of supply is through reallocation of a portion of San Juan Water
Dislrict’'s PCWA water supply contracl. The {ollowing table summarizes existing contractual water

supply sources and proposed sources for Lthe WRSP project.

Weoest Hesovitie Spee- 000 Thee D0 2000 Amendirend Arps BIE 13-25



Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Roseville Water Supply Contracts

_Souree | Quantity {AF) | Yeor Obtoined | Yeor Exercised
USBR 32,000 1967 1971
PCWA

1st Option 10,000 1989 1821

And Option 10,8600 1991 —

Ard Jpvian 10,000 1898 —
Subrcfmf—.. . 62,000

San Juan Water District

D+, Ranch
FT Hills Bus Park 300 2001 _
WRSP (MOU]________ 3,200 2003 —

Tatal Supply 56,000

Each source of supply is discussed below.

lLa United Stfofes Bureav of Reclamation

In 1967, Reseville entered into a long-term water supply contract with the United Stales Bureau of
Reclamation (USBR). By entering into this contract the City committed to using surface water from the
American River for future development within the Cily boundaries. The Bureau contract changed the
City’s primary waler supply source from predominately groundwater supply to predominantly surface

water supply.

la.i Long-Term Supply Contract and Supply Reliability

Roseville’s long-term water supply contract with the USBR is 32,000 AE/vr of American River Water. The
current contract expires in 2011 and has a renewal clause for successive periods of 40 years. As part of the
Central Valley Project (CVP) Improvement Act {1992), the Bureau was required to renew all long-term
supply contracts. The City is currently negotiating the renewal of this contract. The term of the existing

contract is for 40 years with perpetual renewal periods of 40 vears.

The reliability of this contract ts based on the shortage policy of the Bureau. 1t states:

Currently, many M&] conlraclors are not using the full Mé&l portion of their conlract total, It the M&| wator
shortage allocation were applied to full contract embitlements, the resulling allocation for some conbraciors would
excoed their currenl demand, M& wator demands within the CVP are condinually increasing. Thoretfore, the
provision of “75 percent M&T reliability” will be applied to a conlractor's historical use, with certain
adjustments, up to the CVP projecied M&] demand as of September 1994, Reclamation recognizes that as water
comservation meastres arg implomented there is a hardening of demands that lessens an Mé&] contractor’s ability
to reduce demand during shortayes.

The capability of the CVE to meet the water supply levels addressed by this policy is subject to the availability of
CVP wealer supplies. Ml water sherlages may differ betwenn divisions of the CVIEL Generally, the allacation
fpercentage) to the various divisions will be the same, uniess specific operational constraints on Reclamation
require olheriwise,
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Water Supply

Terms and Conditions

Allocation of M&I water will be based on a contractor’s historical use of CVP water, adjusted for (g} growth,
(b) extraordinary water conservation measures, and (¢} non-CVP water, subject to Term and Condition 3. At the
contractor’s request, Reclamation will consult with the contractor to adjust the contractor’s historical use on the
basis of (¢) growth, (b) extraordinary water conservation measures, and (c) use of non-CVP water....Crediting for
non-CVP water will be based on 1 acre-foot for 1 acre-foot, unless Reclammation and the contractor agree
otherwise in considering unique circurmstances.’

The total volume of American River water available for diversion by the City in a given year is also
dependent on hydrologic availability; that is, the WFA provides for only a potential maximum diversion.
In wet/normal years, the WFA maximum of 55,700 AF/yr will typically control. In dry and critically dry
years, however, it is likely that CVP deficiency criteria will control surface water availability for the City
(as noted above, the City’s CVP water supply can be subject to deficiencies of up to 25 percent under
certain hydrologic conditions). Figure 1 indicates that CVFP deficiencies will slightly decrease the
availability of surface water supplies to the City versus the WFA. CVP shortages govern in
approximately 30 percent of the years, leaving 55,700 AF/yr available for diversion by the City in about
63 percent of the years (versus the 83 percent “potential” availability provided for in the WFA). If only
the WRSP area develops, the City must develop 2,962 AF/yr of supplies (58,662 AF/yr minus
55,700 AF/yr)in addition to the planned 15,900 AF/yr of supplemental supplies.

City of Roseville Evaluation of Water System Capacity
American River Contract Volume Exceedence Plot
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Percent of Years Annual Volume is Exceeded
Figure 1 American River Contract Volume Exceedance with CVP Shortages

* M&l shortage policy included in Appendix 1.
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The WFA integrates the use of PCWA and Bureau supplies to meet potable water demands of the City
and in stream flow requirements. This is accomplished by reducing water supply diversions from the
river in “Drier and Driest Years.” There could be years that the Bureau implements contract supply
reductions not identified in the Water Forum. During those year types, reductions would be offset by
increasing the use of PCWA supplies up to 30,000 AF/yr. Diversion Agreements between the Bureau of
Reclamation and the upstream diverters will be executed. A draft agreement is contained in Appendix

F—Water Forum Agreement.

At buildout of the City (including the WRSP), the use of Bureau contract water will be maximized at
32,000 AF/yr. A reduction of up to 25 percent in a given year would reduce the City’s available CVP
supply to 24,000 AF/yr during that year. To address these potential CVP deficiencies, the City entered
into a water supply contract with the Placer County Water Agency (PFCWA) for up to 30,000 AF/yr (refer
to discussion below). The PCWA transfer water supply fully restores the City’'s WFA surface water
supply reliability; that is, the PCWA transfer supply replaces the CVP supply deficiency.

l.a.ii Warren Act Contract

To access PCWA water supply entitlements (described in Section Lb, herein), a long-term Warren Act
contract with the Bureau of Reclamation is required. A Warren Act contract allows the City to utilize
USBR facilities to wheel water to the City. The final agreement has been negotiated with USBR;
finalization of the agreement is pending completion of the associated environmental document being
prepared by Surface Water Resources, Inc. It should be noted that 55,700 AF/yr of the City’s 62,000 AF/yr
of water supply entitlements was analyzed as part of the Water Forum CEQA compliance (refer to
Section ILf, below). Modeling for that document incorporated diversions from the American River at

Folsom utilizing a Warren Act contract.

Roseville has entered into three, 1-year Warren Act contracts since beginning negotiations with the
Bureau of Reclamation on the long-term wheeling agreement. It is anticipated that the Bureau will
continue to enter into one-year agreements until the long-term agreement is completed. The estimated
time for completing the agreement is mid 2004 and the agreement will expire in 2028. The table below

summarizes the years in which PCWA water has been wheeled under the 1-year Warren Act contracts.

PCWA Water Volumes Wheeled

Amount Percent of
Year (AF) Annual Dem and
1991 4,864 33.0
1992 2,337 14.5
1994 7115 39.8
2001 5,410 236
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The long-lerm Warren Act Contract is intended to defiver up to 30,000 AT/vr. The amounts shown in the
lable above report the volume of water diverted from PCW A under the exercised contract {10,000 AT/yr)

1o make up for USBR reductions in the stated vear.

The water reccived rom PCWA in those years equated to the percent of City demand shown in the third
column of the table. The City experienced significant growth during those years. Applying the USBR
shortage policy of averaging the five-vear historical use to obtain USBR reduclions cquates to a
higher percentage of lhe demand than when the City reaches build-out. At buildout of the City, a supply

hardening will occur making the application of the “shorlage policy” much easier to apply.

i.b Placer Couniy Water Agency

Roseville entered into the first of three 10,000 AF/yr water supply option contracts in 1989 for Middlc
Fork {American River) water with the Flacer County Water Agency (PCWA). That option contract was
exercised in January 1991 with a term of 20 years with additional renewable periods of twenty years. In
November 1991, the City negotiated a second 10,000 AF/yr option from PCWA and in October 1994 the
third 10,000 AT/yr oplion was acquired from the agency. In 1996, the water supply agreement was
amended Lo establish the future rate of payment for the first exercised 10,000 AF/yr supply option and
established a potential schedule of deliveries of the remaining 20,000 AT/yr supply options. The
following table summarizes by vear, when the three options were purchascd, when they were exercised

and the anticipaled deliveries outlined in the 1996 contract amendment.

Anticipated Schedule For PCWA Opfions | PCWA Tatal
Year PCWA Supply’ {AF) o {AF)

1921 Exercised 1st option 10,800 a 10,000

1921 Purchased 2nd option

1994 Purchased 3rd option

luly 1999 10,000 S,EJOO 15,000
July 2004 10,.000 . 10,000 20,000
luly 2009 16,000 - .1 5,000 25,000
‘_:kﬁer Juby 2009 10,000 20,000 30,000

1. POWA Supply is the first 10,000 AF/yr aption, which was secured by *he Oy lexercised) in 1591

I.Lb.i Supply Reliability

In September 1998, PCWA contracted with Water Resource Managemenl, Ine. te determine PCWA's
ability to supply Middle Fork project water to the City of Roseville under WFA rules. Based on a letter
dated November 13, 2003, from Jettrey Meyer, ECORP Consulting Inc {formally of Water Resources
Management Inc.), to Einar Maisch with PCWA, PCWA will be able to deliver contractual water supplics
as identified in the Water Forum. The letter states:

Basad on lhe hydrology thal ocourred from 1922-1991, our results indivate that the full 54,900 AT/vr can be
diverted 82 percent of the time. The reduclions in delivery nccur in about 15 percent of the years, but PCWA can
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provide up to 201000 AF/vr [FEditors Note: of Re-Op Water in addition to contractual supply] in those years,
PCWA’s Middle Tork Trojoct re-operation during the dricr yoars resuits in a decrcase of MEP storage that s
recoverad i subsequent wet years.”

“Re-operalion” water is discussed in Section 1Lb, below.

I.c San Juan Water District

San Juan Water District (SJWD) has mulliple water contracts to supply water to their wholesale and retail
customers. One of these contracts is a long-tevm water supply agreement with PCWA (dated December
7, 2000y that entities San Juan to receive 25,000 AF/yr of PCWA’s Middle Fork Froject water supply for

delivery in Placer and Sacramento Counties. This water is delivered from Folsom Reservoir.

The MOU between Roseville and San Juan Water District identifies Roseville as the lead agency for
CEQA purposes. This was done because “landside impacts” relating to the diversion of the 3,200 AF/yr
of supply in the Rosevilie service area bad not been analyzed under the Water Forum Environmental
Tmpact Report. These impacls required evaluation prior to the finalizing the agreements that were
completed {refer to Section 4.11.4 of the Final EIR). Mitigalion measures Lo reduce impacls from the
3,200 AF/yr diversion are included on page 4.11-45 of the Tinal FIR and are included as part of the WRSP

project.

Luder the Water Forum EIR, aquatic impacts of SJWD diverling the full 25,000 AF/yr of Middle Fork

(PCW A} supply were analyzed and mitigation measures adopted.
First Contract

Roseville entered inte an agreement with SJWD Lo reallocate 800 AFfyr of their PCWA Middle Fork
contractual supply. This supply was acquired to provide a surface water supply inlo the Cily's service
area in anticipation of the Doctors Ranch and Foothills Business Park annexalion, which occurred in
2001. This supply agreement was enacted in February 2001 and outlines the requirements for using the
water supply. The primary requirement relates to Sap Juan’s Water Forum commitments. The agreement
states:

In tho cvent San Juan reduces its diverston incany year from the American River pursuant to the WTA, San Juan
may, in the reasonabic exercize of its discretion, deliver no Surface Water to the Clty that vear, in which case, the
City shall use the Well Project or watcr from other souraes to provide water service fo the City Service Area.

Like Roseville, 5an Juan Water District comumitted through the Water Forum process to reduce diversions
from lhe American River in “Duer and Driest Years.” These years identify when Roseville will be
requived o utilize groundwaler Lo offsel reductions in river diversions. As identified through the Water

Forum analysis, San Juan is required to reduce their diversion from the river in 18 oul of 100 years

Cletle: —eifrey Meyor, ECORP Consulting lne, Appendix 2
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(18 percent). As a consequence, Roscville will receive 0 AT/yr in those years and will supplement

supplies using groundwater, recycled water, and conservation.

Second Contract

On June 18th, 2003 Roseville and San Juan Water District entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) regarding the reallocation of 3,200 Al/yr of the district’s PCWA water supply contract. A copy of
the MOU is included in Appendix 3. The MOU states:

City and San Juan infend to execute and perform the Water Transfer Agreemenl alter the City has approved and
cortificd tho final CEQA compliance document for the Project, and San Juan has considered the Cilv's CEQA
document in carrying out San [uan's duties as a responsible agency ander CEQA with respect to Lhe Project.
The MOU attaches a copy of the Water Transter Agreement that the parties intend to execute. This
agreement states:

In the event San Juan, reduces its diversion inany year from the American River pursuant to the WEA, San Juan
may, in the reasonabie exorcise of its discretion deliver no Transfer Water to the Gity that year, in which case, the
City shall use the Well Projects referred to in Section 9 or water from othor sources to provide water sorvice to
the City Service Area.

9. City Well Projects: City will design and construct groundwater wells for a potable water supply to be located
in the City {"Weli Projecls”) with water production capacity sufficiont to provide an alternative from the 1istrict
under this Agreemeni. City wili operate and maintain the Well Projects as a source of water for the City Service
Area during limes when Transler Water is not available from San Juan under Sections 7 and 8 of this Agreement.

Pages 6 and 7 of the Water Transfer Agreement provides that the second contract supply is required to
comply with San Juan’s Water Torum commitments and the City will require additional groundwater

wells prior to delivering water to the service arca.

I.d Proposed Buildout Requirements

The following table summarizes the projected demands through build out of the City including the

WRESP and the SOI Area in 3-vear blocks.

Projected Buildout Demand!'.2

Year | Cily Only (AF) | City + WRSP (AF) | City + WRSF + RMOU" [AF} | Coniract Supply (AF)* | American River Supply (AF)®
30,275 20,275 30,075 42,800 42,800
40314 40314 40,314 56,0007 56,000
1 oareer | aases 44,395 66,0007 58,900
2015 43,399 49,457 50,183 66,000 58,900
2020 44728 53,095 57,459 66,000 58,900
Bulldout | 51,620¢ 58,662 64,093 66,000 58,900

P:ojected demaids are baset on the modified demond factors by MWH.

Recycled water ysngs has nat been factorad out of prefected demands.

Femoning Memarandur of Unde standing Area

Drverston amounts that couls ke available through exerdized controcts

Crversion limitation due o the WERA---Wat Year

32,000 AFyr (UEAR) + 30,000 AFy (POWA) + BOO AF yr i31WD) — 42,800 AF
AZBO0 L5 yr (See note 5] 1 10,200 A5y [POWAY = 3,200 AFSyr (52WD = 56,030 AF
56,000 AF yr (See aats 414 10,200 A Sy (POWAY = 66,000 AF

R R o -
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Based on the available American River Water Supply, a surface water supply is available for the existing
City service area and the West Roseville Specific Plan Avea. Tt is only with the addition of the Remainder
Area that the Cily’s existing water supplies available for diversion from the American River at Folsom
Reservoir are insufficient to meet projected demands. These supply figures apply to average and wet

hvdrologic years; total supplies available in dry years are discussed in Sections II, TV, and V, below.

. Water Forum Agreement
HH.a Co-equal Objectives

The purpose of the Water Forum process was to accomplish two co-cqual objectives, Those objectives
are:

Provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned development to the vear
030

anid

Preserve the {isherv, wildlife, rocreational, and acsthotic values of the Lower American River.
The comprehensive Water Forum Agreement allows the region to meet its needs in a balanced way
through implementation of seven elements. These elements include delailed understandings ameong
stakcholder organizations on how this region will deal with key issues such as groundwater
management, increased water diversions, dry year supplics, water conservation, and protection of the

Lower American River.,

The Forum Agreement contains seven complemoentary ackions, each of which is necessary for a regional

solution to work.

1. Increasced Surface Water Diversions

2. Actions to Meet Customers’” Needs While Reducing Diversion Impacts in Drier Years.

3. An Improved Pattern of Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir

4. Lower American River Habilat Management Element, which also addresses Recrealion in the
Lower American River

5. Water Conservation Tlement

6. Groundwater Management Element

Water Torum Successor Effort

|

ll.a.i Legal Enforceability of the Water Forum Agreement

The Water Forum Agreement and the Water Forum Purveyor Specific Agreements (contained in the
Water Forum Agreement) are intended to embody general principles agreed upon between the
signatories. They are not intended to, and do not, create contractual relationships, rights, obligations,

duties or remedies enforceable in a court of law by, between, or among the signatories or any third party.
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The Water Forum signatories receive additional assurances (increased reliability of water supplies)
through an updated Lower American River Flow Standard, legally enforceable contracts, joinl powers

atthoritics, and commitments in project-specific environmental documents.

The Tlow Standard for the Lower American River identifies a pattern of releases from Folsom Reservoir
that closcly match the needs of anadromous fish and reflects increased diversions from the river. The
improved patlern of releases will somewhat reduce summer flows to conserve water to allow increased
rcleases in the fall. This improved pattern will maximize in-stream flows and temperature conditions for

anadromous fish in the Lower American River.”

Following are examples of assurances already received:

m Formation of the Sacramento Groundwater Authority
= Deovelopment of the Regional Water Master Plan and the Regional Water Authority
m Implementation of the various purveyor conscrvation plans

m Support of facility expansions like the Barton Road water treatment plant and raw water supply
line

m  Continued support of the creation of the Lower American River flow standard
» Development of specitic Surface Water Diversion Agreements with the USBR; finalization of the
agreements is anticipated to be part of the long-term water supply contracts

m Development of lacilities necessary to accomplish surface water reductions in drier and driest
years, like the Diamond Creek Well, and expanded recycled water services to Diamond Oaks Golf
Course

ii.b  Hydrologic Year Types

The Water Torum Agreements define various hydrologic water year types, These include Baseline,
Wet/Average Years, Drier Years, Dricst Years (Conference Years). The analysis of water supply for the
existing City in conjunction with the WRSP utilized (he Driest Year criteria. This yvear type is the mosl
conservative in that it limits the amount ot surface water available to 39,800 AF/yr unlike the Drier Years

that increase in surface water availability from 39,800 AF/yr to 35,700 AT.

Lach of these year types along with a description of the amount of water the City may divert under each

condition is described as follows:

Baseline: Baseline means the historic maximum amount of water that suppliers diverted from the
American River in any one vear through the year 1995 or in certain appropriate instances other amounls

specified in a purveyors specific agreemont. For the City of Roseville, this equates to 19,800 AF/yr.

' Vaken fromn Water Forum Agreement, page 73
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Wel/Average Years: As it applies to these diverters, vears when the projected March through November
Lnimpaired Inflow to Folsom Reservoir is greater than 950,000 AF. The City of Roseville can divert up Lo

54,900 AFfyr + 4,000 AF/vr (800 + 3,200 of S)WD water) in this year tvpe.

Dry or Drier Years: Years when the projected March through November Unimpairved Inflow to Folsom
Reservoir is less than 950,000 AT/yr and greater than 400,000 AT. The City’s maximum diversion will
decrease from 34,900 AT/yr to 39,800 AF/yr with PCWA’s Middle Tork Project providing replacement
water to the river equivalent to Roscville's diversions above Bascline (1995 levels of diversion
=19,800 AF}. During this vyear type, the replacement water will be no more than 20,000 AF/yr
(20,000 AT/yr + 19,800 AF/vr = 39,800 AF). The Forum has termed this replacement water “re-operation”

or “re-op” water.

Dry Years over the 70-year hydrologic record arc listed in the lable below. Unimpaired inflow (March
through November) into Folsom Reservoir varies depending on the year type. Depending on the type of
year, Roseville will decrease the amount of surface water taken (54,900 AF/yr to 39,800 AT} in proportion

to the decrease in unimpaired inflow, from 950,000 to 400,000 AT, to Folsom Reservoir.

Unimpaired Inflow Unimpaired Inflow
Dry Years TAF Dy Years TAF
1931 571 1981 BA1
1934 &%0 1987 Fos
1939 873 - 1988 545
1959 372 1990 873
1961 454 19912 a31
1974 518 1994 &4%
1981 881 LR I— 1)
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Unimpaired Inflow to the American River
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Year

Driest Years (Conference Years): Years when the projected March through November Unimpaired
Inflow to the Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 AF. Conference years would require the City and
others to meet and confer on how best to meet current demands and how to protect the American River.
Under this year type, the City will decrease diversions to 39,800 AF/yr and PCWA’s Middle Fork Project
water will provide 20,000 AF/yr of replacement water (re-op water) to the river. The preceding chart
identifies the 70 year hydrologic record for unimpaired inflow into the American River. Three conditions,

Normal, Drier and Driest years are delineated by areas above, between and below the horizontal lines.

The following table identifies the two Driest Years identified over the 70-year hydrologic record. In these
years the unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 AF. Under these conditions,
Roseville will divert and use up to 39,800 AF. In the driest year, Roseville will continue to meet its
customers’ needs through additional conservation, use of groundwater, and continued use of recycled
water. The City will also enter into an agreement with PCWA to release up to 20,000 AF/yr of Middle

Fork water to the American River through re-operating PCWA’s reservoirs.

There is the possibility that the unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir may not be sufficient to provide
purveyors the driest year quantities. In those years, Roseville will meet and confer with other
stakeholders in the region to determine how the available water supply should be managed. This

conference is guided by guiding principles outlined in the Water Forum Agreement.

West Roseville Specific Plan and SOl Amendment Area EIR 13-35
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It should be noted that a conservative approach to estimating conservation efforts was used in the
development of the water supply strategy. The Roseville Municipal Code identifies a significantly higher
level of conservation than what was identified in the water supply strategy. This conservatism will

enable Roseville to meet customer needs in all years.

Unimpaired Inflow
Driest Years TAF
1924 379
1977 332

The two years identified (2.8 percent of the time) were both below the 400,000 AF/yr threshold identified
in the Water Forum Agreement. To make up any additional water supply short fall, the City will make
up the difference with additional groundwater withdrawals and implementation of drought stages (refer

to Section V.b.iii below for further description).

il.c City Commitmenis

The City of Roseville under the existing General Plan will increase its average- and wet-year diversions

from a baseline of 19,800 AF/yr (1995 level of diversion) to a year 2020 level of diversion of 55,700 AF.*

In drier years, Roseville will divert and use a decreasing amount of surface water from 55,700 AF/yr to
39,800 AF/yr by implementing additional conservation measures, using groundwater and by reducing
long-term demands on the river by increasing the use of recycled water throughout the community.
Additionally, the City will enter into an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middle Fork Project
reservoirs to release up to 20,000 AF/yr of water to the river for environmental purposes. The amount of
re-op or replacement water required depends on the level of unimpaired inflow into the American River.
The City is currently working with PCWA to finalize a re-op agreement to meet the Drier and Driest year
environmental replacement commitments as noted in Section I.b. PCWA has analyzed their ability to
provide the 20,000 AF/yr of replacement water (re-op water) and have determined that it is available in

all hydrologic years.

The re-op agreement with PCWA is needed regardless of the land use action of the WRSP. The
environmental impacts of Middle Fork reservoir re-operation were evaluated as part of the Water Forum

EIR (refer to Appendix 2 for analysis).

& Initial Water Forum negotiations were 54,500 AF/yr in average and wet years. This amount increases due to the first San Juan
reallocation contract of 800 AF.
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In driest years, lo increase the baseline diversion amount from 19,800 AFfyr to 39,800 AF, Roseville will
enter into an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs to replace

20,000 AF/yr of water to the river for environmental purposes.
Tor a detailed description of Roseville’s Water Forum commitments refer to Appendix 4.

Hi.d San Juan Commitments

San Juan Water Consortium (SJWI1)) is comprised of several waler districts located in Sacramento and
Placer Counties. Citrus Heights Water District, Fair Gaks Water District, Orange Vale Water Company
and portions of Folsom and Placer County are served by 5)WD. A portion of Roseville is included in

SIWLDYs service area in Placer County.

SIWD has a pre-1914 water right of 33,000 AF, a USBR contract for 11,200 AF/yr and a PCWA contract for
25,000 AF. The place of use for the PCWA contract is within Placer County. 5]WD has also contracted
with the USBR for an additional 13,000 AF/yr of American River Water under Public Law 101-514.

Compliance with the Water Forum under the respective hydrologic years varies from Roseville's
commitment. San Juan’s Water Forum Agreement requires the following:
& In Average or Wet Years the consortium would take 82,200 AF.
m In Drier Years, STWD will divert and use a decreasing amount of surface water trom 82,200 AF/yr
t0 54,200 AF/yr in propoertion to the decrease in unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir between
950,000 AT/vr to 400,000 AF. The comsortivm will reduce their demand preportionally by

additional conservalion measures up o 15 pereent and use groundwater to meet their additional
demands.

m In Driest Years, STWD will reduce their diversions to 34,200 AT, equivalent to lheir bascline
amount. lhe consortium will reduce their demand proportionally by additional conservation
measures up to 15 percent and use groundwater to mecet their additional demands.

m In those hydrologic years when the American River is below 400,000 AF/yr of unimpaired inflow,
SIWD will participate in a conference with other stakcholders on how the demands and river

flows should be managed.
H.d.i What does this mean to Rosevilie?

The 3,200 AF/yr (MOU}) and the 800 AF/yr {existing contract} are not available to the City during drier
and driest years. Roseville is required by agreement to find alternate sources of supply to replace the
average or wet year supply. This is done by increasing conservation measures and by using sroundwater
supplies. This is estimated to occur in 17 out of 100 vears. The water reallocation contract (San Juan
Agreement—3.200 ATY requires the Cily Lo have groundwater woells in place that would defiver the

cquivalent amount of water taken, prior to scheduling delivery of the water.
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{l.e Reullocotfion and Water Forum Agreement Compliance

The issue of compliance with the Water Forum Agreement and the reallocation to the City of 3,200 AF/vr
of STWD PCWA conlract supply is addressed in a white paper prepared by Pau! M. Bartkiewics, Counsel
for SJWD,

The white paper finds that the agreement is consistent with the Water Forum Agreement for the
following rcasons:

1. Tmplementation of the San Juan / Roseville Water Agreement would not adversely affect
compliance with the Dry-vear American River diversion reductions set forlh in San Juan and
Raseviile’s Purvevor Specitic Agreements,

2. Implementation of the 5San Juan / Roseville Water Agreement (a) would not conflict with the

provisions of the Water Forum Agreement dealing with maximum American River diversions,
and (b) would be in furtherance of the Coequal Objectives of the Water Forum Agreement.

%)

The Waler Forum Agrecment does not address land-use planning within Placer County as il docs

within Sacramenlo County:

If the reallocation of “most year” diversion quantities constituted a “changed condition” under the Water Forum
Agreemenf, then it would be reviewed in terms of its impact on achieving the coequal water supply and
environmental objectives of the Water Forum Agreement. Therefore, a reallocation of these quantities between
purveyors, so long as the total quantities modeled did not change, would not affect the analvsis of long-term
operations, This collaboration (@) would enhance meeting long-term regional water supply objectives; (5) would
not adversely affect compliance with American River dry-vear reductions; and {¢; would have ne impact on the
analysis of long-term “"most year” Amoerican River divorsion.

n.f Water Forum CEQA Compliance

An important part of the Water Torum process was identifying the envivonmental impacts associated
with the purveyor agreements. An Environmental Impact Report was prepared that identified
environmental impacts and established applicable mitigation measures. The Water Forum EIR is a
programmatic level document that analyvzes the cumulative etfects of implementing water purveyor
agreements under various hydrologic vear types. A copy of the Water Forum EIR is available online at

www.waler F(J mm.org.

The analysis included modeling of American River diversions as well as the use of supplemental
groundwater during drier and driest vears. As described  previously 55,700 AT/yr of the City's
62,000 AF/vr of water supply entitlements and the full 25,000 AT yr of S)WD’s PCWA entitiement from
Tolsom Reservoir was analyvzed as part of the Water Forum CEQA compliance. However, the Water
Forum EIR did not evaluate Jacility construction or vperational impacls, which must be evaluated in
subscquent environmental documents {refer to Water Forum EIR at 4.1-3). The Final EIR evaluates those

impacts for the WRSP and its water supply in Section 4.11-4.
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H.g How Do Waler Supply Contracts with Plucer County Water Agency (PCWA),
US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), and San Juan Watler District (SIWD) Relate to the
Water Forum Agreement?

Water Forum Analysis

Over the course of the Water Forum, a detailed evaluation of available water supplies coming from the
American River was completed. The basis of the available water supply evaluation was unimpaired
inflow into Folsom Reservoir. A 70-year hydrologic record was reviewed to identify trends in river flows.
These years were classified into three different categories: (1) Normal / Wet Years, (2) Drier Years, and
(3) Driest Years. The following chart reflects the 70 years evaluated with the year types delineated by two

horizontal lines.
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Unimpuaired Inflow to the American River

The next chart arranges unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir in descending order (highest to
lowest). As can be seen from the chart, in 82 percent of the years the unimpaired inflow into Folsom
Reservoir is a Normal / Wet Year classification. The red box highlights years of concern. These years, by

definition are the “Drier” and “Driest” years.
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Water Forum participants (stakeholders) understand that in these years, there is not enough water in the
American River to meet all the demands placed on the river. During these years, stakeholders are called
upon to use other available water supplies to make up for shortfalls in available surface water. Each

stakeholder accomplishes this in different ways.

The following section identifies Roseville’s water supply contracts and options, and how they are used to
make up for shortfalls in surface water supplies in the Drier and Driest Years.
Water Supply Contracts

The City has acquired water supply contracts from the USBR, PCWA, and SJWD. These contracts are

summarized in the following table.

Water Supply Contracts

Source Contrad Amount
(AF/yr)

USBR 32,000

PCWA
Exercised 10,000
2—Cptions 20,000
PCWA Total 30,000

SJWD

1=t Confract 300
2vd Controct 3,200
SJWD Total 4,000

Each of the contracts has shortage provisions contained in the text of the agreement. This language

protects the supplier from repercussions resulting from unforeseen circumstances like drought or

13-40



Topical Response G
Water Supply

emergency outages. Reduction language is standard to most, if not all supply contracts. The USBR has
gone further by developing a “Shortage Policy” that stipulates how they will reduce their water
deliveries in different circumstances. Substantive reductions outlined in the USBR’s shortage policy for
municipal and industrial uses are 75 percent (meaning a reduction of supplies from 100 percent to
75 percent) of the historical USBR contract use over the previous 5-year period, potentially adjusted to

account for growth and other water supplies used during that five-year period.

Placer County Water Agency has indicated that their supply for the City is 100 percent reliable in all
years. This means that even when the Bureau reduces water deliveries to the City, PCWA'’s deliveries,

30,000 AF/yr, would not be reduced.

San Juan Water District’s reallocation of water from PCWA (4,000 AF/yr in two contracts) is only
available in Normal / Wet years. During the Drier and Driest Years, the supply reverts back to San Juan
to meet their Placer County water needs. Therefore, this water supply is anticipated to be available in

82 percent of years that are projected to be normal/wet.

H.g.i How Does the Water Forum Agreement Affect Available Surface Waler
Supplies?

As discussed above, in 18 percent of years (drier and driest years), the American River will not have
enough water available to meet all of the demands placed on it. During those years Water Forum
stakeholders will implement water supply strategies to reduce their reliance on the river. In its WFA,

Roseville proposed to do the following:

1. Implement water conservation measures proportional to the amount of water available in the
river. These reductions in demand are outlined in the Roseville Municipal Code, Section 14.09
(attached here as Appendix 7). Different drought stages will result in higher levels of reduction in

water use (refer to Section V, below).

2. Utilize groundwater to offset reduced surface water supplies. Like conservation, the amount of
groundwater used in a given year is dependent on the available surface water from the river. The

City’s groundwater supply is discussed in Section IV, below.

3. Develop an extensive recycled water program that will reduce the City’s reliance on surface water
for landscape irrigation. Long-term water supply projections have included landscape irrigation

quantities in the buildout estimate.

4. Hold surface water diversions to a maximum of 39,800 AF/yr in the “Driest” years, and a
maximum of between 39,800 AF/yr and 54,900 AF/yr in “Drier” years, in proportion to the amount

of unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir.

a. During the Water Forum negotiations, 1995 was established as a baseline year for all Water
Forum participants. The goal was to reduce impacts on the river resulting from upstream

diversions to 1995 levels.
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b. This was impossible to accomplish for a rapidly growing city like Roseville. To accomplish
the same reductions, the City agreed to enter into an agreement with PCWA to have the
agency re-operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs (up to 20,000 AF/yr) on behalf of the
City for “environmental water” releases to the river. These releases would offset
contractual diversions (either from PCWA or the USBR) to the City. “Environmental
water” releases of up to 20,000 AF/yr enable the City to increase its diversion amount from
the 1995 baseline level of 19,800 AF/yr to 39,800 AF/yr in the “Driest” year. PCWA had this
re-operation strategy evaluated by Jeff Meyers of Water Resource Management Inc., who
has indicated that re-operation water is available in every year that it would be required to

mitigate for increased diversions.

l.g.ii How do the Water Supply Contracts with PCWA and the Bureau work in
Conjunction with the Water Forum Agreement?

The following chart compares the Water Forum projected water supply availability in the American
River to that projected by the Bureau of Reclamation. Since the USBR is called on to operate the Central
Valley Project (CVP - which includes Folsom Reservoir) for other purposes in addition to water supply,
contractual water supplies from the Bureau may not be available to the City on the same supply pattern

anticipated by the Water Forum.

ity ofRosevill e Evaluation of Water System Capacity
American River Contract Volume Exceedence Plot

60
#Vaterl Forum _I

20 %
45

&
[+
&
Ey
a4, 2
w 5= .
ot Combpined — —hqq_
E ; 8 40 W ater|Forun
3° Z ;ﬁ 35 andtCVR
= X
2 30
b
25
20

50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%
Percent of Years Annual Volume is Exceeded

During the periods of CVP supply reductions outside the Normal/Wet Year Water Forum supply pattern,
a larger portion of Roseville’s PCWA contractual surface water supplies, which are considered
100 percent reliable, would be used to fill the shortfall. These variations occur approximately 20 percent

of the time (highlighted by the red box). During the “Drier” and “Driest” years it is anticipated that
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USBR supplies would be reduced by 25 percent as outlined in the Bureau’s Shortage Policy. This would
reduce available USBR supplies for Roseville from 32,000 AF/yr up to 24,000 AF/yr.
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Water Supply Make-Up—DEIR

Per the Water Forum Agreement, the unimpaired inflow into Folsom Reservoir dictates how much
additional conservation would be required and how much groundwater would be needed to makeup for
surface water reductions. The chart above illustrates how the various sources of supply and conservation
reductions work together to meet the combined City buildout and WRSP demands during Drier and

Driest years.

The blue line in the chart represents estimated buildout demand of the City including the WRSP. The
bars are comprised of (light blue) surface water supplies; (yellow) recycled water supplies; (maroon)
conservation reductions and (dark maroon) groundwater usage. The brown line represents the amount
of environmental water (re-op water) that PCWA would provide to the river to offset contractual
diversions from the river. The bars are ordered from left to right based on decreasing amounts of
available surface water and represent the Drier and Driest years as defined by the Water Forum based on

70-years of data. The two rightmost bars represent the “Driest” years (2 years out of 70).

In the above chart, the light blue bars represent the volume of surface water the City would have
available in a Drier or Driest year. This volume is comprised of volumes of water received from both
Placer County Water Agency and the Bureau of Reclamation. The amount taken from the Bureau is
dependent on how much water is available under their water rights. For example:
m If the Bureau reduces the City’s contractual supplies by 25 percent per their Shortage Policy (from
32,000 AF/yr to 24,000 AF/yr), then the remaining 15,800 AF/yr (up to the 39,800 AF/yr Water

Forum maximum) would be made up out of PCWA contractual water supplies (24,000 AF/yr +
15,800 AF/yr = 39,800 AF/yr); or,
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m If the Bureau reduces the City’s contractual supplies by 50 percent (from 32,000 AF/yr to
16,000 AF/yr), then the remaining 23,800 AF/yr (up to the 39,800 AF/yr Water Forum maximum)
would be made up out of PCWA contractual water supplies (16,000 AF/yr + 23,800 AF/yr =
39,800 AF/yr). It is worth noting that the USBR Shortage Provision only calls for a 25 percent
reduction, however the 50 percent reduction in this example is provided to show the City’s ability

to meet even greater reductions under what would be considered very unusual circumstances.

The amount of re-operation water to be released for environmental off-sets is capped at 20,000 AF/yr per
the Water Forum agreement. Re-op water varies depending on water year type as shown in the above

chart (brown line).

Summary

Having the flexibility to utilize two contractual sources of water supply in a Drier or Driest year enables
the City to provide a 73 percent reliable surface water supply. By incorporating groundwater into the
water supply strategy, the City’s reliability increases to 90 percent. The remaining 10 percent will be
compensated for by water use reductions due to conservation (implementation of drought stages).
However, it is acknowledged that in certain extreme conditions, or potentially in successive dry years, it
is possible, although highly unlikely, that Roseville’s diversion from the American River could drop
below 39,800 AF/yr. The likelihood of this scenario is remote, but if it should occur, Roseville would be
required to supplement water supplies with groundwater, recycled water, and additional conservation

measures.

1. Demand Factor Modifications

In 1993, a Water Supply Master Flan, titled General Plan Update Water System Study (Spink 1993, August),
was completed that developed planning criteria for calculating average annual, maximum day, and peak
hour water demands, “unit water demand factors.” These criteria have been the planning criteria used to
develop the City’s long-term plan for water supply, treatment, and distribution systems. The planning

criteria developed in the Spink report were based on the best available information at the time.

Available use data was limited for residential customers in 1993, because most customers were not
metered but rather paid flat rates for water service, with very few residents actually billed on metered
usage. Since 1992 the City has been installing residential water meters on all new construction and began
reading the meters in 2000. In February 2002, MWH completed the first of several technical memoranda
that evaluated different aspects of the City’s Water Utility planning criteria. A description of the work

conducted follows.
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ll.a Evaluation of Existing Doty

Meter data from residential and non-residential accounts was collected over the 2000-01 tmeframe.
Water use information was attached to the respective parcels and then corresponding demand factors

were calculated using land use information in conjunction with water use.

To control for variations in water year lype (e.g., wet yvears versus dry vears), MWH calculated the per
capita use for years 1980 through 2000 using water plant produclion dala and annual population data.
The per capita demand in high water use years was averaged (327 gpd/capita) and then used to adjust
2000 meter data to reflect the variance. The per capita vsage for 2000 was 286 gpd/capita. The
normalization factor was calculated to be 1.143 (327/286). As stated above, the factor was applicd to
water use dafa collected to adjust it to reflect average per capita demands in a higher water vse year.
Water use in 2000 was not limited by any supply cut backs therefore no drought restrictions were

impuosed.

A more detailed explanation is contained in TM 1, “Tivalualion of Water System Capacitv —Water

Demand,” February 2002, included in Appendix 6 of this response.
I.b  Regional Data and Comparison

As indicated in the second MWH technical memorandum, dated October 2002, a supplemental analysis
was completed that compared demand factors from 17 surrounding water purveyors. This was done to
confirm the results of the meter data analysis described previously. The purveyors” demand factors were
compared with both the demand factors prepared by MWH and the Spink demand factors from 1993. A
histogram for each land use type was prepared that idenlified the mean, % standard deviation, the Spink
demand factor, and the MWH demand factor. When only the MWH-calculaled demand factor fell within
oneft) standard deviation of the mean, that factor was used as the final modified demand factor as it is

believed to have a high confidence level. This was the case for SF-LDR and MF-MDR.

T the Commercial and Office, Industrial, and Public Recreation land use categories both 5pink and the

MWH factor were within one standard deviation of the mean.

For the Public Recreation land usce calegory, the MWl -calculated demand factor is lower than the mean
and the Spink demand factor is higher than the mean, therefore, using the mean value between the two is

presumed 1o bave the highest confidence level.

For the Commercial and Oftice and Industrial land use categories, the unit water demand factors in the
Spink study and MWI{'s evaluation are both less than the mean values. In this case, the average of the

twor Faclors was used,
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For Mulli Family —High Density and for Public/Quasi-Public, Cemetery, and Miscellaneous and Right-
of-Way categories, both the Spink and MWIH-calculated demand factors fall outside the one standard
deviation of the mean range. This apparently indicales the City’s water use for these categories of land
use is diffevent than nearby areas. For these land use categories, use of the average of the Spink and

MWH evaluation demand factors was used for the final modified demand factor.

Hii.c Application of New Demand Factors

To provide an additional level of conservatism in estimating build out demands for the existing City the
Spink demand factors were applied to any residential land use constructed prior to 1992, This provides a

5 percent conservancy over applying the modified demand tactors over the entire City.

The following table summarizes the changes suggested between the Spink demand factors and the

proposed moditied demand factors.

Comparison of Unit Water Demand Factors

Land Use Calegory | Spink Demand Factors [ Madified Demand Factors l Percent Change
Residential R -
LDR (<3.5 DUs/Ac) 922 gpd /DU 728 gpd/DU .21
LDR {3.5 to 5.0 DUs/Ac) 7460 gpd,/DU 600 gpd/DU -2
LMDR (5.0 to 6.0 DUs/Ag) 685 gpd,/DU 521 gpd/BU 24
LMDR (6.0 fo £.0 DUs /Ac) 566 gpd/DU 430 gpdd /DU -24
_ MDR {>8.0 DU to 12.0 DUt/ Ad) 425 gpd,/DU 323 gpd/DU -24
HOR {-12.0 to 16.0 DUs/Ac) 310 gpd,/DU 288 gpd, /DU 7
_J‘LD_R 1=16.0 DUs/Ae) 190 gpd/BU 177 gpd/DL i -7
Nonresidential )
Commercial /Retail 2,678 gpdfac -3
Business Professional 2,678 gpd/ac 2,598 gpd/ac -3
_Light Inelustey 2,678 gpd/ac 2,598 gpd/ac .3
Industrial 3,124 gpd;.f"gc. o _Z,Ségﬂp_d;"oc . -18
Reilroad Yard 122 gpd;/oc ]O‘? gpd/ac =11
Bementary Schools 3,881 gpdiac 3454 gpdfac -1
High Scheels ol 4,571 gpd/ac . B 4,068 gpd/ac «11
Public [Fire Starian, ste} . 2,000 gpd/ac 7RO g|'3_<.:‘,_ffl_c_‘ ol
Purk /Recreation 3,881 gpd/ac 2,988 gpd/oc | -23

V. Groundwater Supplies

The use of groundwater during certain vears is part of the Cily's current water supply planning. The
City’'s WEA allows the City to extract of up to 6,600 AF/yr of groundwater during the Drier and Dricst
hydrologic year types. The delivery of 800 AFfyr of surface water to Doctors Ranch and Toothills
Business Park in wel/average years requites the City to extract an additional 800 AF/yr ol groundwater in
the Drier and Driest years. The Cily's current plan is to make those groundwater resources available Lo

its existing General Plan customers,
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The City also intends to consider the use of additional groundwater resources to meet water demand
within the WRSI? area in Dricr and Driest years. The addilional groundwaler that would be required for
the WRSP is not explicitly considered in the WT'A waler balance. Consequently, the City intends to
implement measures to miligate any polential impacts to the groundwater basin resulting from the
extraction ot groundwater to meel demands within the WRSP Area in Drier and Driest years. In
particular, the Reason Farms property was evaluated to estimate the potential yield of an in-lieu
groundwater banking program accomplished through the permanent fallowing of lands currently under

irrigation. The Final EIR proposes this in-licu groundwaler banking as MM 4.11-2.
IV.a Static Run Analysis and Incremental Impacts

A “Static Runf/Incremental Impacl” analysis approach was utilized to evaluate groundwater impacts
associated with the WRSP and Reason Farms. With the static run approach, model paramclers related to
land use and waler demand are set to certain values anticipated to prevail at some point in time. For
modeling purposes, these anticipated levels of land use and water demand are assumed to occur in the
first year of the groundwater simulation and in every subsequent year (that is, land use and water

demand are hebd “static”). There is no “phasing” of water demand or changes in land use.

After water demand and land use parameters have been set, the simulation model is executed through
the historical 70-year hydrologic record (1922 through 1991) used for the WEA. Approximately the first
10 to 20 years of the simulation are characterized by falling groundwater elevations as the model of the
groundwater system achieves a quasi-equilibrium state in which the groundwater system is no longer
affected by the initial condilions. Subsequent to the equilibration period, groundwater elevations in the
model continue to fluctuate, but do so primarily in response to changing hydrologic conditions and
operations of associated comjunctive use programs. The range within which the groundwater elevations
fluctuale prescribes the estimated long-term response of the groundwater svstem to the assumed land

use and water demand under the historical 70-yvear hydrologic sequence.

Groundwater impacts were defined as the incremental changes between groundwater conditions
corresponding to a “bascline” condition that does not include the proposed project and groundwater
conditions resulting after the proposed project has been implemented. As the term is typically used for
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), a “bhaseline” is generally equated with
the oxisting condilions in an area in which a project 1s proposed. Tor other planning purposes, a

“baseline” condilion can be defined as conditions that can reasouably be expected to occur in the future

absent implomentation of the proposed project. This second approach to defining a “bascline” is

rr

commaonly referred to as a “cumulative without project” analysis, in that it predicts what the fulure

o 1347
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would look like without the project. Both types of “baselines” provide useful mformation Lo the public
and decision-makers. Consistent with this general discussion, two baselines are of interest in this work:

m Existing groundwater conditions

m Drojected vear 2030 groundwater conditions without the proposed project (e, a “cumulative

without project” analysis)

‘The existing groundwater conditions “baseline,” although somewhat self-explanatory, requires
definition. It is, of course, representative of current groundwater conditions throughout northern
Sacramento County and western Placer County. However, it also is representative of how the
groundwater basin is projected to respond cver the historical 70-year hydrologic record if current land

use and water demand were to remain unchanged. It is important to note that the groundwaler basin will

fluctuate in vesponse to changing hydrologic conditions even if current land use and levels of water dewmand remain

unchanged.
et

Although for land use projects such an inflexible “snapshot in time” approach is tvpical, projects
involving water supply typically take a different appreach in order to account for the variability of
hydrolegical conditions in California. Consequently, as is discussed in more detail below, the profected
yvear 2030 “cumulative without project” condition was used as the baseline against impacts were
evaluated for this study. This baseline builds upon the extensive environmental and technical analyses

prepared as part of the environmental review tor the WFA.

Note: The Nerth American River Integrated Groundwater and Surface Water Model (IG5M) was
originally developed through the American River Water Resources Investigation (ARWRI)
completed cooperatively between the Uniled States Burcau of Reclamation and the California
Deparimeni of Water Resources in the mid-1990s, The mode! was laler used i the Sacramenlo
Area Water Forum process in the evaluation of acceptable groundwater vields and conjunctive
use alternatives. The model in its current form was further developed by the American River
Basin Cooperating Agencies for the Regional Water Master Plan to be used for evaluation of
conjunctive use alternatives. The model used for this analysis is referred to as the “Draft Water
Forum Solution Model” and includes 2030 levels of water demand for Sutker, Placer, San Joaquin,

and Sacramoento countics wilh p]'OPOSQd C(_‘}["IlenC.tiVC use of surface water and gvotmd\-\fa Ler.

The North American River IGSM is a finite element computer model that provides a
comprehensive simulation of all major components of the hydrelogic cycle in accordance with
mass balance and water budgel accounting procedures. The model consists of three models that
are linked so that data at the boundary of one model can be transterred to the adjacent model. The
three models are the Sutter/Placer Modcel, the Sacramento County Model, and the San Joaquin
Model, Flements of the hydrologic cyvcle addressed by the IGSM include precipitalion, runef,
groundwater surface recharge, evaporation, consumptive use, groundwater extraction and
injection, and subsurface inflow and outflow. The simulation also includes the interaction

between surtace streams and the regional groundwater aquifer.
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IV.b Evalvation Scenarios

Three scenarios were evaluated in this study: (1) a “Cumulative without Project Baseline” condition; (2) a
“Project without Mitigation” condition; and (3) a “Project with Mitigation” condition. Each is discussed

separately in the following sections.

IV.b.i Cumulative without Project Baseline Condition

The year 2020 cumulative without project baseline condition was evaluated. Specifically, this baseline
condition corresponds to the groundwater condition variations expected to result from implementation
of the WFA in the City and all olher areas of Placer and Sacramento counties, with the exception of the

WRSP area. This baseline condition was selected for two principal reasons:

s First, the WFA reflects projected land use and water demand throughout Placer County and
Sacramento County in the year 2030 pursuant to the current approved general plans
a Second, the WFA currently represenls lhe most likely long-term plan for development of

groundwatcer and surface water supplies in Placer County and Sacramento Counly

The bascline condition tor this investigation originates from the ARWRT version of the IGSM used for the
“Draft Water Forum Solution Model” developed for the WFA CEQA analysis. The selection of this model
{with the modifications described below) provides an estimate of how the groundwater basin would
respond if elements of the WFA are implemented. Modifications to the model made for purposes of this
study include the following:

m A reduction in frequency of delivery of PCWA transfer water to the Sacramento Suburban Water
District (55WD). The WFEA simulation assumed delivery of 29,000 AF/vr to 55WD in
approximately 83 percent of the years. The adopted pattern assumes these deliveries occur in
65 percent of the years. This assumptlion is more consistent with the terms and conditions of the
PCWA/SSWD transfer agreemoent.

B An update of the water demands for the City based on the revised unil water demand factors
(discussed above in Section L), The revised built-out annual water demand for the City is
51,620 AT/fvr as compared to the original 54,900 AT/yr.

a Under the WEA, the maximum surface water diversion by the City in wet/average years is limited
to 55,700 AbF/yr. In critically dry years, lhe maximum diversion is limited to 39,800 AT/yr. Tn below
average to dry years, the City may divert an amount between 55,700 and 39,800 AF/vr based on
unimpaired inflow into Folsom Lake. In years that the surface water supply is less than the water
demand, groundwater oxtraction of up to 7,400 AF/yr is assumed to satisfv the unmel water
demand.

m In order to Investigate the potential maximum impacl of the development of the WRSP arca on
regional groundwaler conditions, the land use in the WRSIP area was changed Lo “native” {rather

than “urban” or “agriculture” land uses). “Native” land use assumes zero water demand in the

srpd MO Ao
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IGSM model. Consequently, this modification will maximize groundwater extractions after the

development of the WRSP arca.

IV.b.ii Project Without Mitigation Condition

The Sphere of Influence (SO1) arca is planned to develop in two phases. It is assumed the WRSP area will

develop first, followed by the development of the Remainder Area in the future. The project without

mitigation condition for the groundwaler investigation here considers only the first phase of

development (i.e., the WRSI area) for the following reasons:

The development of the entire SO arca is dependent upon the implementation of Sacramento
River Water Reliability Program or comparable surface water supply. A feasibility study is
currently being completed for the Sacramento River Water Reliability Program.

If the Sacramento River Water Reliability Program is implemented, the City anticipates potential
delivery of up to 7,100 AF/yr of additional surface water supplies. Under such a scenario, the need
for groundwater extraction could potentially be avoided.

The anticipated date for the operation of the Sacramento River Water Reliability Program is vear
2010. Therefore, assuming reliance of the WRSD area on groundwater in dry yvears tor a portion of

its water supply represents a “worst case” scenario {or groundwater extraction.

Modifications lo the baseline condition model made to reflect the project without mitigation condition

inciuded the following:

w Land use in the WRSP area was changed from “native” to “urban” to maximize the water demand

13-30

increase from the baseline. With the land use change in the project without mitigation condition,
the urban water demand was changed to the estimated build-out wban water demand for the
WRS! arca.

The ultimate water demand for the WRSP area 1s 7,042 AF/yr based on the revised unit water
demand factors and proposed land use plan of the WRSP arca. City demand reduclion associaled
with the revision of unit water demand factors for the rest of the City General Plan area
(2,316 AF/yr; refer to Draft EIR, p. 4.11-10} and 5 percent water conservation in dry vears
(352 Ab/yr) were identified as part of the water supply. These water supplies are made available
by conscyvation (that is, they are not actually “wet” water supply). The “actual” water demand for
the WRSP area was input to the 1GSM model by subtracting these two water supplies from the
total water demand based on hydrologic conditioms. As a result, the “nel” waler demand was
4,726 AFfyr (7,042 minus 2,316) in woetfaverage years, and 4,374 AF/yr (7,042 minus the sum of
2,316 and 352) in driest vears.

The water supply strategy is differont for wel/average vears and the drier and driest years. In
wet/average years, waler supplies included recycled water supplies of 1,526 AF/yr and a San Juan
entitlement of 3,200 AF/yr. In the drier and driest years, the San Juan entitlement is not available,

Thus, water supplies consisted of recvcled waler of 1,526 AF/vr and groundwater extraction of
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2,848 AF/yr. Note that the City demand reduction and conservation are excluded as water
supplies because “net” water demand is used.

@ The potential maximum amount of groundwater extraction modeled was 2,848 AFfyr. This is in
addition lo the 7,400 AT/yr of groundwater included in the base groundwater use assumption.
Groundwater total demand for the City and WRSP in the Driest Year is 8,822 AF/yr, which is
1,426 AT/yr less than the volume modeled (10,248 AF/yr).

m For modeling purposes, groundwater extraction was assumed at three localions within the WRSP
area (which is the number of wells anticipated to meet water demand on a max day basis). Each of
these locations is represented by a small area (or, computational element) over which
groundwater extraction was assumed to occur uniformly. For each well, groundwater is be
extracted from both the unconfined layer {Aquifer 1) and the confined layer (Aquifer 2). Each

Tayer was assigned 50 percent of the total extraction volume.
IV.b.iii Project With Mitigation Condition

Eallowing at Reason Farms has been proposed as a mitigation measure for the groundwater extraction
contemplated for the WRSP area (MM 4.11-2). Reason Farms is a rice farm localed in the area northwest
of the WRSI arca that is currently irrigated with groundwater. A total arca of approximately 1,080 acres
is currently under irrigation. By fallowing, the amounl of groundwater currently used lo irrigate Reason
Farms could be "banked” to alleviate {or climinate) groundwater impacts associated  with the

development of WRSP area.

The groundwater condilions under Lhis project with miligalion condition were also evalualed using lhe
1GSM. The 1GSM was modified from the project without mitigalion to reflect the fallowing al Reason
Farms. Modifications included the following:

Iy

a The land use for Reason Farms was changed from “agricultural” to “native” to reflect the
fallowing of the Reason Farms. This change reduces the agricuitural water demand for Reason

Farms Lo zero.

m The estimated water demand for Reason Farms {assuming rice production} is 6,483 AF/yr (on
average). Because a portion of the groundwater extracted and applied as irrigation water would
return to groundwater basin through deep percolation, the actual recharge to the groundwater
basin caused by land fallowing is equal to 6,483 AT/yr minus the returning deep percolation.
Results from the IGSM estimate that about 2,632 ATfyr currently retums to the groundwater via
deep percolalion, Consequently, the volume of groundwater recharge resulting from the

fallowing of Reason Farms is estimated to be 3,851 AT/vr (6,483 AF/vr minus 2,632 AT/yr).
{V.c Resulls of Groundwater Impact Analysis

The objective of the groundwater impact analysis 15 to estimate the potential impacts on groundwater
conditions that would result from an Increase in groundwater extractions to meet a portion of the water

demand associated with the WRSP area and to evaluate the mitigation of such impacts through the
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permanent fallowing of agricultural lands (namely, Reason Farms, after its anticipated acquisition by the
City) currently irrigated with groundwater. Specific impacts evaluated during this study included the
following:
® Impacts on regional and local groundwater and piczomelric surface elevations
® Impacts on groundwater and piezometric surface elevations in and around existing adjacent wells
m Impacts on groundwater elevations, piezometric surface elevations, and groundwaler and
piezometric surface gradients in and around adjacent known contaminant plumes

B Impacts on groundwaler quality
-

To evaluate potential impacls and lhe effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measure, two principal
types of information were developed: (1) groundwater and piezometric surface elevation contour maps
and (2) groundwater and piezometric surface clevation hydrographs at selected locations. This
intormation was presented in the appendices to the groundwater impact analysis and discussed in detail

in the report.

Only passive, or in-lien, recharge benefits were considered as the mitigation provided by the fallowing of
the Reason Farms property. That is, given that Reason Farms has historically been irrigaled with
groundwaler exlracted from beneath the property, the tallowing of the property will reduce the volume
of groundwaler that would have been extracted from the basin every year. This is a common
methodology for “banking” groundwater throughout the Central Valley of Calitornia. The intent of the
City, as explained in detail in “Technical Memorandum 7: Water Supply Strategy” (MWH, November
2002y {included in the Tinal EIR in Appendix R), is to utilize this banked groundwater in the WRSP area
during periods of surface water deficiency. As is described in “Groundwater lmpact Analysis for the
Proposed Reasons Farms Land Retirement Plan” (MWTI, June 2003 —Appendix M of the WRSP Final
EIR), over the 72-vear hydrologic period evaluated, the volume of water "banked” greatly exceeds the
volume of waler extracted. Given that in-ficu recharge is the proposed mitigation mechanism, the
discussion of percolation rates in and arcund the Reason Farms in the context of this question is not
refevant. In fact, any percolation that could occur on the site after fallowing would provide an additional

mitigation benefit as it was nol considered in the groundwater impact analvsis conducted.

it should alse be noted this approach is consistent with City’s Water Forum Agreement. While the Water
I'orum identifics the use of 6,600 AF/yr of groundwater by the City of Roseville, the agreement did nol
limit the use of groundwaler in Placer County. The 131,000 AF/vr of tirm vield was specific to the Notth

Area eroundwaler basin.
&

The North Arca groundwater basin did not include Placer or Sutter Countics in the firm vield limilations.

The estimated firm yield was based on extraction limitations placed on whal purveyors could withdraw

552 I T, iy af du
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from the basin. This area was delincated by the jurisdictions and purveyors identified in the agreement
and specific to the basin. Since Placer County and specifically Roseville were not included as part of the

basin description, extraction limilalions were nol placed on the Cily.

The Sacramento North Area Groundwater Management Authority was formed In August 1998 as a Joint
Powers Aulhority having governance authority over those jurisdictions and agencies located in the

North Arca Basin in Sacramento County.

Increasing the 6,000 to 7,400 AF/vr does not violate Roseville’s Water Forum conumitment—groundwater
element because the extraction limilation is nol applicable Lo the City. On page 116 of the Forum
Agreement, it states, “All signatories to the Water Forum Agreement will supporl and, where appropriate,

participate in the Groundwater Management Element as set forth above.”

IV.d Basis of the Numbers

Contrary to the claim in one of the comment letlers that the estimated volume of groundwater banked is
i 1 - rr N 5 . - - . - . !

quite high”, the methodology for estimating the volume of groundwater banked through in-lien means
due to the {allowing of the Reason Farms property was quite conservative {i.e., it is likely that fallowing
of the Reasons Farms property will result in more groundwater banked than for which credit is being

laken). Neither is it “speculative.” This methodology is described below.

iv.d.i Volume of Groundwater Extracted

Groundwater extraction for irvigation purposcs on Reason Tarms was reported by the owner (o range
between 10,000 and 12,000 AF/yr; however, no groundwater extraction records were made available from
the owner of the property. Consequently, the volume of groundwater extracted was conservatively
estimated based on the 7.1 AF/acre per one crop rotation water duty” typical for rice production in Placer
and Sacramento Counties resulting tn an estimated total volume of applied of 6,483 AT/vr. This water
duty represents the volume of water applied to the field during the entire cycle of rice production and

inchudes pre-irrigation, flood-up, irrigation, and post-irrigation activities (e.g., soaking of stubble). The

conservative estimated volume of groundwater extracted for a single crop per vear was used in the

groundwatcr impact analysis.

It should also be noted thal the “water balance” provided in comment letter 35D includes two major
ervors. Tirst, il 1s incorrect to assume that the total applied water (i.e., groundwater extracted} is limited

fo thal velume required to satisfy crop evapotranspiration (ET) (a value of 50 inches per year is cited

T Water duty v comprised of fload-up, soaking and the evapotranspiration losses telating 7.1 AFfvr per acre or one crop rotation. Source:

“Crap Water Lize in Catifornia: Bualletin 11347
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withoul reference}. As described above, additional volumes of water are applied (and hence,
groundwater extracted) during a single crop rotation. Second, the assumption that the average annual
rainfall amount of 17 inches per yvear (no reference given) is available at the appropriate time to satisfy
crop El-requirements is alse incorrecl. The majority of rainfall in Placer County occurs in winter months
that do not coincide with the suimmer growing season for rice. Consequently, it is incorrect to reduce the

applied water requirement.
1V.d.ii Ultimate Disposition of Applied Water

The ultimate disposition of the applied volume can be partitioned into crop E'1 and losses to evaporation,
deep percolation, and tail water run-off. Tor purposes of the groundwater impact analysis, the North
American River 1G5M was used to estimate that volume of applied water that returns to the
groundwater under Reason Farms via deep percolation.
Final Notce: The groundwater impact analysis resulted in an estimated volume of foregone
groundwater extraction of about 3,851 AT/yr. Nole thal this amount exceeds the required volume
of groundwater extraction in years of surface water deficiency required to serve the WRSP area of
2,848 AF/yr. It should also be noted that the City’s intent after the acquisition of the Reason Farms

property is to fallow the Reason Farms property in perpetuity in all years, while the water supply

strategy only calls for the use of groundwater in a fraction of the years.
V. Water Conservation
V.o Droughis

Roseville Municipal Code, Section 14.09, defines the various water conservation efforts the City will
undertake to mitigate the impacts of drought or reduce the impacts of excessive water use. 'The City is
committed to reducing impacts on surface water supplics by implementing a detailed water conservation
plan outlined in the Urban Water Management Plan. Roseville has also developed water efficient

landscaping guidelines to reduce the impacts on water supplies.

Roseville is located in a semi-arid climate. Because of this fact, the area experiences some degree of
drought approximately 17 percent of the ime. During droughts, the available surface water supplies are
reduced necessitating the need for customers to reduce their waler demands and the City to develop

other sources of supply.
V.b  Drought Mitigatfion

V.bh.i Recycled Water Supplies

Roseville is continuing to expand its recycled water program. The intent of the program is to reduce the
dependence of large irrigated areas on surface wator by utilizing realed effluent from the City’s regional
waslewater treatment plants. In 2003, the community used approximately 1,400 AF/vr of recycled water
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on fhree golf courses and various parks and landscaping on the west side of town. This amount is
estimated to increase to over 3000 AF/vr for the existing general plan and to over 4500 AT/vr for the

ceneral plan and the WRSIE combined.

Y.b.ii Groundwadler Supplies

The City currently has three functional wells (Atlantic, Qakmonl, and Darling) that can produce
6,000 AF/vr. A fourth well is under construction (Ciamond Creek). The combined productlion of the 4
wells is estimated to be 10,300 AF/yvr. The City's capital improvement program has 4 additional wells
planned over the next 8 o 10 vears. Planned wells are being constructed with the intent to provide water
supply reliability during drier and dricst years. The City is also pursuing an Aguifer Storage and
Recovery program where excess surface water available in wet years is inject water into the ground for

later use during drier and driest vears.

The use of groundwater is an integral part of the water supply reliability for the City. At full build out of
the City over 7,400 AT/yr of groundwater is needed to augment available surface water supplies in the
driest years. This amount would increase to 10,248 AF/yr of groundwater when the WRSP is annexed

into the City.

The use of groundwaler is predicated on the availability of surface water supplics [rom the USBR and

PCW AL
V.bh.iii Drought Stages

The following table outlines the five Drought Stages described in the City's Municipal Code:

Drought 5tages!

Available
Surfate Water
Supply Impacts )

Stage | P0 percent Waoter upen roquast at o restaurant, vehicle washing probibited except with o control nozzle and o bucket.

Stage 2 BO percont Stage one restrictions in effec, limited times of irrigation, vehicle washing prohibited except with o bucket and aver
landseaped areas, reduce irrigotion demands by 30 percent

Stage 3 70 percent Stages 1 & 2 in effec), no turf or grass planted, reduce irrigotion by 50 percent, decorative founiging and paal
drained and turned off, reduce construction dust contral demands except for use of recycled woter, pools and spas to
be covernd to alimingte evaparation

Stoge 4 a0l percent Sage: 1 thru 3 in effed, reduce irdgotian by 75 percent, no Ciry Parks—urf will be irrigated, no construction dust
control—except for the use of recyeted water, no backwashing or filling swimming pools

Stoge S | 30 percent Stuges 1 thru 4 in effact, no turf or grass shall be irrigated,

1. Refer to Appandix 7 Zar text of RMC Seetion 14,09,

Exterior usage of potable water makes up approximately 50 percent of the annual water supply needs of
the City. Reducing exterior demands through implementing the various drought stages would greatly

reduce the amount of water supply needed by the City in those vears. The following table estimates the

Woeel Bosevil
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amount of water saved during a drought (at build oul of the City) based on irrigation demands being

50 percent of the water use throughout the community.

City Buildout Demaned: 51,620 AF
Estimated Irrigation DEI‘I'IC!;'ICE N 25,810 AF
parcent Reduction in Irigation Dermand | Savings {AF)

Stage 1 -3 1,291
Stage 2 30 7,743
Stage 3 L 12905
Stage 4 75 19,358
Stage 5 [Jals} 25,810

1. Fer estiaatian, only used buiideut derrand of the existing City boundaries.

As described previously in this document, during the driest hydrologic year type, the City's American
River diversions are limited to 39,800 AT/vr per the Gity’s Water Forum Agreement. This is 69 percent of
the City’s available water supplies based on the Cily's WFA maximum surface water diversion of
55,700 AF/yr. Therefore, during the Driest year, the City would anticipate being in a Stage 5 drought
classification. Based on the above table, the City could recognize a 19,358 AF/vr to a 25,800 AF/yr water

use reduction depending on the implemented drought stage.

V.c Confirmafion of Conservation Factors

This section evaluates the reasonableness of the 10 percent conservation factor used in the water supply
strategy for the Citv's existing General Plan Area. The following chart shows the City's General Tlan
build-out water demands, wet year water supplics and the breakdown of the City's Dry Year' supplies

under the Water Forum Agreement.

“'he connwtittion of Dry Year used in the text is seeresenting the “1#iest Year”™ Water Forum scenario,
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Conservation estimates used in the Water Forum Agreement total 5,162 AF/yr (10 percent of total
demand). This is less than the volume of water potentially saved in a Stage 2 Drought (7,743 AF), even
considering that as previously described the City would expect to be in at least a Stage 3 drought in a
Driest Year. Taking a conservative approach and assuming the savings estimated during a Stage 2, rather
than a Stage 3, drought, the shortfall between dry year supply and demand is 8,157 AF/yr (55,700 AF/yr —
39,800 AF/yr — 7,743 AF/yr). The shortfall is made up from the continued use of recycled water (3,000 AF)
and groundwater extractions (5,157 AF) outlined in RMC 14.09. This confirms that the City’s use of a

10 percent conservation factor is reasonable for use in the water supply strategy.

VI. System Issvues
Via System Losses

The regional evaluation of demand factors and system loss factors conducted by MWH, Task 1, (Nov
2002), identified a wide range of system loss factors. They ranged from 0 to over 10 percent. Roseville has

chosen a 2 percent system loss factor because of the following:

B The age of the City’s system is relatively new in comparison with other jurisdictions surveyed.

m By using Spink demand factors for pre-1992 residential construction (approximately 2,600 AF) of
conservancy is built into the long-term water supply projections, which equates to 5 percent on its

OwWI.
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m The City has developed and implemented a water system rehabilitation program that replaces

infrastructure based on projected useful life and as problems are identified.

B As the meter retrofit program nears completion, a more detailed analysis will be completed
utilizing water use data in conjunction with historical maintenance records to target problem

areas for repair or replacement.

VIL.h Aging Infrastructure

Over time, distribution and treatment facilities reduce their efficiency. These reductions in efficiency
result in system losses if they are not corrected. As stated above, the City has implemented a
rehabilitation program that will evaluate elements of the system as they reach their useful life and repair
or replace it depending on the situation. A portion of the monthly service charge is dedicated to this

program.

To ensure that losses due to aging infrastructure do not impact the ability of the utility to deliver water to
its customers, a conservation factor was built into the demand factors that equates to 5 percent of the
anticipated build out demands. This is in addition to the 2 percent systemn losses added on to the
projected demands. The 5 percent (2,600 AF) is derived from using Spink demand factors for any

residential unit constructed prior to 1992.

VIl. Water Supply Strategy

This section is provided to help clarify the understanding of the City’s existing water supply in both
normal and dry years and how the addition of the West Roseville Specific Plan will not negatively impact

the existing water supplies for the City.

Vil.a Existing General Plan

As explained in Section II of this document the City’s wet year surface water supplies total 55,700 AF/yr
and the City’s driest year supplies are limited to 39,800 AF/yr under the Water Forum Agreement. Using
the revised demand factors prepared by Spink for pre-1992 residential units and the MWH modified unit
demand factors for all other land uses and post-1992 residential units, the City’s estimated total water

demand for the existing General Flan is 51,620 AF/yr. This is documented in Table 4.11-2 of the Final EIR.

Existing surface water entitlements (55,700 AF) can completely meet the City’s wet year demands

(51,620 AF), leaving a surplus surface water supply of 4,080 AF.

Under the driest year scenario, the City will meet existing build-out demands using the following:

m Surface water supplies (39,800 AF)
m Conservation at 10 percent (5,162 AF)
m Recycled water supplies (3,000 AF)
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® Croundwater supplies (3,658 AF)

It is important to note that at the time the Water Forum Agreement was signed, the City estimated
General Plan demands to be 38,914 AF/yr. Based on that estimate, the City estimated the need to use
6,660 AF/yr of groundwater supplics. With the annexation of the Doctors Ranch and Foothills Business
Park, an additional 800 AF/yr of groundwater was anticipated during driest years (refer to Section 1.c)
thus Lotaling 7,400 AF. With the new General Plan demand estimate (51620 AF), only 3,638 AF/yr of

groundwaler is required for the Gity during driest years.
VilLb Wesf Roseville Specific Plan

As described in the Tinal EIR, the West Roseville Specitic Plan water demands are estimated at
7,042 AF/yr. The City developed a water supply strategy for meeting those needs during both wet and

dry year scenarios.

There are several ways in which to lock at these strategies. One such way to depict the WRSP water
supply strategy is shown in the Final EIR as Figure 4.11-1. This Tigure has prompted questions as to how
surface waler could be made available to the WRSD during driest years whoen, under the existing General
Plan, the City uses groundwaler supplics to mect the dry year demands. The charls show the wel vear
supply strategy consisis of the following:
® Surface water supplies (53,516—consisling of 3,200 AFfyr of SJWD and 2,316 Aljyr of lhe
4,080 AF/yr excess City supplies as described above)

m Recycled water supplies (1,526 AF)

Tor the dry year supply shown in the Final EIR, the volume of groundwater extractions anticipated for
the General Plan were left at 7,400 AF/vr (6,600 AF/yr assumed in the Water Forum Agreement plus
800 AF/vr for the SJWD dry vear supply replacement). This then “frees-up” a portion of the 39,800 AF/vr
driest vear surface water supplies. In looking at the supply strategy in this manner the WRSP driest year
supply strategy consists of the following:

a Surface water supplies (2,316 AF/yr of the 4,080 AF/yr excess City supplies as described above)

m Conservation at 3> percent (352 AT)

s Recycled water supplies (1,520 AF)

a Groundwater supplies (2,848 AF)

Should the groundsvater not be kept at the volume considered in the Water Forum, one could look at the
driest vear water supply strategy another way with all driest vear surface water supplies (39,800 AF)
provided entirely to the existing General Plan. The WRSP would then meet driest yvear supplies as

follows:
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@ Surface water supplies (0 AL)

® Conservation at 5 percent (352 AlY)
® Recycled water supplies (1,526 AF)
m  Groundwater supplies (5,164 AF}

Under this strategy, groundwater extractions required for the WRSP are increased by 2,316 AF/yr from
2,848 Al/yr to 5,164 AF. [Towever, the groundwaler extractions in the existing General ’lan arca would
be reduced 3,742 AF/yr from 7,400 AF/yr to 3,658 AF. As show in the next section, the cumulative

impacts on the groundwater are the same as analyzed in the WRSP Final EIR.

Vil.c Existing City General Plan and the West Roseville Specific Plan

The combined demand for the existing General Plan (51,620 AI') and the West Roseville Specific Plan
(7,042 AF) is 58,662 AL, During wet years the combined demand is met com pletely through surface water
supplics as follows:

m lLixisting surface water (54,900 AF)

® S|WIDD reallecation (4,000)

During driest years, the combined demands would be meet as follows:

a Surface water supplies (39,800 Al
s Conservation (3,514 AF—consisting of 5,162 AF/yr in the GI? and 352 AF/yr in the WRSP)

a Recycled water supplies (4,526 AF—consisting of 3,000 Al/yy in the GP and 1,526 AF/yr in the
WRSP)

m Groundwater supplies (8,822 AF}

Appendices {provided in Appendix Z of Volume IV(B) of the Final EIR)
1. M & T Shortage Policy

2. Meyer, Jeffery, Letter—“Supplemental Placer County Water Resources, Water Supply Lvaluation”
3. San Juan Water District MOU

g

. Roseville Water Forumn Purveyor Specific Agreement

fon

Bartkiewicz, Paul M., While Paper—San Juan Water District 3200 AF/yr PCWA Reallocation
Opinion
6. TM 1, MWH, Evaluation of Waler System Capacity, Feb 2002

7. Roseville Municipal Code 14.09—Water Conservation
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Roseville Energy Park

The California Fnergy Commission (CEC) will evaluate the project level and cumulative impacts of the
proposed Roseville Energy Park (REP) in accordance with applicable licensing requirements. The CRC
licensing process requires thal power plants be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with
federal, state, and local requirements and policies specifically concerning the protection of air quality and
the handling of hazardous materials. An application to the CEC for licensing was made by the City on
October 30, 2003, and is currently under review by the CEC. Copies of the REP application are available
tor review by contacting the CEC and are also available for review at the Roseville Permit Center, located
at the Roseville Civic Center. The CEC Application contains a discussion of land ownership, project
objectives, project schedule, profect alternatives, environmental considerations, project benefits, public
outreach, and a complete project description. The CEC application review will include many

opportunitics for public involvement over the next year.

The WRSP Final EIR contemplates and evaluales the possibility of the REP in combination with the
WRSP from both a land use perspective and in its cumulative analysis. The REP application also
contemplates the WRST as a foresecable project and analyzes the potential combined effects of the REP
and the WRSP. Where potential significant offects are identified, the REP application identifies mitigation
measures to reduce these impacls to a less-than-significant level. While the REP application does not
represent the final determination of the CEC, it contains a comprehensive analysis of the potential
environmental impacts of the project and the City hereby incorporates it into the administrative record

for the WRSP by reference.

To dale, CTC licensing has not resulted in the adoption of a statement of overriding considerations to
approve an energy project. It is, therefore, very unlikely that the CEC would approve the REP if there are

significant unmitigated impacts of the project, including cumulative impacts.
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13.2.2 Individual Responses to Comments

The following section contains responses to individual comments received on the Draft EIR. All of the
origimal comment letters, in their entirety, are provided before the responses. Consistent with Sections
15088(a} and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, commeoents that raise significant environmental issues are
provided with responses. Comments that are outside of the scope of CEQA review will be forwarded for
consideration to the decision-makers as part of the project approval process. All comments will be

considered by the City Council when making a decision on the project.
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Comment Letter 1

EGARD OF TRUSTEES
Nancy Anderson
Raymond F. Bendsr
Torf E. Ferguson
Seott C. Rodowick
Libby A. Williams

8408 Watt Avenue « Antelope, California 95843
- {916) 338-6330 » Fax (916) 338-6411
SUPERINTENDENT

Established 1858 Dr. Kevin J. Jolly
September 23, 2003

Kathy Pease

Administrative Analyst
Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Rosevilie, CA 95678

Re: Environmental Impact Repo'rt for the West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment

Dear Ms. Pease:

ey

Attached is a copy of a letter to you, dated September 13, 2002, written by Attorney Harold
Freiman on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District, in response to the Notice of
Preparation of the Draft Environmental impact Report for the (1) City of Roseville West
Roseville Specific Plan/Sphere of Influence Expansion/Annexation Project; and (2) City of
Roseville Sphere of Influence Project for the City/County memorandum of Understanding
Remainder Area. 1-1

Center Joint Unified respectfully resubmits this letter as the District wishes to renew its
comments and continues to take the same position as stated a year ago.

Please continue to keep Center informed of all developments on this and any future
projects in our area. ' B

Sincerely,

W N

Dr. Kevin J. Jolly
Superintendent

gk

Enciosure (1)

"Proud of the Past, Planning for the Future"






Response to Comment Letter |
_Center Joint Unified School District (September 23, 2003)

2. Response to Comment Letter 1
Center Joint Unified School District {September 23, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment contains general information transmitting Comment Letter 1A, which was originally
written on September 13, 2002, by Mr. Harold Freiman, Lozano & Smith Attorneys at Law, on behalf of
the CJUSD in response Lo the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR. The commenter also requests to be
kept intormed regarding all development in the City of Roseville that is also within the CJUSD's

boundaries. This is nol a comment on an environmental issuc. Therefore, no turther response is required.
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LozaNo SMiTH
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
4 Professional Corporution
Harold Rei ir;:al:vm . E-Mail: hfreiman @lozenosath.com
September 13, 2002

By U.S. Mail & Fax: (916) 774-5129

Kathy Pease

Adminjstrative Analyst
Roseville Planning Department
311 Veman Street

Rosevilie, CA 95678

Re:  Response of Center Joint Unified School District to Notice of Preparation of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the: (1) City of Roseville West Roseville Specific
Plan/Sphere of Influence Expansion/Annexation Project; and (2) City of Roseville Sphere
of Inflnence Project for the City/County Memorandum of Understanding Remeinder Area

Dear Ms, Pease:

We write on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District ("CJU. SD™) with comments on the
Notice of Preparation ("NOP™) for the above described environmental impact repornt ("EIR™).

e o)

CIUSD appreciates the opportunity to express its views as to the, scope and contept of the 1A -1
environmental information relevant to the District’s responsibilities as well as the responsibifities

of the two other school districts which will serve the Project: Rosevilie Elementary School i
District and Roseville Joint Union High School District, J

A central concern of CJUSD is that the EXR addxess which school districts will serve the :E 1A-2

anticipated new development, and that the EIR further address the ability of those school districts
16 continue providing adequate facilities and a safe environment to its existing smdents and 1A-3
students that will be generated by new development. _ i

As CTUSD has expressed in the past to the County of Placer, CTUSD is particularly concerned ) ]
about what appears to be a trend in Placer County te disregard school district boundaries in land
use planning. Developments are being planned that are primarily located in one school district,

but which have a smaller portion of the development in another school district, with no logical 1A-4
dividing point between the two. Furthermore, anticipated schoal sites are being identified that
rest immediately on the boundary between the districts, located in the district that will contain _
more of the houses. Such developments create extreme pressures o change the long established, |
pre-existing school district boundaries to match the limits of the development. This in tum leads T 1A-5

\

2810 Crow Canyan Plece, Switc 170 San Ramon, Californiz S4583-1544 Tel Y23-302-2000 Fax S25-302.2010
Websire: www.lozanosmith.con

Fresno Monrerey San Rafael Sarn Ramon Sarma Monica Vivea



Comment Letter 1A

Sep=-22-03 g2:25em  From- T-83¢  P.0B3I/013  E-218
Kathy Pease
September 13, 2002
Page 2

to; difficulty on the part of school districts in being able to plan for their future growil, |
uncertainty for the school districts, developers and community alike; uncoordinated planning; 1A-5
and future disputes that can delay developmer: .., end result in high costs to the public as school
districts are forced to contest or even litigate over reorganization efforts. A further concern is
that the trend appears to be towards developments that would reorganize the school district $0 as
to take relatively wealthier and less ethnically diverse homes from a more diverse school district
and transfer them to a wealthier school district, increasing the potential for segregation and for 1A-6
ecopomic impacts on the less wealthy school district. This is particularly oubling in light of the
fact that the motivation behind the territory transfer is more often than not to increase the value
of property or homes ip the ransfer arca. , ]

.

The foregoing factors were all involved in the curreat school district boundary dispute that has
beep taking place in Placer County involving the Morgan Creek Community Facilities District
Area. The development planned there rests primarily in Dry Creek Elementary School District
and Roseville Joint Union High School Distriet, but an area of approximately 240 planned homes
juts to the west, into CYUSD. Thes certified EIR for the development project appears to have

srroncously identified the school district boundaries. Perhaps as a resuit, the developers planned 1A-7
a school for Dry Creek Elementary School District that was actually located in CJUSD.
Furthermore, the developer planned residential units that straddled not only the actual boundary
berween the districts, but also the incorrect boundary identified in the EIR. Little or no
consideration was given to the impact on the school districts involved.

The Morgan Creck developers ultimately petitioned for a territory transfer to the Placer and

' Sacramento County Commitices on School District Organization. CIUSD has had to engage in a
protracted and expensive conflict with the developers over whether the reorganization shouid
occur. The Placer County Committes approved the transfer, but the Sacrameato Couaty
Committee denied it, citing the impacis on CJUSD and the financial motivation of the developers | 1A-8
secking the transfer. This issue must now be resolved by the State Board of Education, and may
take another year or longer finally 1o be decided. CJUSD and the Morgan Creek developers can
certainly attest that all parties would have been beiter served if these issues had been resolved at
the outset, prior to completion of the EIR process. _

The sitwation described in the current NOP is strikingly similar to the Morgan Creek setting.
Like Morgan Creek, the bulk of the proposed development being addressed rests outside of
CIUSD, but with a smaller area to the west within CYUSD. CRUSD’s consultants estimate based
on the limited information in the NOP that 300 to 500 units might ultimately be build in the
CJUSD portion of the territory. Attached hereto is a version of Figure 2 to the NOP, to which 1A-9
CJUSD'= consultants have added an approximate dermarcation of the border between the i
respective school districts. This attached figure has been prepared based solely on preliminary |
information, and should be verified before being refied upon for the precise boundary. This map
bears great similarity to the one that CJUSD has been contending with in Morgan Cresk.
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As the revised map shows, a new elementary school is located immediately to the east of the
school district boundary, just beyond CTUSD’s ternitory. Again, this was essentially the same  _
sitnation as in Morgan Creek. Locating a new school at this precise location is likely to lead to 2 N
petition to transfer the rest of the development into the territory of the Roseville school districts.
It is predictable tha the developer or later homeowners will contend that it is illogical for
students living immediately next o a new school not to go to that new school with their

neighbors from the cast. ]

As was evidenced by the confusion and disputes regarding the Morgan Creck sitnation, failing to -
take school district boundaries into consideration, or creating situations that will iater be used to
prompt efforts at school district boundary changes, is simply bad planning. For purposcs of the
NOP, CTUSD notes that this situation must be addressed in the EIR, as must the consequences
and impacts on the school districts and the neighborhoods that will be created.

| |

In this instanee, the involved developers bave stated their intent not to seek any change 1o
existing schoo} district boundaries. That intent should also be addressed in the EIR. Asz result
of that intent, the location of the school should be re-thought. CJUSD notes that its concerns
regarding the proximity of the proposed school to CTUSD’s boundaries, and the resulting
pressure 10 move school district boundaries, can be resclved by ensuring that schools are located
at least ope mile from the boundary of any school district. Locating schools in such a fashion
allows for logical planning, as public facilities are generally located more centrally to a public
agency, rather than being soattered along its borders. CJUSD would certainly be interested in
discussing the possibility of providing new school facilities to serve the proposed new
gevelopment, which facilities would be within CTUSD, following the guideline of staying at least
one mile from the boundary lipe of the affected school districts.

iy

The placement of roads and traffic circulation should also be addressed $o as to take into
consideration existing school sites, planned school sites, and existing school district boundaries.
For example, will appropriate roads be planned to allow access from the CTUSD portion of the
proposed development to existing or planned CTUSD schools? If not, whis would result in 2
significant irnpact, as traffic patteras to CJUSD's schools would be disrupted and poorly
planned.

CFUSD looks forward to working with the City, the County and the Placer County Local Agency |
Formation Commission in ensuring that adequate and safe facilities will in fact be in place with
this new development, and that the existing borders of the affected school districts will be
considercd and honored. CJUSD offers to be an active participant in the preparation of the
schools section of the EIR, in the analysis of relevant data, in the identification of impacts
relating to schools and in formulating appropriate mitigation measures. B

In that regard, the CTUSD submits the following general comments regarding Project scope and |
description, overall comments applicable to both the Project and Program EIR aspects of the
Project, and comments, including categoties of information specific to the Project EIR aspect of

N

1A-9

1A-10

1A-11

1A-12

1A-13

1A-14

1A-15
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the Project. The CJUSD wishes 1o sce these comments and categories of information addressed
int the Draft EIR, each of which the CJUSD feels is pecessary for an adeguate assessment of the
impact of this project on jocal schools.

PROJECT SCOPE ANIY DESCRIPTION

I 1A-15

Project Componerts

The Project scope and description is ambiguous and confusing. The Project appears o be two
projects in one. First, there is a Draft Environmenta] Impact Report for the City of Roseville
West Roseville Specific Plan/Sphere of Influence Expansion/Annexation Project. This EIR is

apparently a project specific EIR. Second, there is a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 1A-16
City of Roseville Sphere of Influence Expansion for a remainder area under a City/County
Memorandum of Understanding. This EIR is apparently 2 program EIR.

As currently written, the reader is left to gucss and extrapolate as to the Project scope agd
description. The Draft EIR should clearly distingnish between the two Project components,

explain what the City/County MOU is and why that is utilized in defining the Project scopeapd | 1A-17

description, and clearly articulate which level of apalysis is being used. -

Explanation for Selected Boundaries

There is an inadequate explanation as to how the boundaries were drawn for the rwo componcntq
of the Project. The boundaries are irregular and apparently deviate from the City/County MOU
planning area. The Draft EIR should explain in detail the basis for drawing the boundaries for __
each of the two components of the Project. This issue is of particular concern to the CIUSD, as |
the irregular shape of the boundaries just clips the CJUSD boundaries. Again, CYUSD’s
consultants, based on rough calculations, have estirnated that 300-500 dwellings will be 1A-19

constructed in this area. . :
Consideration of Existing City Facilities

The Project description and scope excludes from consideration existing lands owned by the City
of Roseville and utilized for a regional waste water treatment plant and possible future power
plant. Although this lapd is not part of the Project development, it is within the middle of the

Project and should not be excluded from the environmental apalysis. The impacts from these 1A-20
existing and planned City facilitics should be considered as well as the impacts from the Project
-on these City facilities.

Certification of the EIR Before any Project Approvals

Pages 9-10 of the Notice of Preparation reference Project approvals that will be required by the “1[
West Roseville Specific Plan. Outof 13 approvals, certification of the EIR is listed as number |
| N

1A-18

1A-21
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'11. The Draft EIR should refiect that certificarion of the Project EIR must occur before any
Project approvals, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. |

COMMENTS APPLICABLE TO BOTH THE PROJECT AND PROGRAM EIR
ASPECTS OF TEE PROJECT

The Draft EIR should accurately define the geographic boundaries for the three school districts,

and represent those boundaries on maps and diagrams in relation to the Project. It is critical that | 1A-22
the Draft EIR base its analysis on accurate boundary descriptions. There should be no
assumptions that any of the school district boundaries will change or that territory from one | _.
school district will be transferred 1o another. This is what occurred in the Morgan Creek 1A-23
Community Facilities District EIR. In fact, that EIR contained errors in the boundary lines.

tA-21

Once an accurate description is obtained, the Draft EIR should describe how mauy students are |
within each district, which schools within those school districts serve existing students, and what |
schools are proposed to serve additional students generated from this Project and other projects
in the arca. All land use decisions, including the location of residential housing, commercial and
industrial development, public facilities, and infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, etc.) should
consider school district boundarics and the location of existing and future schools.

1A-24

If there is a possibility of a future proposal for a change in school district boundaries or a transfer |
of territory from one district 1o another, this should only be considered after a complete analysis
is made as if no change or wansfer occurs. Such spaculative information may not be used in
accessing the existing impacts upon the schoof districts, {(Sege Cal Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15064(f),
15384.) Further, we want to emphasize that we have received assurances from the developers
that they have no intent on seeking any changes to existing school district boundaries,

1A-25

1A-26

- It is jmperative that the preparer of the Draft EIR copsult with representatives from the three 1A-27
school districts to obtain the necessary information to address these issues.

]

COMMENTS AND CATEGORIES OF INFORMATION SPECIFIC TQ THE PROJECT
EIR ASPECT OF THE PROJECT

Population

1. Describe historical, current, and foture population projections for each of the 1
involved scheol districts,
: 1A-28
CIUSD specifically reguests that historical, current, and future population projections for each of
the involved school districts be addressed. Population growth or shrinkage is & primary -
consideration in determining the impact that development may have on & school distzict. asa = 7
booming population can directly impact the CJUSD and its provision of educational services, 1A-29
largely because of resulting school overcrowding, while a district with declining enrollment may

4
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depend on new development to avoid school closure or program cuts. Overcrowding can
constitute a significant impact within the meaning of the Califorpia Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA"). (Seg Cal.Code Regs., tit.14, §§ 15064, 15126.) This is particularly so where the

overcrowding results in unsafe conditions, decreased quality of education, ;the need for new bus 1A-29
routes, and requires new school construction. The same can hold true for potential school
closures or program cuts resulting from a decliniug population. :
Housing - | -
2. Describe the type and number of anticipated dwelling anits. 1A-30
3. Describe the average square footage for anticipated dwelling units, brok ] 1A-31

down by type of unit. ' ' |

4. Estimate the amonnt of development fees to be generated by deveiopment in 1A-32
accordance with implementation of the Project.

A

3. Describe the phasing of residential and development over time from 1A-33

inception to build-out of the Project. - )

b

6. Identify the snticipsted nurnber of units availabie for low income housing. 1A-34

The foregoing categories of information (Request Nos. 2-6) are critical for determining the extent |
of both physical and fiscal impacts on the Distict, California school districts are dependent on
the provisions of Government Code Sections 65995, et seq., and Education Code sections 1760C, | 1A-35
et seq. for financing new school facilities and maintenance of existing facilities. The developer
fees mandated by Section 65995, provide the CJUSD the bulk of its financing for facilities needs.

-

The ability of the statutory development fees 10 offset the impact of new development on local -
“school districts can be determined only if types of housing and average square footage can be
taken into consideration. For instance, larger homes are expected to generate approximately the
same nummber of students as smaller homes. - At the same timne, however, & larger home will 1A-36
generate a greater statutory developmeat fee, better providing for facilities to house the student
being gencrated. It is for these reasons that the Government Code now requires a school district
1o seek - and presumably to receive - such square footage information from local planning
departments. (Gov. Code § 65995.5 (€)(3).) - i

While the foregoing funding considerations are fiscal, they translate directly into physical,

environmental impacts., in that inadequate funding for new school consiruction can result in

overcrowding of existing facilities. Furthermore, fiscal and social considerations are relevantio | A-37

an BEIR, particularly when they either contribute to or cesult from physical impacts. (Pub.
" Resources Code § 21001(g); Cal.Code Regs., tit.14, §§ 15021(), 15131a)-(c), 15142 & 15382L)
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Phasing of development is also a crucial consideration in determining the extent of impact on
schools. The timing of the development will determine when new students are expected to be
generated, and therefore is an imporntant consideration particutarly when considering the
cumulative impact of & project in conjunction with other development.

Transportation/circulation/traffic Analysis

7. Describe the existing and the anticipated vehicular traffic and student
pedestrian movement patterns to and from school sites, including consideration of
bus routes.

-t

8. Assess the impact of increased vehicular mwovement and volumes, including
potential conflicts with school pedestrian movement, school {ransportation, and
busing activities. _ , —

9, Estimate trave] demand and trip geperstion, trip distribution and teip
assignment by including consideration of scheool sites and home-to-schoo) travel,

10.  Assess camulative impacts on schools and the community in general resulting |
from increased vehicular movement and volumes expected from additional
development already approved or pending.

CIUSD makes the foregoing requests to ensure that traffic impacts on schools are adeguately
addresseq in the EIR. Traffic issnes are a particular concern for school districts in that increased
traffic volume may interfere with established school bus rouies, require new and additional
routes, and may increase safety concerns for students walking or riding bicycles or other modes
of transportation to and from school. In this instance, the traffic pattern also may have long term
consequences on school district organization that should be addressed.

Regarding inclusion of school sites in estimating trip de mahd geperation, distribution and
assigniment, CTUSD assumes that schoo! sites would be one category used in determining
inzpacts, but if not, requests that it be considered one.

Public Services - Schools

ix. Describe existing and future conditions within each school distxict, on 2
schooi-by-school basis, including size, location and capscity of facilities.

IZ.  Describe the adequacy of both existing infrastructure serving schoois and
- anticipated infrastructure needed to serve future schools.

13.  Describe each school district’s past and present emrollment trends.

1A-38

1A-39

1A-40

1A-41

1A-42

1A-43

1A-44

1A-45

1A-46

1A-47
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14.  Describe each district’s current uses of their facilities. 1A-48
15.  Describe projected teacher/staffing requirements based on anticipated 7 A4
population growth and existing State and school district policies. -49
16.  Describe any impacts on corriculum as a result of anticipated population | ;4 50

growth. o

17,  Identify the cost of providing capital facilities te accommodate students on & 1A-51
per-student basis, by school district. .

18.  Identify the expected shortfall or excess between the estimated development |

fees to be generated by the projects and the cost for provision of capital facilities. 1A-52

19.  Assess the each school district’s present and projected capital facility, A 53
operations, maintenance, and personnel costs. ] oY

20.  Assess financing and funding sources available to the school districts,
including but not Yimited to those mitigation measures set forth in Section 65996 of 1A-54

the Government Code, —

21.  ldentify amy expected fiscal impacts on the school distri}cts, including an
assessment of projected cost of land acquisition, school construction, and other

facilities needs.

1A-55

N

'22.  Assess cumulative imspacts on schools resnlting from additionzl development

already approved or pending. - 1A-56

The CTUSD wishes to make certain that each of these issues are direcily discussed io the EIR.
Regarding Requests 11 - 14, each of these requests go to the issue of the current condition of the
District. Infrastructure is included for consideration precisely because it is an often overlooked
factor. While it may appear tbat a school site has sufficient space to accommodate additional
students, an inadequate infrastructure -- which might include cafeterias, restroom facilities,
sewerage, electrical capacity, and the like - may preclude such growth. Placing too great a strain
on the infrastructure is itself a physical impact to be addressed in an EIR. '

1A-57

Relative to Reguest 11, the Draft EIR should also address the location of current planned school '"'
sites in all affected school districts, both to determine the adequacy of the space existing of :
available for school facilities and also to address traffic, student safety and related impacts

affected by 2 school’s locaton. This analysis would necessarily include consideration of the 1A-58
location and adequacy of size of the site proposed for dedication not just to the adjoining school
districts, but also to the CTUSD far a school within the Project area.
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The population elements addressed in Request 13 are essential because the ultimate impact of
growth can best be determined by comparing existing student enroliment, expected furare
enrollment, and total school capacity. :

1A-59

Request 14 is a necessary consideration because certain school facilities may bave been
designated for particular community uses, or otherwise be unavailable for full classroom service,
meaging that they cannot be considered in determining the District's total capacity. Also, some
classrooms are dedicated as labs, meaning that they cannot hold the full compliment of students
that would occupy a traditional classroom, again affecting a school's total capacity.

1A-60

Requests 15 and 16 are included because they are relevant to the social impacts which may stem
from the project. Again, such impacts are relevant to the extent they are cansed by or result from 1A-61
physical impacts, which would include growth. (Pub. Resources Code § 21001(g); Cal.Code  —
Regs. tit.14, §§ 15021(b), 15131{a)-(c), 15142 & 15382.) ¥ classrooms become overcrowded, or | 14_g2
certain programs cannot be offered because of overwhelming student demand, the commumity's _
edncational services are harmed, a clear social impact. Further, overcrow:l.’;ed classrooms create | 4a _ga

additional safety concerns, both for students ang teachers. n

Requests 17 through 21 deal with fiscal impacts on the gistricts. The most immediate means of |
determining whether school overcrowding will occur is to determine first whether the CYUSD
has adequate available capacity, and second, if not, whether it has adequate SOUICES of funding
available to construct new facilities or expand existing ones. This requires consideration of how . 1A-64
much it costs to house each student, and how much of that amount can be covered by existing |
funding sources. To the extent that the existing SoUIces prove insufficient, the difference is an
unmitigated impact on the District.

Finally, Request 22 again seeks to ensure that a curnulative impact analysis is conducted, as there| 1A-65
has been a great deal of development recently approved within the District's borders. ?

Noise

93,  Identify any noise sources and volumes which may affect school facilities, i 1A-66
classrooms and outdoor school areas.

L

Request 23 is intended to clarify that the EIR's cousideration of noise issuzs take into account
various ways in which noise may impact the schools, including, for instance, increases in noise
jevels in the immediate vicinity of playing ficlds. '

1A-67

I

Saéial

|

e |

24. Identify how scheol facilities are currently stilized as civic centers, gnd are
projected to serve iu that capacity in the futare, and assess the impacts of the

projects on that use.

1A-68

L.
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25.  [dentify how each school distriet’s grounds are currently utilized for
recreations (parks) and open space, and are projected to serve in that capacity in the | 1A-69
futire, and assess the impacts of the projects on that use. 1
26. Address potential impacts on the socio-economic and ethmic diversity of the 1A-70
school districts, both before and after the project-

The first two requests are made in light of school districts’ roles in providing recreational space
and civic centers to the community. As overcrowding increases at school sites, the community's
ability to so utilize school facilities becomes limited, which is both a physical and a social impact |
on the community. For example, the addition of relocatable classrooms 10 house new students 1A-71
may reduce available playing field or recreational space. Similarly, moving schools to multi-
track class schedules, or having 10 set aside additiona} space for new alicmative education
students, may interfere with the community's ability to gain access to s¢hool facilities for civic
use.

The final request relates to the socio-economic effect of the development on the composition of
schools in the respective school districts. Such socio-economic effects can have direct physical
consequences, such as the impacts stemming from increased movement by one racial or O 1A-72
economic group to another school district and resulting facilities needs or pressures in the

involved school districts.

CONCLUSION

CYUSD is prepared to provide any information necessary to assist the City in preparation of the
EIR 2nd in addressing each of the comment and scope/content issues set forth above. CIUSD 1A-73
remaing committed to working with the City, the County, and the developer o ensure that the
District's needs are met and that the proposed Project can proceed forward.

Finally, we request that all notices and copies of documentation with regard to this project be
mailed both to the CIUSD directly, and alse 1o our legal counsel’s attention as follows:

‘Rex Formne, Superintendent
Center Joint Unified School District - 1A-74
8408 Watt Avenue
Antelope, CA 95843
tel (916) 338-6337
fax(916) 338-6417
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Harcld M. Freiman
Lozano Smith

2000 Crow Canyon PL
San Ramon, CA94583
tel (925) 302-2000
fax(925) 302~ 2010

Please feel free to contact me directly if we can be of any assistance.

I-Iarold M. Freiman

t

HMF/dw I

’ |
Enclosure:  Map regarding School District Boundaries (Marked Figuré 2}

= (by facsinile, w/encl.}
Dr. Rex Fortune, Superintendent, Center Joint Unified School stmct

Mike Winters, Caldwell Flores Winters, Inc.

SODMAWORLDOXWQARAM,_DOCSW079200NLTR\SROGTIT6. WPD

T-832

F.012/013

F-2138

L.

1A-74






Response to Comment Letter 1A
Lozano Smith, Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District {September 13,
2002}

Response to Comment Letter TA
Lozano Smith, Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School
District {September 13, 2002)

Response to Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting entity.

This comment letter js a resubmittal of the same letter the Center Joint Unified School District (CJUSID)
submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR (in September 2002). The
original letter was written at a point in the planning process when the exact number of students that
would be generated by the proposed project, and the schools districls that would be responsible for
accommodating these students, was unknown. As the land use plan was retined, it was determined that
no students generated by the WRSP would enroll in the CJUSD because only open space uses are
proposed within the District’s boundaries, Tnslead, and as discussed in Impact 4.10-3 of the Final EIR, the
students generated by the WRSIP> would be accommodated by the Roseville City School District through

the development of new schools.

Development in the Remainder Area could, howoever, generate students that would attend CJUSD
schools, although the exact number and location of any additional school sites would be determined
through the preparation of (future) specific plans and environmental review that comprehensively
address development in the Remainder Arca. The following responses to the comments resubmitted by

the CTUSD, therefore, focus on future development in the Remainder Arca.

Response fo Comment 2

Sections 4.10.8 thorough 4.10.10 of the Final EIR address which school districls will serve the proposed

project site and project impacts on school facilities.

Response to Comment 3

Tmpact 4.10-3 (Increased Demand for Schools) and Impact £.10-4 {Insullicient Schools for CUSD Students
in Proximity to the SOI Amendment Area) addresses the ability of the affected school districts to
accommodate students and presents mitigation as necessary to reduce potential impacts, Further, City of
Roseville General Plan Policies FC-2 and FC-3 require thal adequate school facilities are available and

tinancing for new schools is identified and secured before new residential development is approved.

Response to Comment 4

Many factors influenced the tand use plan including the location of schou! siles, for the proposed project.

The factors include City land use and General Plan policies, smart growth principles, the focation of
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adjacent residential neighborhoods, the location of the Pleasant Grove Regional Wastewater Treatment
Plant and Roscville Fnergy Park, the requirements for regional parks and schools, treatment of the
westorn edge of the site, the location of sensitive natural resources, arterial and  infrastructure
connections, a new  alignment for Fiddyment Road, market demand, and fiscal responsibility.
Accordingly, the land use plan represents the best balance and location of land uses that reflect,

incorporale, and accommaodate the factors listed above.

Response to Comment 5

This comment contains general information regarding development trends (and how they impact school

districts) and is nol @ comment on an environmental issue, Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 6

This comment conlains general information regarding development trends {(and how they impact school

districts) and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 7

This comment contains general information regarding the school district boundary dispute involving the
Morgan Creek Community Facilities District Arca, Tl is not a comment on an envirommental issuc.

Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 8

This comment contains general information regarding the school district boundary dispule involving the
Morgan Creek Community Factlities Dislrict Area. It is not a comment on an environmental issue.

Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment @

As reflected by Figure 8-2 of the Specific Plan, there are no schools located immediately adjacent to the
CJUSIY's boundaries. However, there would be a school located approximately 50 feet east of the school
district’s boundary, in the center of the residential arca located west of West Side Drive and east of the

woesternmost open space area.

Response to Comment 10

Refer to Response to Comment 1A-4 for a discussion of the factors that were considered when
determining the fand use plan for the WRSP Arca. The commenter's opinion as to whether future
development would be transferred from one school district to another is speculative, and is not a

comment on an environmental issue. Therciore, no further response is required.

.‘\ 3-6(, e e .. ——




Response to Comment Leifer 1A
Lozano Smith, Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District (September 13,
2002}

Response to Comment 11

Refer to Response to Comment TA-10. lmpacts to schools are fully analyzed in Section 4.10.8 through

4.10.10 of the Final EIR, as described in Response to Comment 1A-3.

Respeonse to Comment 12

The proposed project does not include any school district boundary changes, as reflected in the Final EIR.
Refer to Response to Comment 1A-4 for a discussion of the factors that were considered when
determining the land use plan for the WRSP Area. Because of the location of the three school districts in
relation to the project boundaries, if no schools were allowed within 1 mile of another school district’s
boundaries, the oniy area of the project site within which schools could be located would be the
northeastern portion of Fiddyment Ranch (refer to Tigure 4.10-2, School District Boundaries, of the Final
ETR and HMgure 8-2, Schools, Parks, and Open Spacce of the Specific Plan), which would prevent the

project from providing the appropriate number of schools and would require busing for all students.

Response to Comment 13

As reflected in Section 7.1 (Overview) of the Specific Plan, the circulation plan for the proposed project
was designed to ensure connectivity between uses, linking existing City and regional systems, while
creating a safe and etficient system that complies with Gily polictes and allows for transportation
options. As development occurs in the southern portion of the Remainder Area, which is the area of the
site that is within the CJUSD’s boundaries, a circulation plan will be developed as part of the specific

plan process for that area to allow for local and regional access.

Response fo Comment 14

This comment contains general information regarding the CJUSD's willingness to work with the City,
County, and Placer County Tocal Agency Formation Commission during preparalion of the EIR and to
ensure that provision of adequale and safe school facilities. It is not a commenl on an environmental

issue. Therefore, no further response ts required.

Response to Comment 15

Because this letter was submitted in response to the NQOJP for the Draft FIR, all of the comments address
issues associaled with the NOFP, not the text of the Draft ETR as circulated for public review. Theretore,
for comments that pertain only to the NOP, as noted below, no specific response is provided. Howover,
for comments that address information that the CJUSD requested 1o be analyzed in the Draft EIR, an

explanation of whether, and where, that information is contained in the Draft EIR has been provided.
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Response to Comment 16

This comment pertains only to the NOP. Section 1.3 of the EIR explains what type of EIR was prepared

(project-specific or programmatic).

Response fo Comment 17

This comment pertains only to the NOP. The project description is provided in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR

and the MOU between the City and Placer County is fully explained in Section 2.2-3.

Response to Comment 18

The boundaries that distinguish lhe Fiddyment Ranch and Westpark portions of the WRSP area are
solcly determined by ownership. Fiddyment Ranch is controlled by Signature Properties and held under
six scparate ownerships. The Westpark property is owned by 1600 Placer Investors, Inc, and managed
by Westpark Associates. The Remainder Arca is owned by numerous landowners. The project site
boundaries are separate and distinet from the City/County MOU Transition Arca, although they do

overlap.

Response to Comment 19

As reflected in the discussion for Impact 4.10-4, which is provided in the Final EIR, approximately 2,622
single-family and 1,727 multi-family homes are estimated to be developed within the CJUSD’s
boundaries in the Remainder Arca. No residential development is proposed within the CJUSLY's

boundaries in the WRSP Area.

Response to Comment 20

While the proposed project does not include the City-owned property located in the center of the site as
part of the project, it does adequalely analyze the impacts associaled with the Pleasant Grove
Wastewater Treatmenl Plant (PGWWTP) and the potential Roseville Energy Park (RTP). The future
expansion of the PGCWWTP, in part, as necessitated by this project, was evaluated in the Final TIR. The
Roseville Energy Park is still in a preliminary planning phase and is in the environmental review process
wilh the California Energy Commission. Therefore, because it is not an approved project, an analysis of
the REP was contained within the Cumulative Analysis of the Final EIR, found in Section 3.3.3.
Nonetheless, the City-owned property was comsidered as part of the land use planning cfforts {or (he

proposed project to ensure land use compatibility.
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Response to Comment Letiter 1A
Lozano Smith, Attorneys of Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District (Sepfember 13,
2002}

Respanse tc Comment 21

Comment noted. Section 2.5.1 of the Tinal EIR identifies certification of the EIR for the West Roseville
Specitic Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. The commenter is correct in noting that certification

ot the FFinal FIR must occur prior to consideration of project approval by the City’s decision-makers.

Response tc Comment 22

The existing boundaries of the three school districts located within the project site arc illustrated by
Figure 410-2 (School District Boundaries). The Tinal EIR did not assume that any school district

boundarics would change or that territory from one school district would be transferred to another,

Response te Comment 23

This comment contains general information regarding the school district boundary dispute mvoelving the
Morgan Creek Community Tacilities District Area. It is not a comment on an environmental issue,

Therefore, no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 24

Section 4.10 (Public Services, Schools) of the Final FIR addresses all of the information requested by the

commenter.

Response to Comment 25

The Final EIR did not assume that any school district boundaries would change or that territory from one
school district would be transferred to another. The geographic boundaries for the three school districts
have been clearly established, and there will be no WRSDP residential units within the Center Unified
School District boundary. Refer to Response to Comument 1A-1 for a discussion of school enrollment
generaled by the WRSP. CEQA Guidelines Section 13064(f) and 15384, cited by the commenter, address

the requirement to have substantial evidence in the record to support the lead agency’s determinations.

Response to Comment 26

This comment contains general information regarding the schools district’s communication with the

developers. Itis not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 27

Section 4.10.8 of the Final EIR contains information that was obtained in consultation with the mvolved

school districts.
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Response to Comment 28

School enroliment projections are provided in Table 4.10-4 (School Enrollment Projections) of the Final

EIR for each of the three school districts.

Response to Comment 29

This comment conlains gencral information regarding the schools district’s need for, and use of,
population projections, It is not a comment on an environmental issue. Theretore, no further response is
required. Howoever, with respect to impacts that could result from overcrowding in schools, Impact 4.10-
3 {lncreased Demand for Schools) of the Final EIR analyzes whether students could be accommodated
within existing or proposed facilities and programs. The Final EIR concluded that a less-than-significant

impact would result for both the WRSP and Remainder Arcas.

Response fo Comment 30

The number and type of dwelling units are described in Chapler 2 (Project Description) of the Fina) EIR.

Response to Comment 31

The average square tfootage for dwelling units, by type of unit, is provided in Section 4.1 {Land Use Plan

& Regutations) of the Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 32

The fees generated by the project are not an environmental impact. Consistent with City policy, funding
for schools will exceed 5B 50 provisions. Information on school facilities funding and fees s found on
page 4.10-21 of the Final EIR. The applicants are negotiating individual contracts with the affected school

districts i order to provide adequate facilities.

Response to Conmment 33

The anticipated phasing of the WRSDP is described in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 34

Table 4.2-12 (Affordable Housing Allocation) of the Final EIR indicates the munber of units available for

low-income housing,

Response to Comment 35

This comment containg general information explaining why the information requested in Comments TA-

30 through 1A-34 is necessary. Refer to Responses to Comments 1A-30 through 1A-34 for a discussion of
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Response fo Comment Letier TA
Lozano Smith, Attorneys af Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District (September 13,
2002)

housing and schools. Impacts to schools are fully analvzed in Sections 4.1(L8 through 4.10.10 of the Tinal

EIR.

Response fo Comment 36

Refer to Response to Comment 1A-32 for a discussion on funding of school facilitics. Tmpacls lo schools

arc fully analyzed in Sections 4.10.8 through 4.10.10 of the Final EIR.

Response tc Comment 37

Refer to Responses to Comments 1A-30 through TA-34 for a discussion of fiscal impacts of schools.

Schools are fully analyzed in Sections 4.10.8 through 4.10.10 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 38

Schools are fully analyzed in Sections 4.10-8 through 4.10-10 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 39

Fxisting and anticipated vehicular volumes are provided in Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation)
of the Final EIR. A discussion of increased congeslion due o the pedestrian overlay is provided in Impact
4.3-9 ip Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Final EIR. The Lraffic analysis considered the
circulation patterns resulting from implementation of the entire Specific Plan project site, including

school sites.

Response fo Comment 40

Refer to Response to Comunent 1A-39 for a discussion of traffic and circulation.

Response to Comment 41

Trip generation and trip distribution/assignment is addressed Section 4.3 (Transportation and
Circulation) of the Final EIR. The traffic analysis considered lhe circulation impacts resulting from

implementation of the entire Specific Plan, including school sites,
g

Response fo Comment 42

Cumulative impacts to schools and transporlation/circulation are addressed in Chapter 5 (CEQA

Considerations) of the Final EIR,

Response to Comment 43

Transportation and circulation impacts associated wilh the proposed project have been adequately

addressed in Section 4.3 if the Final EIR. lmplementation of The WRST will not cause impacts on any
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Chapier 13 Responses to Comments

CJUSD facilities. At the lime specific development is proposed within the Remainder Area, additional
environmenlal review and preparation of specific plan(s) to address the siting of school facililics and

circulation and access will be required.

Response to Comment 44

For trip gencration purposes, schools are included as a separate category (from the other land uses),
entitled “public/quasi public.” Other uses included in this calegory are churches, fire stations, electric

substation, water tank/recycling centers, well sites, and a site for expansion of the PGWWTP.

Response to Comment 45

Tables 4.10-1 through 4.10-3 (Gchool Capacities and Enrollment} show existing capacities and enroliment
within each of the three schools districts that could accommaodate students from the project site. Table
4.10-4 (School Enrollment Projections) shows anticipated future conditions within cach of the three

school districts that would accommodale students from the project site.

Response to Comment 46

A full discussion of existing and anticipated infrastructure needs is provided in Section 4.11 (Public

Uitilities) of the Final EH

Response to Comment 47

The Final EIR did not analyze enroliment trends, as it is nol relevant to the discussion of physical
environmental impacls that would result from construction and/or operation of the schools needed to
serve the proposed project. As required by CEQA, the Final ETR analyzed the physical environmental
impacls that would result from accommodating the school enrollment projections provided in Table

4.10-4 (School Enrollment Projections),

Response to Comment 48

Informalion related to each District’s use of their existing facilities would not provide information
relevant to physical environmental tmpacts associated with the proposed project; therefore, no such data

was galhered. Refer to Response to Comment 1A-57 for a discussion of school facililics.

Response to Comment 4%

Information related lo each District’s projecled teacher/stafting ratios would not provide information
relevant Lo physical envirmumental impacts associated with the proposed project; therefore, CEQA does

not require such information be provided in the BIR.

1..3_75_._ e —— Sl gt e ille



Response o Comment Letter 1A
Lozana Smith, Atlorneys at Law, on behaolf of Center Joint Unified School District (Sepiember 13,
2002)

Response to Comment 50

Information related to curriculum would not provide information relevant to physical environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project; therefore, CEQA does not require such information lo be

provided in the EIR.

Response fo Comment 51

[nformation related to the cost of providing capital facilities to accommodate students on a per-student
basis, by school district, would not provide information relevant to physical environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project; therefore, CEQA docs not require such information to be provided

in the EIR.

Response to Comment 52

As indicated on page 4.10-21 of the Final EIR, the City of Roseville adopted Ordinance 2434 (School
Facilities Mitigation Plan) in February 2001, which allows fecs greater than the State-mandaled fees (SB
S0} in order to ensure that new development provide adequate facilitics. Applicants are required to enter
into agreements with the school districts and prepare mitigation plans, which outline how new facilities
will be funded and/or provided. Refer to Response to Comment 1A-32 for a discussion of fiscal impacls

to schools.

Response to Comment 53

Information related to present and projected capital facilitics, operations, maintenance, and personnel
costs would not provide information relevant to physical environmental impacts associated with the

proposed project; therefore, CEQA does not require such informalion to be provided in the EIR.

Response to Comment 54

Refer to Response to Commenl 1A-32 for a discussion of fiscal impacts to schools.

Respense to Comment 55

Refer to Response lo Comment 1A-32 for a discussion of fiscal impacts to schools.
P

Response o Comment 56

Cumulative impacts to schoals are addressed in Chapter 3 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final EIR,

Response to Comment 57

The proposed project includes the development of new school facilities, rather than the expansion and/or

recontiguration of existing tacilities; and no resulting impacts on existing school facilitics is anticipated to
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Chapter 13 Responses 1o Comments

occur. The proposed infrastructure for the entire Specific Plan Area is deseribed in the Tinal EIR in
Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) and Section 4.10 {Public Services), and the signiflicant environmental

effects of developing such infrastructure is analyzed in Section 4.10 (Public Services),

Response to Commenf 58

The Final EIR identifies the location of proposed school facilities in the WRSP Arca and provides
mitigation measures to ensure that school facilities are adequately planned and implemented in the
Remainder Area. With respect to vehicular and pedestrian traffic, Section 4.3 (Transportation and
Circulation) of the Final EIR fully addresses these impacts. Issues related to dedication of school sites are
economic effects that are not Lreated as significant effects on the environmenl pursuant to Section 15131

of the CEQA Guidelines.

Response to Comment 59

This commenl contains general information explaining why the information requested in Comument 1A-

47 is necessary. Ttis not a comment an environmental issuc. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 60

This comment contains general information explaining why the information requested in Comment 1A-
48 is necessary. It is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is

required.

Response to Comment &1

This comment regarding the profject’s social Impacts contains general information explaining why the
information requested In Comments 1A-49 and 1A-30 is necessary. Teacher/staffing ratios and
curriculum development typically do not translate into physical environmenlal impacts; therefore, no

further response is required.

Response to Comment 62

Refer 1o Response o Comment TA-29 for discussion of the environmental implications of school

overcrowding,

Response to Comment 63

Refer to Response to Comment 1A-29 for discussion of the environmenlal implicalions of school

overcrowding,
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Response to Comment Letter TA
Lozano Smith, Afforneys ot Law, on behalf of Center Joint Unified School District (September 13,
2002)

Response fo Comment 64

This comment regarding the project’s fiscal impacts contains general information explaining why the
information requested in Comments 1A-31 through TA-53 is necessary. It is not a comment on an

environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 65

Impacts to schools, including fiscal impacts, are fully analyzed in Sections 4.10-8 through 4.10-10 of the

Final ETR.

Response to Comment 66

Noise sources and volumes associated with construction and implementation of the proposed project are
provided in Section 4.5 of the Final EIR. In addition, Tmpact 4.5-4 of the Final EIR addresses noise from

school related activities.

Response to Comment 67

Refer to Response to Comment TA-66 for a discussion of noise sources and volumes.

Response fo Comment 68

This commen! requires informalion regarding the possible ancillary uses of future schoo! facilities, but is
not a commenl on an environmental issue. Adequate community facilities are being provided as part of

the WRSP. Therefore, no (urther response is required.

Response to Comment 69

As indicated on page 4.10-30, the City has defined parklands to include developed parks, recreational
open space, and joinl-use school park facilities. It is City policy to work closcly with the school districts to
develop joint-use facilities that can benefit bolh the school districts and the community. Recreational use

of school grounds was assumed in the land use analvsis.

Response to Comment 70

This comment requests information regarding potential impacts on socioeconomic or ethnic diversity of
existing or fulure scheol districts, but does not raise an environmental issue. Therefore, no further

respanse can be provided.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment /1

Adequate new school facilitics will be provided to meet the demand generated by the new development
through reservation of school sites identified through the specitic plan process and in conformance with

the City’s School Mitigation Plan Ordinance.

Response to Comment 72

The commenl concerns the socioeconomic effects of the project and does nol raise any environmenta!

issues. Therefore, no turther response is required.

Response to Comment 73

This comment states that the CJUSD will provide any information nccessary to assist the City in
preparation of the TTR (which had yet to be prepared as of the writing of this comment letter). No further

response is required.

Response to Comment 74

Al notices and copies of documentation regarding this project will be senl {o the indicated address, as

well as the district’s legal counsel.
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Comment Letter 2

FO. Box 2157 Granite Buy, Cﬂi[fornlu 95746 » 916,791, 0”5
2835 Auburn Folsom Road « Granite Sa\/, CO!I‘FOFI"’lQ 95746
Fox: 916.791.7361 @ www.sjwd.or

ey

Directors

Octaober 7, 2003

Dorothy Kilgore

A

Kathy Pease =
City of Roseville Planning Department

311 Vernon Street

Rosevilie, CA 95678

Subject: Draft Environmental impact Report for the West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for providing San Juan Water District (SJWD) with the opportunity to
comment on the Draft Environmentai Impact Report (EIR) for the West Roseville
Specific Plan and Sphere of influence Amendment.

Under Future Water Supplies on page 4.11-5, the last sentence under Surface
Water, states the 3,200 AF/Year would account for 13 percent of the SJWD
water supply. This statement would be accurate if you revised the sentence to
say, “The 3,200 AF/year would account for 13 percent of the SJWD PCWA water

supply.”

If you have any guestions on my comment, you ¢an reach me on my direct ime at
916-791-6936.

(mg/grely, i
/f}(mm /xy et R

Sh‘auna Lorance
Assistant General Manager

General Manoger
James R. English

Kenneth H. Miller, President
Lyle N. Hoag, Vice President
Joseph P Alessandri
Edward 1. "Ted” Costa
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Response to Comment Letter 2
San Juon Wafer District (October 7, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 2
San Juan Water District {October 7, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment contains general introductory information and is nol a comment on an environmental

issue. Thercfore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

In response to this comment, the text on paragraph 1 on page 4.11-3 of the Final EIR is revised as follows;

The 3,200 AFRfvr of water to be transferred to the City from STWD represents 13 percent of the SIWD's

PCWA water supply (25,000 Alifyr),

Response to Comment 3

This comment containg general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 3

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
THSASTER ASSISTANCE FROGRAMS BRANCH
PEST OFFICE BOX £19023 »
RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIFORND, 35711.5073
PHONE: {916] 356100, FaX! (u6) 845-338%

STATE CLEARMNG HOUSE |

merit FIR, (SCHH2Z002082057)

i yon. faﬁhe CPpOYIUNILY 10 COmMERt 00 the West Rossville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence

sndiment BTR. There 1S one fssue we waould like 1o somment on rcgardmgﬁre safety,
41046 Iopeets and Mitigaion Measuves

The BIR points out that there are oo specific plan policies diat relate to fire prevention and
suppression. i the remainder area. Even though there are o plans to-develop the remainder ares.
3t thistine; there is the poten 14l that wildfires could aceur i thejremalndsr ares could threaten
surrounding areas being developed as part of the-specific plan. Tvmay be-beneficial for the City

of Roseville to explore the potentisl firezisk from the remainder area and incorparate mitigaiion
masurss That may Teduce this fredisk as past of thesperific pla

I yaiu: hive any questions about this comment, please-call Mary Anny Hadde y, Adsociare Bovirenmental Planger,

ar{316)-845-3269.

H o+ SI2ETME NC.zET BED

HRAY DAV, Goveraor
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Response fo Comment Letter 3
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, Rancho Cordova Branch (Octfober 10, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 3
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, Rancho Cordova Branch
(October 10, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This FIR has been prepared at two levels of specificity. Consistent with Section 15146 of the CEQA
Guidelines, this FIR examines the project-specific impacts of implementing the proposed WRSP {which
includes implemenlation of the WRSP, amending the City's sphere of influence to include the WRSDP
Arca, and annexing the WRSP Arca to be within the City's jurisdiction) and also examines the
programmatic effects of amending the City's sphere of influence outside of the WRSP area to include the
Remainder Area. While no specific development plan is provided for the Remainder Area, reasonable
assumptions regarding potential land uses in the Remainder Arca were necessary in order to complete
the programmatic environmental analysis. Although the WRSP and Remainder Areas are at different
stages of planning, they are related geographically and as logical parts in a chain of contemplated
actions. Therefore, by providing a dual level of analysis (project-level for the WRSP and programinatic-
level for the Remainder Area), the effects of developing both areas are [ully considered, allowing all

foreseeable impacts to be disclosed, rather than providing segmented and separate analyses.

In addition, Section 1.3 (I'ype of EIR) of the Tinal EIR states that, “With respect to future development
projects that may be proposed in the Remainder Area, Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states
that subsequent activities should be examined in light of the Program EIR to determine whether
additional environmental documentation must be prepared. If a later activity would have significant
etfects that were not examined in the Program EIR {or if new or different mitigation measures or
alternatives become available to reduce previously disclosed impacts), subsequent environmental

documentation must be prepared, consistent with Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Because the analysis for the Remainder Area 1s provided at a programumatic level, rather than a project
level as provided tor the WRSP Area, the specificity provided in the mitigation measures is also broader.
Performance standards have been established, where appropriate. It is anticipated that the
environmental analysis and development of mitigation measures would be provided with greater
specificity as specific plans are submitted for this area, which could include the use of the same or similar
mitigation measures as proposed for the WRSIE Area. No entitleiments are being requested or considered
for the Remainder Arvca, and approval of the WRSL does not provide any de focto entitlements to the
Remainder Area. As a practical matter, fire service is carrently provided to the Remainder Area by the
California Doepartment of Forestry. The Roseville Fire Department has a mutual aid agreement with the

California Department of Forestry and Sacramento Metro Fire Department, both of which could provide
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service to the Remainder Arvea, depending on the type of service (grassfire, house fire, etc)) and size of

cvienl,
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Comment Letter 4

vps Robert J. Fratini 151 M. Sunrise Avenug

Pacific Gas and Community and Roseville, CA 95861
L Electric Sovemment Relations Phone (916} 781-3110
Company . : ‘ Fax  (616) 7613154

RECET

T
' 7 : I i
Qctober 14, 2003 ' Wy o= 1 !
| o _psn to
e 'E"!' -
Mr, Paul Richardson =~ ' PLA]\N” J‘u'\ PN L_! _ o
Planning Director . _ ‘\J LA o~

311 Vernon Sireet
Roseville, CA 95678

City of Roseville _ KMW3
RE: West Roseville Specific Plan '
Dear Mr, Richardson, -~ .
. Pacific Gas and Electric Company offers the following comments:
I. PG&E owns, operates and maintains electric and gas distribution facilities within the Plan 4-1

boundary. In order to safely operate and maintain these facilities, access must be maintained at
all titmes.

| |

2. Land use is restricted in the vicinity of these facilities, PG&E must be contacted prior to any
development in the vicinity of these facilities to ensure that no conflicts and hazardous situations 4-2
- . are created.

3. Relocation of these fac:htles, due to dev elopment, may be possible but would be subject to the 1
following conditions: i

a.  Costs for said relocations would not be at PGEE’s expense.

b, Land rights (permits, easements, etc.), acceptable to PG&E, would need fo be provided 4-3
to PG&E prior to the relocation of any facilities. :

. The new location of the facilities must be acceptable to PG&E.

. The timing of said relocations wouald be sub_leci to PG&E's other obligations and limited

. resources.
4. Electric and gas service is available to serve new loads within the Plan boundary T 4.2
5. There appears to be a small mmber of PG&E electric cuslomers within the Plan boundarv that _.i 4.5
~ we intend to continue to serve. j
6. As recently as August, 2003, the California Public Utilities Commission issued rulings affecting )
“greenfield development”. These decisions appear to be applicable to any electric customers 4-6

within the Plan boundary that would be served by the City of Rosevilie, This information is
included as an attachment to this letier.



Comment |etter 4

Mz. Panl Richardson
September 26, 2003
Page Two

"Fhank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Sincerely,

Robert J. Fratini
Community and Governmental Relations

Attachment



Comment Letter 4

“Greenfield” Projects
Cost Obligations

Fact Sheet
September 2003

Issue: What cost obligations might “greenfield”’ projects located in PG&E’ s service
territory, that choose to be served by a pubhc agency (e.g., & municipal utility or an .
irrigation district), have‘?

: Summary PG&E’s service territory covers much of northern and central California,
with the exception of those geographic areas served exclusively by a municipal utility or
an irrigation district. There are ¢ertain areas within PG&E’s service territory where
public agencies are beginning to selectively offer electric service to new customers in
greenfield projects (and, perhaps, to existing PG&E customers as well). This Fact Sheet
describes the obligation of customers moving into greenfield projects located within
PG&E’s service territory--but taking service from a public agency--to pay various non-
bypassable charges (NBCs).

Since the California legislature enacted Assembly Bill 1890 in 1996, new customers
locating in greenfield projects within PG&E’s service territory who take service from a
public agency have, with certain exceptions, been obligated to pay a number of NBCs.
These NBCs are designed to recover the costs of stranded generation, nuclear
decommissioning, and, if the customer is residential or small commercial with demand
less than 20 kW, rate reduction bonds. A recent decision by the California Public
Utilities Commission (CPUC) mandates that such customers (again with certain
exceptions) will also owe NBCs related to power purchases made by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) over the last few years.

Why this is important? 1f you are planning a greenfield project located within PG&E’s
electric service territory but are considering electric service from a public agency, you (or
if you are not the occupant, then the utility customers that later occupy your project) may
have additional cost obligations beyond the electricity charges levied by the public
agcncy

We want to provide you with up-to-date information so you can make an informed
decision and, if you ultimately choose electric service from a public agency, accurately
disclose these issues to the prospective customers/homeovmersftenams

! & “greenfield” project is defined here.as a new construction praject requiring eleciric service that had no
prior service. Examples include a new residential sub-division or 2 new commercial establishment.

L




Comment Letter 4

Description of NBCs |

A new customer locating in a greenfield project within PG&E’s service territory--but
taking electric service from a public agency-~may be obligated to pay some or all of the
following NBCs: ' ' : . ' '

Competition Transition Charge (CTC) — The CTC recovers the above-market costs of -
PG&E’s contracts with Qualifying Facilities, as well as employee transition costs (the
CTC is still to be determined by the CPUC, but is expected to be in the range of 0.5 to
1.1 cents per kilowatt-hour (kWh), declining over time until it terminates in 2024).

Nuclear Decommissioning Charge (NDC) — The NDC recovers the costs of
decommissioning PG&E’s two nuclear power plants (the NDC is approximately 0.03
cents per kWh). ' . _

Trust Transfer Amount Charge (TTAC) — The TTAC tecovers the cost of certain rate
reduction bonds (the TTAC is approximately 1.0 cents per kWh, but is only '
applicable to residential customers and to small commercial customers with demands
less than 20 kilowatts; it terminates at the end of 2007).

DWR Bond Charge (DWRBC) ~ The BC recovers past undercollections of DWR,
procurement costs, initially paid out of the state’s general fund and later repaid from
the proceeds of DWR’s bond issue (the BC is approximately 0.4 cents per kWh, and
extends through 2022), - '

DWR Power Charge (DWRPC) — The PC recovers DWR’s going-forward
uneconomic power contract costs (the PC is still to be determined by the CPUC but
could be as high as 4.0 cents per kWh in 2003, declining thereafier until it terminates
in2011).

Applicability of NBCs to Customers in Greenfield Projects

The CTC and NDC are applicable to any customer who, on or after December 20, 1995,
locates in a greenfield project within PG&E’s service territory, but takes electric service
from a public agency, with one exception. The exception is as follows; If the customer
is served without any use of PG&E’s transmission and distribution system (i.e., the
electricity can be delivered without any reliance upon PG&E’s wires), then the customer
is not obligated to pay the CTC and NDC. '

The TTAC is applicable to any residential or small commercial customer (with demand
less than 20 kW) who, on or afier December 8, 1997, locates in a greenfield project
within PG&E’s service territory, but takes electric service from a public agency, witha -
similar exception as above (i.e., if the customer is served without any use of PO&E’s
transmission and distribution system, then the customer is not obligated to pay the
TTACQC).



Comment Letter 4

Since early 2002, the CPUC has been conducting a proceeding to determing, among other
things, the applicability of the DWRBC and the DWRPC to customers who, on or after
February 1, 2001, locate in a greenfield project within PG&E’s service territory, but take
electric service from a public agercy. In July 2003, the CPUC ruled that all former
utility customers that switch to a local public utility after February 1, 2001 would owe the
DWRBC and DWRPC, as would greenfield load served by a local pubtic utility that had
not been created and delivering electricity to retail end-use customers prior to February 1,
2001. Only greenfield load served by a local public utility that was created and
delivering electricity to retail end-use customers as of February 1, 2001 would be exempt
from these charges.

However, in a subsequent ruling in August 2003, the CPUC ordered further hearings on
this matter, and in particular whether there should be some allocation of the limited
exemptions described above between a pre-February 1, 2001 entity and a post-February
1, 2001 entity. Pending further hearings on this issue, the CPUC determined that both the
- DWRBC and the DWRPC are applicable to all greenfield project customers on an interim
basis, and that PG&E is entitled to begin collecting these charges immediately (subject to
refund later if the CPUC later determines that they are not apphcable)

The CPUC has also placed an interim cap on the amount of certain NBCs that can be
collected from greenfield project customers: the sum of the CTC, the DWRBC, and the
DWRPC cannot exceed 2.7 cents per kWh, with unrecovered amounts to be collected in
later years (i.c., the total obligation remains the same). This cap, however, is temporary
and may be increased or eliminated entirely by the CPUC in a future proceeding. The
interim cap is not applicable to the NDC and the TTAC, so these charges (if applicable)
would be in addition to the 2.7 cents per kWh cap amount.

How You Can Keep Up te Date

Cali Bob Fratini at (916) 781-3110.

Speak with the municipal utility or irrigation district that is offering service.
Check with the CPUC for status of Rulemaking 02-01-011 where the applicability
of DWR charges to greenfield developments is being determined.






Response to Comment Leffer 4

Response to Comment Letter 4
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (October 14, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

Consistent with Pacific Gas and Electric’s Rules 15 and 16, which are briefly discussed on page 4.11-93 of
Section 4.11.15 (Public Utilities, Regulatory Setting) of the Final FIR, PG&TE will be allowed access to its
facilities through public rights-of-way or by the establishment of eascments to ensure the safe operating

conditions of its distribution or transmission facilitics.

Response to Comment 2

Consistent with Genceral Plan Policy FD-3, in areas that arce within clectrical power line easements, public
uses would be limited to parking and low-density recreational activities (1.e., undeveloped nature areas,
or bicycle and jogging paths) to ensure that no hazardous conditions exist with respect to
electromagnetic field exposure. In addition, the City's Community Design Guidelines include specific
requirements for site lavout, landscaping, and fencing to ensure that potential incompatibilities with
adjacent land uses are minimized. The environmental review process, which is required for compliance
with California Environmental CQuality Act (CEQA), also evaluates issues related to land use
compatibility to ensure thal fulure development considers adjacent land uses, Turther, PG&E would be
provided an opportunity to comment on any proposed development that could affect, or be affected by,

PGE&E facilities as part of the environmental review or development process.

Response fo Comment 3

Any relocation of PG&E’s existing facilities caused by development in the City of Roseville would
require an agreement between lhe City and PG&T or the Developer/Tandowner and PG&E, addressing
funding, the provision or abandonment of casemenls, the iming of relocation, and the location of Lhe

new facilily,

Response to Comment 4

As indicated on page 4.11-89 of the Final EIR, PG&L has indicaled thal it can serve the project site, but

Roseville Electric is anlicipaled to be the service provider for the WRST Area.

Response to Comment 5

It is City policy that Roseville Electric would provide clectric service within the City of Roseville
boundaries. TUis acknowledged that PG&E will likely continue to serve customers within the Remainder

Arca, unless those areas are also annexed into the City In the tuture.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 6

The intormation submitted with respect to “Creenfield” Projects Cost Obligations has been reviewoed by
the City of Roseville and will be considered, as appropriaie, prior o any decision to allow a public

agency to provide public services to the project site.
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Ms. Kathy Pease
City of Roseville Plapning Department

Comment Letter 5
County of Sacramento
PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY — CHERYL CRESON, ADMINISTRATOR

Department of Transportation
Including service fo the Cities of Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova

Themas J. Zlotkowski, Director

October 22, 2003

311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Subject:

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment,

Dear Ms. Pease;

The Sacramento County Department of Transportation appreciates the opportunity to review and |
comment on the Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report for the West
Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. We have the following comments:

Page 5-39

Page 5-47

Page 6-28

General

JE—

Why does the West Roseville Specific Plan not include the dedication of lands
for the Placer Parkway? The DEIR states that the Placer Parkway would provide
a substantial benefit to the City of Roseville’s roadway system, yet the West
Roseville Specific -Plan does not include any of the proposed alignments within
the plan area. The Placer Parkway does have an approved Project Study Report
that provides general alignments. Not including any of those alignments in the
West Roseville Specific Plan may reduce the number of alternatives for the
Placer Parkway; this could reduce the effectiveness of the roadway to relieve
traffic impacts within the City of Roseville.

The report assumes that a number of two-lane roadways within Placer County |
will be improved. Are all the proposed improvements fully funded? What
happens if those facilities are not improved prior to the development of the West
Roseville Specific Plan? N
With the development of the proposed SOT the level of service on Watt Avenue |
from the Placer County Line to Elverta Road is projected to be LOS F. Level of
Service F is unacceptable in Sacramento County. This impact should be
identified as a significant impact and a mitigation measure proposed. Funding
for the proposed mitigation measure should also be identified.

The traffic analysis should include an evaluation of the following segments: !
1. Watt Avenue from Elverta Road to Elkhorn Boulevard




Comment Letter 5

Ms. Kathy Pease
October 22, 2003
Page 2

Walerga Road from Elverta Road to Elkhorn Boulevard
Flverta Road from 28" Street to Watt Avenue

Elverta Road from Watt Avenue to Walerga Road 5-5
Elverta Road from Walerga Road to Don Julio Road (future connection).

Ul:hml.;\)

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (916) 874-6291. ' - 5-6

Sincerely,
‘?' —“;_, i E ,(2‘«./,_,..-——-"’

Jeffrey E. Clark
Senior Civil Engineer

JEC:jec

c. Steve Hong, IFS



Response to Comment Letter 5
County of Sucramento, Department of Transportation (October 22, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 5
County of Sacramento, Depariment of Transportation (October 22, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,
.

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Placer Parkway is still in the preliminary planning stages. Approval and timing is uncertain. The Tier 1
analysis has just begun and is expected to take three or four years lo complete. Ultimate approval and
construction of Placer Parkway may nol occur for ten years or more, Therefore, it would not be
reasonable to require the environmental review for the proposed project to await the development of
something that may or may not happen in the futurc. The proposed development does not include an
iniernal Placer Parkway alignment because it is acknowledged that until the preliminary environmental
analysis is completed on Placer Parkway, all of the potential alignmients are subject to change.
Nonctheless, the Alternatives Analysis found in Section 5.5.3 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Final
EIR does include an analysis of Placer Parkway. Alternative 4 includes a 1000-foot alignment through the

northern portion of the WRSP and analyzes the compatibility of the alignment with the proposed project.

Development of the proposed project would not preclude any Placer Parkway alignments although it
could increase the cost of the Parkway if an alignment through the project is selected after entitlements
arc granted. The cost increase could be substantial if the alignment selection occurs after development
occurs. Nevertheless, an increase in cost is not considered an environmental tmpact. Further, the
proposed project is not reliant on Placer Parkway as mitigation. Placer Parkway was not incduded as part
of the project because it is more conservative in analyzing traffic impacts to assume that it will not be
place. Model runs with Placer Parkway were done as part of the alternatives analysis, and show that

traffic would improve.

As part of the alternatives analysis, the Final EIR provided additional information on the compatibility of
Placer Parkway showd an alignment be built along the northwestern boundary of the project. In
addition, as part of the development agreement, the City is requiring that all purchasers of lots or
residential units located within the WRSP be notified that there is a “potential for a proposed Placer
Parkway within the WRSP Boundaries” In addition, Placer Parkway is discussed in the comulative

impacls section of the Final BIR as part of the trattic analysis.
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Response to Comment 3

The Placer County improvements identified in the Final EIR under 2020 No Project conditions arc
consistent with the County’s Capital Improvement Program. The County has a traffic impact fee program
to help pay for these CIP roadway improvements. Development in the unincorporated areas {such as the
proposed Placer Vineyards project) will also be required to construct improvements to adjacent
roadways. Improvements to some key lwo-lane roadways in Placer County (including Baseline Road,
Walerga Road, and Fiddymenl Road) are currently being considered under a joint City/County Traffic
Mitigation Fee Program. Currently there is no mechanism in place for payment of impact fees trom the
City of Roseville te Placer County for impacts to County roadways. The City of Roseville and Placer
County are developing a regional fee program to fund improvements to County roadways including the
widening of Walerga Road, Watt Avenue, and Baseline Road. The project would be subject to this fee.
Because the required improvements to Bascline Road, Walerga Road, and Fiddyment Road are the
responsibility and jurisdiction of Placer County, roadway impacts were identified in the Final FIR as

significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 4

The Final EIR identifics thal buildout of the Remainder Area would result in significant unavoidable
impacts on Sacramento County roadways. The impacts on Watt Aventie between the Placer County line
and Elkhorn Boulevard under 2020 plus full SOI Amendment conditions are based on a roadway
segment analysis using daily capacilies from Sacramento County’s Traffic lmpact Guidelines. This
“planning-level” analysis suggests the need for capacily improvements along Watt Avenue to mitigate
impacts under (1) 2020 conditions with full development of the SOl Amendment area; and (2) an
assumed roadway network and land use plan in the Remainder Arca. The analvsis indicates that this
portion of Walt Avenue operates at LOS “F” conditions, although the estimated V/C ratio is only
marginally worse than the County’s LOS “E” standard. A detailed peak hour intersection analysis may
mdicate that the planned geometries at the key intersections would provide LOS “E” or better conditions,

Wilh the development of the WRST only, Lhis se gment would function at LOS “E”

As indicaled in the Final EIR, no specific development is being proposed for the Remainder Arca at this
time, However, to address the impacts on Watt Avenue from the Placer County Line to Elverta Road, as
discussed in Impact 4.3-6 (Increased Traftic on Sacramento County Roadways), the following is added to

MM 4.3-6:
MM 4.5-6: Wiadenr Watl Avewiie {Impact 4.3-6 — Remainder Area)

Concurrent_with the Citv's receipt of an_applicalion for development of the

balance of the SOF (1. Remainder Areal. the City of Roseville would work

ORTEAT



Response to Comment Lefter 5
County of Sacramento, Depasrtment of Transportation (October 22, 2003)

with Sacramento County to conduct a detailed peak hour opcerations analysis

of this seclion of Wall Avenue focusing on the signalized intersections, The

analysis would include specific land use and roadway information. proposed

wilhin_the Remainder Arca, and would identify intersection improvements

fie. additional turn lanes) or traffic operational improvements {i.c., signal

interconnect/coordination, ITS, etc.} that could nutigate significant impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

Widening of Watt Avenuce from the Placer County line to Elverta Road would
improve traffic operations on Watt Avenue. While Sacramento County could
implement this measure, it could also elect nol to implement this measure. If
the widening s nol constructed, service levels would remain as shown in
Table 4.3-26.

As discussed above, if these improvements were constructed, there could be
environmental offects on biclogical and cultural resources, noise, air quality,
and waler quality. Because the design of such improvements, or even if the
responsible jurisdiction would choose to construct the improvements, is not
known at this time, exact environmental impacts cannot be determined.

The measures idenlified frem this analysis would be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of

Sacramento County. If these measures are not canstructed, service levels would remain LOSF.

Response to Comment 5

The analysis of the additional roadway scgments is provided in the following table.

Tuble 13-4 2020 Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Levels of 5ervice on
Additional Roadway Segments in Sacramente County
- Roodway Location Assumed Without Prqi_e'i:i . '._SOI Amendmen WRSP
Lares in ’ S Area
20201 aDT | ‘Los | ADT | LOS ADT LOS

Watt Ave" Ebvartar to Elkhorn Blvd & ! 53,300 E '55,500 B F? 53,‘?0_9___ f
Walerga fd Elverta to Elkharn Blvd 4 34,700 E 35,100 E 34,700 . .E“-_
Slverra Rd 287" Siraet to Watt Ave 4 28,100 C 22,000 C 28300 C

Wtk Ave to Walerga Rd & 28,700 A 28,800 A . '28,560" A

Wealerga Rd te Dan Jutio Rd & 19,600 A 21,160 A 21,600 A

1. Bosed on 2002 TP
2. Shading ‘ndicgtes o signiticant imrpad.

SOURCE: DKE Assecigmes 2003

Analysis of traffic on the identified segmoents was included in the Final EIR Impact 4.3-16 (Increased

Traftic on Sacramentoe County Roadways), More detailed evaluation is provided on the fable above, As

discussed in Response to Commenl 5-4, the LOS for Watt Avenue between Elverla and Elkhorn

Boulevard would be “F” Impacts to Sacramento Cotunty roadways were considered significant and

unavoidable in

the TFinal EIR.

sairte b sl Bt Lo rdmend
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Response to Comment 6

This comment contains general information and is nol a comment on an environmental issuce. Therefore,

no further response is required.




Comment Letter 6

PLACER LAFCO

Placer Local Agency Formation Commission
102 El Dorado Street, Auburn CA 85603
(530) 8894097 FAX: (530) 886-4671

Ms. Kathy Pease

Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Re: West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of influence Amendment
State Clearinghouse No. 2002082057

Dear Ms. Pease:
i —
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. This letter
constitutes the comments of the Placer Local Agency Formation Commission (Placer
LAFCo). .

1. Jurisdiction of LAFCo--Page 2-84 (Section 2.5.2)

This section purports to describe the applicable regulatory actions by the Placer
LAFCo. As noted in the DEIR, Placer LAFCo is a responsible agency and will utilize the
Final EIR in taking its action. | wish to ensure that the actions of Placer LAFCo are
placed in their proper statutory context.

A. The Approval of a Municipal Service Review is Exempt from CEQA.:
Government Code section 56430 requires a review of municipal services prior to
preparing or updating a sphere of influence. Because this project provides an
opportunity to review the siatus of the City of Roseville's sphere on the entirety of its
western boundary, Placer LAFCo believes that it is appropriate to conduct a services
review prior to its consideration of this proposal, which could substantially expand the
sphere and then annex the West Roseville Specific Plan area into the City. The
position of Placer LAFCo is that the expansion of the sphere and the subsequent
annexation are subject to CEQA, but the approval of an MSR study is both statutorily
exempt as a feasibility or planning study (CEQA Guidelines section 15262) and
categorically exempt (CEQA Guidelines section 153086).

B. LAFCo Wil Consider a Change of Organization: The DEIR describes the
action of Placer LAFCo to be "Annexation to and reorganization of the City of Roseville
to include the WRSP (3,162 acres)". The word "reorganization” is a defined term in the

e
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Comment Letter 6

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 and means two or more changes of organization.

See Government Code section 56073. The amendment of a sphere of influence is not

a change of organization. Government Code section 56021. The only change of
organization to be considered by Placer LAFCo is the annexation of the WRSP territory

to the City. Thus, Placer LAFCo will not be considering a "reorganization” of the City.
This phrase should read "Annexation to the City of Roseville of the WRSP (3,162

acres)." ' S

C. Placer LAFCo Has No Authority Over Private Utility Service Providers: The
DEIR indicates that one of the actions to be taken by LAFCo is the "Reorganization of
public utility service area boundaries”. Please note that Placer LAFCo has no statutory
authority over private providers of public utility services such as Pacific Gas and
Electric. The City of Roseville provides certain public utilities and therefore to the extent
territory is annexed to the City, these public utility services will become available within
that territory and that fact will play a partin LAFCo's consideration of the project.
However, Placer LAFCo is not aware of any proposed change to the boundaries of any
public utility service provider over which it has jurisdiction as part of the proposed -
annexation to the City.

D. Placer LAFCo Has No Authority Over PCWA Zone 5. The DEIR indicates
that one of the actions to be taken by LAFCo involves the detachment of Placer County
Water Agency Zone 5. The Placer County Water Agency's boundaries are countywide
(Water Code App., Sec. 81-1) and its zones are established by resolution of its board
(Water Code App., Sec. 81-15). Placer LAFCo does not have jurisdiction to establish
zones within PCWA or adjust their boundaries.

2. Growth Projections

The DEIR states both that land "designated and zoned for residential
development . . . is anticipated to be built out by 2007" (page 4.1-8) and that "current
residential land use allocation will be exhausted by the year 2005" (page 4.2-6). See
also page 7-10. Please clarify the difference in date. If the date is derived from a study
by Muni Financial or other document, please reference the source.

prowes

Placer LAFCo Policies 3.b(1) and 3.¢(1) require that a market absorption study
be conducted as a prerequisite to expansion of the City's existing sphere or to the
annexation of additional territory into the sphere. The DEIR acknowledges that such a
study needs to be submitted with the formal proposal (page 7-11). Please note that the
study must cover a 15 to 20 year planning horizon. ' '

..

3. Anaiysis of Impacts of Potential LAFCo Actions

Placer LAFCo will have three potentiai courses of action with respect to the SQI Al
Amendment Area based upon the analysis of its policies: approve the amendment of

the sphere to include all of the proposed SOI Amendment Area, approve the
amendment of the sphere to include only the part of the proposed 501 Amendment

{._\__..__

6-4
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Comment Letter 6

Area, or deny the amendment. I it takes either of the first two actions, Placer LAFCo e
will have two further potential courses of action with respect to the WRSP Area: approve
the annexation of the WRSP Area to the City, or deny the annexation. (Annexation of
the Remainder Area is not possible at this time and cannot occur without additional
action by the City in the future, since the project description does not include any
prezoning or other development proposal for that area as required by LAFCao)) |

Expansion of the City's sphere of influence is a prerequisite to annexation of the ™|
WRGSP Area. The expansion of the sphere by itself does not allow any development to
occur. However, the current project proposes the contemporaneous annexation of the
WRSP Area, which would allow development in that area to proceed upon final City
approval. Thus, Placer LAFCo concurs that it is appropriate for this EIR to analyze as it
has the impacts resulting from development that is reasonably foreseeable and
identifiable relating to the expansion of the sphere of influence. The DEIR appropriately
analyzes the impacts of proposed development within the WRSP Area on a project level
and the impacts of hypothetical future development within the Remainder Area on a
programmatic level.

The DEIR states: "For most issue areas, impacts resulting from the entire Sphere
of Influence (SOI) Amendment Area would consist of the collective impacts that wouid |
occur if the WRSP Area and Remainder Area were developed separately.” (Page 4-4.)
. Placer LAFCo agrees with this general statement. However, given the format of the
impact analysis, which shows a distinction between "WRSP" and "Remainder Area" in
the impact analysis blocks, Placer LAFCo wishes to confirm the following for its use of
this document: .
(1} The impacts and mitigation measures described for "WRSP" include any that have
been identified as being related io the expansion of the City's sphere of influence to

include the WRSP Area and the annexation of the WRSP Area to the City. 1

(2) The impacts and mitigation measures identified for "Remainder Area" include any
that have been identified as being related to the expansion of the City’s sphere of
influence to include the Remainder Area. |
(3) For the issue areas of Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, and Noise, the
impact summary block identifies a separate environmental impact for the SOI
Amendment Area because "the impacts resulling from the entire (Sphere of Influence
(S0I) Amendment) area would be different than the collective impacts resulting
deveiopment of the WRSP Area and Remainder Area separately." (Page 4-4.)} Thus,
for the issue areas of Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, and Noise: The |
tmpacts and mitigation measures identified for "SOI" inciude any that have been
identified as being related to the expansion of the City's sphere of influence to include
the WRSP Area and the Remainder Area at this time. The impacts and mitigation
measures described for "WRSP" include any that have been identified as related either
the to the annexation of the WRSP Area to the City, or fo the expansion of the City's

i
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Comment Letter 6

sphere of influence to include the WRSP Area only and the annexation of the WRSPT 6-13
| 6-

Area to the City.

o

4. Policy Analysis of LAFCo Policies

Placer LAFCo policies are analyzed on pages 7-7 through 7-13. Placer LAFCo
neither concurs or disapproves of the statements made therein. Placer LAFCo has no
comments on this particular section except to state that the analysis in this DEIR
reflects the opinion of the EIR preparer and not Placer LAFCo. Placer LAFCo will |
conduct its own analysis as part of its independent statutory duties after a formal
proposal application has been submitted and accepted as complete in accordance with
LAFCo procedures.

Please note that in addition to consideration of its own poiicies, Placer LAFCo will
take into account the statutory criteria set forth in Government Code section 56425(d)
for expansion of the City's sphere of influence and in Government Code section 56668
for annexation of territory to the City.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

St o
Scott H. Finley [
Executive Officer

shif/
pease. L10-24-03
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Response fo Comment Letter 6
Placer Local Agency Formation Commission {October 24, 2003)

i Response to Comment Letter 6
Placer Local Agency Formation Commission (October 24, 2003)

Infro Poragraph

This comment containg general mformation and is not a commenl on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1

As indicated in Section 1.4 (Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies), the Placer Local Agency
Formation Commission (lacer LAFC() is a responsible agencey, and it is anticipated that Placer LAKCO
would use this Final BIR to evaluate the environmenital effects associated with its approvals, which are

outlined in Section 2.5.2 (Local Agency Formation Commission) of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 2

Comment noted.

Response to Comment 3

In response to this comment, as well as Comments 6-4 and 6-3, the lext on page 2-66 of the Final EIR has

been changed as follows:

2.5.2 Llocal Area-Agency Formation Commissicn {LAFCO}

The Placer County Local Area-A
actions prior to implementation of the WRSP and the 501 Amendment. LAFCO will use the EIR in

cvaluating the impacts of the following actions:
Approval of Municipal Services Report that analyzes services
Amendment of the City of Roseville Sphere of Influence to include the entive SOI Amendment Area (5,327
acres)

Annexation to endreergantration-of the City of Rosevilte todmeludeof the WRSI (3,162 acres)

keorganizat
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Response ta Comment 4

The commenter is correct in noting that Placer LATCO has no statutory authority over private providers
of public utility services. However, the City of Roseville provides certain public utilitics. To the exlenl
territory is annexed to the City through the actions of Placer TAFCO, Placer LAFCO will consider the

availability of municipal services (through preparation of the MSR) and public utility service arca

13-87
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C_h_l_qpl‘er 13 Responses to Comments

boundaries in its decision-making process. The proposed project does not include any reorganization of
public utilily scrvice arca boundaries; therefore, the text provided in Response to Comment 6-3 has been

reviscd as indicated.

Response to Comment &

The commenter is correct in noting that Placer LATCQ does not have jurisdiction to establish zones or
adjust the boundaries of the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA). Instead, those actions are established
by resolution of the Board of PCWA. Therefore, the text provided in Response to Comment 6-3 has been

revised as indicated.

Response to Comment &

The commenter is correct in identifying that two years have been provided in the Final FIR to reflect
anticipated buildout of the Citv’'s current residential land use allocation. To clarify, the City anticipates
buildout of Hs current residential land use allocation between 2005 and 2007. A single year cannot be
idenlified becavse residential absorption is driven by several factors, including heusing supply and
demand and economic influences. The referenced text on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 has been revised o reflect

the appropriate ranges.

Response to Comment 7

The City will prepare a Markel Absorption Study tor submittal with its annexation application that will

cover a 15 Lo 20 vear planning horizon. This comment is not a comment on an environmental issue.

Response Comment 8

The commenter is correcl in describing the procedural options available to Placer LAFCO when

considering the annexalion application. This comment is not a comment on an environmental issue.

Response to Comment ¢

The commenter affirms that the Final EIR appropriately analyzes impacts associated with the WRSP Area
on a project level basis and impacts assoclated with the Remainder Area on a program level basis. No

further response is required.

Response to Camiment 10

The commenter agrees with the text provided on page 4-4 of ihe Final EIR, which states, “For most issuc
arcas, impacts resulling from the entire Sphere of Influence (501} Amendment Area would consist of the

collective impacts that would occur if the WRSDP Area and Remainder Arca were developed separately.”
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Response to Comment Leffer &
Placer Local Agency Formation Commission {Ociober 24, 2003)

No further response is required; however, the commenter requests confirmation of other facts, and

responses to these comments are provided in Responses to Comments 6-11 through 6-13.

Response fo Comment 11

The project-level analysis {including both impacts and miligation measures) for the WRSP assumes: (1)
construclion and operation of the WRSP; (2) expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence to include the

WRSP Area; and (3) Annexation of the WRSE Area into the City's jurisdiclion.

Response to Comment 12

The programmatic-level analysis (including both impacts and miligation measures) for the Remainder
Arca assumes (1) construction and operation of the Remainder Area, using the general land use
assumptions provided in Section 2 {Project Description) of the Final EIR, and {2) expansion of the City’'s

Sphere of Influence to include the Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 13

As stated on page 4-4 of the Final EIR: “For most issue areas, impacts resulting from lhe entire SOI
Amendment Area would consisl of the collective impacts that would occur if the WRSP Area and
Remainder Area were developed scparately. In the issue areas of Transporlation and Circulation, Air
Quality, and Noise, an environmental analysis for the 501 Amendmenl Area is provided ecause the
impacts that would result from development of the entire arca would be different than the collective
impacts resulting from development of the WRSP Area and Remainder Arca scparatcly. A brief
discussion of why the 501 Amendment Area impacts are different than the collective impacts of the
WRSP Area and Remainder Area is provided in the “Methods of Analysis” portion of Section 4.3

o

(Transportation and Circulation), Section 4.4 (Air Quality), and Section 4.5 (Noise).” Therefore, the
commenter is correct in identifying that impacts and miligation measures for the SOl Amendment Area
(for the issue areas previously idenlified) considers the WRSP Arca and the Remainder Area. Impacts
and mitigation measures associated with the WRSP consider construction and operalion of the WRSE,
expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence to include the WRSP Arca (nol the Remainder Arca); and

annexation of the WRSP Area (not the Remainder Area) into the City’s jurisdiclion.

Response fo Comment 14

This comment containg general information and is nol a comment on an environmental issue. It merely
stales thal Placer LAFCO will conduct its own policy consistency analysis as part of its independent
statutory dulies after a formal annexation application has been submitted and accepted as complele in

accordance with Placer T.AFCO procedures. No turther response is required.
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Comment Letter 7

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CAME
http://www.dfg.ca.gov

Sacramento Valley-Central Sierra Regio
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A : '
Rancho Cordova, CA. 95670
{916) 358-2900

| PLANNING DEF7

October 24, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease

Senior Planner

City of Rosevilie Planning Depariment
311 Vernon Street :
Roseville, CA 95678-2469

‘Dear Ms. Pease:

- The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the Draft West Roseville
Specific Plan (WRSP) and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the West
Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of influence Amendment (SCH# 2002082057). The
DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts associated with approval of the proposed
project, which consists of the addition of 5,527 acres to the Sphere of influence of the 7-1
City of Roseville, adoption of the WRSP, including proposed urban development of
3,162 acres within the area, and annexation of the WRSP area into the City of N
Roseville. In general, the project area lies immediately west of the current boundary of
the City of Roseville in Placer County. T R :

The area covered by the proposed WRSP and ‘Sphere of Influence update
includes significant natural resources subject to the Department’s trustee obligations for
fish and wildlife, and their habitat. - The area includes stream and riparian habitats
including Pleasant Grove Creek, wetlands including vemal pool grasslands and
associated federat listed invertebrates, and both nesting and foraging habitat for the
state listed threatened Swainsor’s hawk (Buteo swainsonii) and the Burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia), which is the current subject of a listing petition under California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.} that is
currently pending befare the California Fish and Game Commission. “ The area in and
around the site of the proposed project also provides important resting and foraging

7-2

habitat for winter migrant bird species. -

In our view, the proposed project, along with other reasonably foreseeabie
development in the area, place at risk of significant adverse impacts approximately 20-
30%, or more, of the remaining vernal pool/grassiand habitat in western Placer County.
These impacts, in turn, will resuit in significant impacts to the species identified in the
preceding paragraph and other important biological resources subject to the
Department’s trustee responsibilities under the Fish and Game Code. The prospect for
such impacts underscores the City of Roseville's obligations to ensure that all project-
specific and related cumulative impacts are mitigated to the extent feasibie under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.).
Likewise, to the extent implementation of the proposed project will result in “take” of
species protected under CESA, all impacts of the taking must be minimized and fully
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Comment Letter 7

Ms. Kathy Pease
October 24, 2003
Page Two

mitigated. Thus, the degree to which this project and other proposed projects can
mitigate project impacts to natural resources while retaining viable vernal
pooligrassland, riparian and stream habitats in west Placer County is a significant and
~ fundamental consideration of this project. ]
The Department is concerned that the DEIR fails to provide an accurate overview
of the significant adverse impacts to biological resources that will result from the
proposed project. The DEIR fails to identify various direct and indirect significant
impacts to biclogical resources that will result with approval and implementation of the |
WRSP as proposed. Likewise, to the extent potentially significant impacts to biological
resources are acknowledged, the Department is concerned that the DEIR overestimates
the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures and project changes to reduce those
impacts below a level of significance. The proposed project will result in substantially
more severe environmental impacis on biological resources than the DEIR discloses.
Finally, the Department is particularly concerned that the DEIR fails to address the
project-related effects on certain specific biological resources identified in a site analysis
prepared by the Applicants’ consultants in 2001.

Under well established scientific principles, project design and subsequent size,
shape and proposed human use of retained natural habitats will dictate ecological
values and functions of these habitats through time. The WRSP presumes that retained
habitats wilt provide full function and value and contribute ¢ and be a part of a larger
regional conservation strategy. The Department disagrees. The proposed project, as
designed, fails to provide full value of onsite habitat over time due to the small size of
the retained areas, fragmentation of grassland complexes and stream areas, adjacent
urban uses, proposed human uses, and the inability, due {o small size and proximity to
urban landscapes, to actively manage retained sites. Basic tenets of Conservation
- Biology, as embodied in documents prepared by Placer County as part of Placer
Legacy and the Natural Community Conservation PlanyHabitat Conservation Plan
(NCCP/HCP), define the need for large, unroaded, interconnected sites void of urban
influences to the extent practicable as the foundation of a conservation reserve system.
Related analysis and discussion in project documents fail to acknowledge and do not
meet these basic scientific standards.

The Department is particularly concerned about the inadequate analysis of
biological resources in project documents in light of our repeated efforts over the last
number of months o inform and educate the project applicant and the City itself about
these very issues. We have repeatedly advised the City and the applicant of this
potential conflict throughout the early consultation process.  The DEIR does not provide
an accurate overview of the extent to which retained natural habitats in and around the
proposed project will fully function as viable, biological habitat, at least as compared to |
existing conditions. The DEIR, in this respect, understates the significant habitat-related
impacts of the proposed project by overstating the biclogical functions and values of

g
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Comment Letter 7

- Ms. Kathy Pease
October 24, 2003
Page Three

A

retained habitat. The retained habitat in and around the site of the proposed project will
not provide the same biological value as existing conditions and this project-related
impact is both adverse and substantially more severe than the DEIR indicates.

We recommend that the DEIR and WRSP be revised fo provide an accurate
analysis of the value of retained areas, including the related significant impacts on
biological resources. This analysis should take into account the fact that the value of
onsite retained habitats to both Swainson’s hawk and winter migrants is marginal at
best, and that the marginal biciogicatl value of these retained habitats as proposed does
not fit in with and potentially undermines the prospect for a regionat conservation
sirategy. Sites are small, fragmented and adjacent to urban uses. As more land is lost
to urban development, the value of retained sties must be maximized. This will not
occur on retained sites within the urban matrix of these proposed projects. Sites will be
exposed to human intrusion, domestic and feral animals, indirect impacts of urban uses
and, notably, a total inability tc allow for the full array of potential management actions,
such as grazing and prescribed fire among others that may be required to obtain full
ecological value. The historic use of onsite land within the City to mitigate for water
quality and listed species issues as well as providing for urban uses would be
inconsistent with a regional conservation strategy. All of these issues merit further and
more detailed consideration in the DEIR.

Far these reasons, we believe that the WRSP is internally inconsistent with any
potential conservation strategy for the Placer County NCCP/HCP.

New information has been developed that modifies issues as discussed inthe |

DEIR. Placer County conducted a survey of winter bird use of west Placer in 2002-
2003. This new information was not considerad or incorporated into project documents.
We believe this new information identifies the project areas as highly valuable, locally
and regionally, for winter migrant bird use, especially raptors, and, as such, project
impacts to winter migrant bird species are significant. The DEIR should consider this
new information in the formulation of a more comprehensive mitigation strategy for
project impacts to grassland associated species including Swainson’s hawk. Most
importantly, the DEIR has not fully described the status of Swainson’s hawk nesting on
the project site as described in the report titled “Resuits of Surveys for Special-Status
Species in the Fiddyment/Placer 1600 Project Area Placer County, California” prepared
by Miriam Green Associates in July 2000. This document, although cited as a reference
source in the DEIR, clearly describes an active Swainson’s hawk nest on the project
site, although the document provided to the Department by the City did not include a
map depicting the precise location. This information, in particular, establishes a need
for a redefinition of the existing project conditions, a revised analysis of potential project
impacts and proposed mitigation measures to a state listed species as discussed within
the DEIR.

-7
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Comment Letter 7

Ms. Kathy Pease
Qctober 24, 2003
Page Four

The Department does not agree as stated in the DEIR that direct, indirect and
cumuiative impacts on Swainson's hawk and grassland associated wildlife species will
be reduced tc below a level of significance with identified mitigation measures. A
simple analysis of Mitigation Measure 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-4 demonstrates our concern.
The measure identifies 2,204.6 acres of foraging habitat impacted by the project. This
acreage does not include onsite areas of about 646 acres not directly impacted by
project implementation. Indirect impacts to these areas, as a result of human intrusion
and habitat fragmentation among other issues, are not addressed in the DEIR. The
mitigation measure also calculates, using Department Guidelines, potential hawk
mitigation acreage of 1804.6 acres. This figure ignores indirect impacts to refained sites.
However, the document also states that the 646 acres of grassiand habitat not directly
impacted will also provide needed mitigation for the project. This is biciogically
incorrect, for reasons previously discussed and inconsistent with standard practices for
mitigation of project impacts as currently conducted in west Placer County. While the
document states that needed foraging habitat equates to roughly 1159 acres, the
Department contends this value remains at 1804 acres (and this figure does not
consider indirect impacis to retained sites) due to the failure of the onsite lands to fully
function through time, The Department, in this respect, agrees that the proposed
project will result in impacts to foraging habitat for Swainsor's hawk and winter migrant
birds totaling 1804 acres, but disagrees that non-develioped areas retained onsite
provide partial mitigation for these impacts. This conclusion is based on information
provided within the DEIR regarding known locations of Swainson's hawk nests.
Information within the document prepared by the consuitant in 2000 shouid be used to
revise these calculations.

—

To clarify, the Department did concur that the Yankee Slough site would be
appropriate for 680 acres of oifsite mitigation to grassiand habitats, but only in the
context of this site being part of a much larger mitigation package. That package, not
including the 690-acre Yankee Slough lands, must include an additional 1159 acres
(new information will dictate a revision of project impacts and thus recalculation of
offsite needs) of offsite land appropriate for grassland species in order for the City to
conclude that the related impacts are mitigated to below a level of significance under
CEQA. We have invited the project Applicants to further discuss the need for additional
mitigation for this key State-listed species but have received no response. The
applicant was fully aware (via email sent to the applicant’s attorney and discussion in at
least one of several meeting where this issue was discussed) of the need for additional
grassland habitats to fully mitigate impacts prior to release of this DEIR. Additionaliy,
we have repeatedly indicated that Reason Farms could be used for some or all of the
remaining mitigation responsibility for the project {as the DEIR suggests), consistent
with Department guidelines for Swainson’s hawk. [t should be noteq that rice is not an
ideal or compatible land use for Swainson's hawk foraging.

i
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Ms. Kathy Pease
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At a mesting with the applicant on April 8, 2003, the Department asserted that
the applicant’s desire to accommodate mitigation for this project impact onsite was
unacceptable, Additionally, the use of Reason Farms, as had been stated throughout
our discussions with both the applicant and the City, could be appropriate but that rice
would not be an acceptable agriculture practice for lands that need to be managed as
foraging for Swainson's hawk. Although acreages discussed in this lefter are somewhat
different than that included within project documents, the premise for the use of onsite
land as mitigation for project impacts to grassiand habitats remains the same. Retained
sites within the project are generally small, fragmented, will be subjected to continued
urban influences, cannot be managed as will be required for these types of habitats,
and thus are not consistent with reasonable, scientifically based, conservation strategy.

i L

The Department does not object to the phasing of conservation lands as
development occurs. We have repeatedly suggested this option to the applicants.

We also suggest the following specific changes to project documents:
Specific Plan

_ Section 6. Grassland habitat for Swainson's hawk and other winter migrant bird
species is not a feature of this section. Values of onsite lands to the diversity of wildlife
that currently use both the site and other grassiands in west Placer will be significantly

diminished as a result of project impltemeniation. _

Page 6-5, paragraph 2: The proposed annexation area is not compatibie with a
larger scale conservation effort throughout the consultation process. All information
developed as part of the Placer County conservation planning effort states that large,
unroaded preserves not associated with the urban areas, will form the basis of a larger
conservation strategy. -

PEIR
Page 4-66, the DFG did not approve a 1:1 replacement ratio.

Mm 4.7.5 and 6. The document must include additional language pursuant to the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) due to the proximity of the project site to
known Swainson's hawk nests and the proposed two stream crossings of Pleasant
Grove Creek and, in light of the iisting petition before the Commission, the direct loss of
Burrowing owl colonigs. The Department recommends that the City require the
Applicant to obtain an incidental take permit (ITP) under CESA if the project has the
potential io result in “take” of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, seither
during construction or over the life of the project. ITPs are issued by the Department
under CESA to consserve, protect, enhance, and restore State-isted threatened or
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endangered species and their habitats. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant
modification to the proposed project, and mitigation measures may be required in order
to ob’taln a CESA Permit.

in light of the prospect of take under CESA, the Department underscores that
additional CEQA review may be necessary uniess all take-reiated impacts associated
with the proposed project are addressed in the DEIR. Additional discussion and
information that should be added to the revised DEIR should include a specific
mitigation menitoring and reporting program designed for consistency with related

requirements under CESA. : ]

Mm 4.7-8; Impacts to migrant bird and raptor species associated with grassiand
habitats. While we agree that this mitigation measure could provide mitigation for other
species as noted in the DEIR, the continued inclusion of onsite habitats as part of the
mitigation lands negate such benefits. As stated previously, the DEIR does not take
into account impacts on Swainson’s hawk that will result from the diminished biological
function of undeveloped areas onsite. Undeveloped areas retained onsite shouid not be
counted as mitigation for project impacts on this species.

The Department was asked by the applicants to meet on October 14, 2003 and B

be briefed on the status of the project. At this meeting the applicant provrded
information concerning the Management Plan that is currently being prepared for
retained onsite lands subsequent to project development. The applicant identified about
400 acres within the two larger retained parcels along the west and north of the project
site that will be fenced and likely grazed as part of the Management Plan. The efficacy
of these lands for mitigation purposes cannot be determined without specifics regarding
management capabilities, monitoring, and easement provisions that may be included in
the Management Plan. Recent actions by Placer County suggest that the project buffer
on the west will likely be adjacent to a future university and thus of dubious long-term

integrity as part of a larger conservation plan, Qur comments concerning the DEIR and—i

the WRSP remain unchanged until we are provided the opportunity to review such a
plan. Additionally, the WRSP must include specific language assuring that land use

adjacent to these two potential mitigation sites will similarly be retained and managed, in §

perpetuity as wildlife habitat.

The Department remains willing to further discuss and resolvs these issues.

.
R
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Comment Letter 7

Ms. Kathy Pease
October 24, 2003 -
Page Seven

Thank you for the opportunity to reviaw this projeci. If we can be of further assistance,
please contact Mr. Jeff Finn at (530) 477-0308 or Ms. Terry Roscoe, Habitat 700
Conservation Planning Supervisor at (916) 358-2883.

Sincerely,—_

g,
Deputy Regiona-Manager

cc.  Mr Jeff Finn
Ms. Terry Roscoe
Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California 95670

State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Post Office Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Ms. Lori Rinek

Mr. Arnoid Roessler

U. S. Fish and Wildiife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1888

Kathleen Dadey

~U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthome Street
San Francisco, CA 84105






Response to Comment Letter 7
Californio Deparfment of Fish and Game (Qctober 24, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish and Game (October 24, 2003}

Response to Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Thercfore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The comment refers to the CDTFG’s authorily as a trustee agency for fish and wildlife resources in Lthe
stale, and lists the sensitive biological resources within the project arvea, which are consistent with the

analyses in the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 3

The comment discusses potential impacls to vernal pool and grassiand habitat within weslern Tlacer
County from both projecl-related and reasonably foreseeable development within the arca. Impact 4.7-2
(Final EIR pages 4.7-37 through 4.7-40) and Impact4.7-6 (Final EIR pages 4.7-47 and 4.7-48) discuss
potential project-relaled impacts to these habitats. Additionally, cumulative impacts, which assess
potential projecl-related and foreseeable development impacts to vernal pool grassland habitats, are

discussed on pages 5-65 through 5-67 of the Final EIR.

The commenter states that the proposed project, in addition to other reasonably foresceable development
in the area, will resull in impacts to 20 to 30 percent of the remaining vernal pool/grassland habitat in
western Placer County. The project will impact 63.89 acres of wetlands (Table 4.7-3 of Final EIR),
including 33.91 acres of vernal pools in the WRSP area. The WRSP will impact 2,463 acres of grassland

(3,162 acres within the WRSF minus approximalely 699 acres of grasslands preserved in open space).

Regional mapping of vernal pools and grasstand complexes completed by Jetf Glazner in 2001 utilized
aerial photography 1o delincate arcas of vernal pool concentrations resulting in complexes of vernal
pools within grasslands. This mapping etfort, conducted in coordination with the wildlife agencies,
resulted in the mapping of 273 vernal pool/grassland complexes ranging in size from 0.123 acres to 941.84
acres. A {otal of 20,677 acres of vernal pool/grassland complexes were mapped in western Placer County
(Methodology for a Process to Review Interim Projects, Western Placer (NCCP/HCTP Thase 1), April 3,
2002). When the arcas of WRSP vernal pool/grassland impacts are overlain on the vernal pool/grasstand
complexes mappaed by Glazner, the WRSP project results in an impact to approximalely 5 percent of the

vernal pool/grassland complexes, as mapped in the Glazner maps (2001).
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i

The comment also describes the CDF(G's regulatory authority wilh regard to “take” of stale-lisled
threatened or endangered species under the California Endangered Species Act and its role as a trustee
agency. As discussed on page 1-4 of the Tinal FIR, the TTR is inlended to provide information to a
number of agencies, including the CDIG, lo assist them in environmental review and permitting of the

proposed project.

The commenter suggests that, to the degree, the ability of this project and other proposed projects to
mitigate project-specific impacls to natural resources while retaining viable vernal pool/grassland,
riparian, and stream habitats in west Placer Counly is a significanl and fundamental consideration of the
project. Refer to Topical Response F (City/USEWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordinalion)

for additional information regarding the project’s coordmation and consultation with agencies.

Response tc Comment 4

The commenter summarizes the CDEG's main points of concern relating to the Final EIR. Specific
comments on these points are further discussed in the balance of the letter, and corresponding responses
are provided as appropriate. Refer (o Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responses to
Commenls 7-3 and 7-6 for a discussion of the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats. Refer
also to Response to Commaent 7-8 and Topical Response F (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer
County Coordination) for information regarding consultation and coordination with agencies. Refer also
to Responses to Comments 7-9 and 7-10 for information regarding bird species and Swainson’s hawk
habitat preservation and mitigation. Reter also to Response to Comment 7-11 for information regarding
the suitability ot the Yankee Slough site {or off-site Swainson’s hawk foraging and adjustments to the
amount of acreage needed for off-site mitigation. Refer alse to Responses lo Comments 7-11 and 7-12
regarding the suitability of the Reason Farms site for Swainson’s hawk foraging and mitigation. Refer
also to Response to Comment 7-14 regarding the discussion of grasslands in the Specitic Plan. Refer also
to Response to Commenl 7-18 regarding CESA review. Refer also to Response to Comment 7-19
regarding impacts to migrant bird and raptor species and Responses to Comments 7-20 and 7-21

regarding Applicant’s coordination with CDFG.

Representatives of CDFCG and the City of Roseville met on November 5, 2003, to discuss the resource
issues raised in the commenter’s [etter. The following summarizes the main points of discussion between
CDEFG and the ity of Roseville:
m There was agreement that, with acknowledgement of an additional on-site Swainson’s hawk nest
localed wilhin the site proposed for Fiddyment Park (F-54), toraging habitat mitigation ratios
should be adjusted in the Final EIR in accordance with lhe Deparlment’s November 1994

guidelines.
L=
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Response to Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish and Game (Ocfober 24, 2003}

m There was agreement that the City would consider transferring to an appropriate Joinl Powers
Authority long-term management of the largest western and northwestern preserve areas (parcels
[-80 and W-81 in the WRSP).

m  An oulstanding jssue was the amount of “credit” that should be provided for on-site grassiand
preservation. Depending on management considerations for the largest western and northwestern
preserve arcas, the Deparlment would consider accepting these arcas as on-site mitigation,

m The City agreed to provide the draft on-site prescerve Operation and Management Plan to the
Department for review and to incorporate feasible and appropriate management
recommendations that address special slatus wildlife species, inciuding Swainson’s hawks and
burrowing owls.

m Depending on the specifics of farming practices and other compatible uses, the northern portion
{north of Pleasant Grove Creek) of the City’s Pleasant Grove Retention Basin site (also known as

Reason Farms) may be suitable as an oft-site grassland preservation mitigation area.

w The Department’s concerns regarding grassland mitigation would be substantially lessened if
final EIR mitigation for on-site grassland preservation credit were adjusted Lo reduce credit given
for “inlerior” open space areas and appropriate open space management strategies are included in
the preserve Operalion and Management Plan.

{Letter from Mark Morse of City of Roseville to Jeff Finn of CDEG, November 6, 2003)

Response fo Comment 5

The commenter does not agree that retained habitats within the proposed WRSP project area will

provide full function and value and contribute to and be a part of a larger regional conservation strategy.

The Project Applicants have consulted with USFWS, USACE, US Environmenlal Protection Agency
(USEPA), Gity staff, and CDTG stall during planning of the open space preserve areas to ensure that they
would provide maximum biological function and value. Approximately 670 acres of open space arce
designated for preservation within open space preserve areas in the WRSP Plan Area. The open space
preserve areas account for approximately 20 percent of the Plan Area and incorporate grasslands, creek
corridors and floodplains, seasonal wetlands, and vak woodlands. Uses within open space preserve areas
are limited to activities authorized under Clean Water Action Section 404 periit(s) (West Roseville
Specitic Plan, September 15, 2003, page 4-18) and would include, but not be limited to, bike paths,
utilities, drainage, flood control facilities, drainage facilitics, and passive recreation uses. Open space
areas are conliguous and continuous within the WRSP Plan Arca. In addition, the two largest on-site
preserve parcels (W-81 and F-80), the only preserve parcels that receive credit in the Final EIR for on-site
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat preservation, are situated such that they could complement larger
landscape preservation efforts being undertaken in the County, Should this occur, the City would
consider allowing a Joint Powers Authority to own/maintain these preserve areas in conjunction with the

targer fandscape preservalion efforl. The WRSP General Plan Amoendment recommends that the County
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Chapfer 13 Responses to Comments

consider establishing an open space area to enhance and augment the City’'s western open space. This
parcel is conliguous with the Reason Farms property to the north, a 1,300-acre site that will remain
mostly undeveloped as a flood control retenlion basin. Parcels W-81 and F-80 may also benefit from
additional preservation areas that could further expand and link these parcels depending on the outcome

and processing of future development plans within the proposed Sphere of Intfluence Arca.

In other instances in Roseville, the CDTG has considered smaller areas of grassland habilais located in
urban sctiings to be foraging habitat for slate listed threatened species, including Swainson’s hawk. For
example, in a leller from CDFG to the Roseville Planning Department dated October 11, 2002, the CDFG
states that a 36-acre parcel proposed for development containing vernat pool/grassland habitat is
considered suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. This parcel is located in a developing portion
of the Cily, surrounded almost entirely by existing development, including Highway 65, The property is
comparably much smaller and more isolated than the WRSP open space network and was nol managed

for wildlife beneli.

Discussions wilh the resource agencies have addressed potential indirect impacts to the vernal pool
landscape along margins of the open space preserve areas. As a result of discussions with City staff and
USTWS, a 300-Too! indirect impact buffer was placed around preserve areas and indirect impacts were
assessed by the agencics, in an acknowledgement thal urban areas directly adjacent to preserves could,
over time, adversely affect the perimeter of the open space grasslands. The 300-foot buffer incorporates a
250-toot indirect buffer and a 50-foot buffer of indirect impact designed to accommodate potenlial
amenities along the margins of open space (i.e. bike palhs, ulilities, drainage outfalls, etc.). Required off-

site mitigation includes compensation for these indirect impacts.

As part ot the compensation for project-related impacts the applicants propose (o include an off-site
mitigation component. On November 5, 2003, the CDFG and the City of Roseville met and discussed the
amount of Swainson’s hawk grassland “credit” that should be provided for on-sile grassland
preservation. In the calculation of mitigation for the proposed project (revised Table 4.7-4), credit is
proposed tor 3997 acres of on-site open space preserves, which represents the two largest open space
preserve parcels (F-80, 132 acres on the north boundary of the WRSP and W-81, 267 acres on the western
boundary of the project). Tn response to the CDTC’s concern regarding fragmentation of grassland
complexes and stream arcas, no Swainson’s hawk grassland credit is proposed for the remaining 270

acres of grassland preserved on site and internal (0 the WRSP project.

A portion (690.2 acres) of the off-site mitigation will occur at the Yankee Slough property, focaled in
Placer County and wilhin the Coon Creek walcrshed adjacent to other large habitat preserves (c.g., the

Wildlands Sheridan Property and the Coon Creck Conservancy). These areas are outside of the influence
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Response to Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish an__d___Game {October 24, 2003)

of urban centers and are of a size to be of significant importance in regional conservation efforts. As
described on page4.7-33, the WRSP conservation strategy includes acquisition of off-site mitigation
locations. As shown in Table 4.7-4 and in Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands), there is a
requirement for acquisition of an additional 878.7 acres of off-site mitigation to be purchased before
procecding with subsequent phases of the project, of which a portion could be purchased at the Reason
Farms site {refer Lo page 4.7-71 of Final TTR) or at other mitigation sites in phases consistent with
development phasing and revised TFinal EIR MM 4.7-9. The project applicants propose to identity 878.8
acres of conservation casement or deed restriction to ensure protection of foraging habitat. The
placement of easements on the off-site habitat site(s) will occur in phases, as development of the project

OCCULS.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter restates concerns about the adequacy of the analysis of biological resources. Refer lo

Response to Comment 7-5.

Scetion 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR evaluates impacts to biological resources in accordance

with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and all relevant laws, regulations, and guidelines.

On-site preservalion will beneftt grassland and riparian woodland spedies, including the Swainson’s
hawk. To say that no credit should be given for on-site preserve arcas is inconsistent with wildlife use
known to occur in existing City open space areas, inciuding proposced open space within the project area.
The projecl proponent consulted with natural resource agendies, City staff, land use planners, and
engineers to design a project that minimizes the use of ‘engineered’ structures when trealing urban-
influenced storm water, particularly when such structures would affect the open space preserve. Grassy-
swales along the margins of the preserve will passively fiiter discharge into the protected habitat, which
results in limited intrusion into the preserve by water quality structures. A fencing plan has been
developed Lo restrict urban pedestrian traffic inte the preserve. Informative signage will be installed al
strategic locations along the fence. The human use of open space will be limited because bike trails arce
planned at the ouler edge of open space preserve parcels. The only exception is the trail along Pleasant
Grove Creek. Because this Lrail also scrves as a sewer line maintenance access road its focation, by

necessity, follows the cxisting Pleasant Grove Creek trunk sevwer line.

The on-site open space will be managed consistent with the West Roseville Specific Plan Open Space
Preserve Operation and Management Plan (November 2003), which is required pursuant o The Section
404 permit. The Operation and Management Plan will ensure that open space functions and values are
retained and maintained, to the extent feasible, in perpeluity, and thal indirect impacls are minimized.

This includes active management of open space grasslands, including grazing whore feasible for thatch
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control, which should benelil sensitive plant and wildlife species that rely on grasslands and vernal pool
habitat. Another component of the Operation and Management Plan will be monitoring of the fence
condition and repair or replacement of the tence when required. The City will provide the draft
Opcration and Management Plan to CDFG for review and will incorporate additional feasible

management measures that address state listed species as appropriate.

The Operation and Management plan includes annual monitoring and reporting to regulatory agencies
and adaptive managemoent of the listed species habitat (as it pertaing to the open space preserve) to
ensure that adverse impacts do not occur. If monitoring identifies adverse conditions, the Preserve
Steward will coordinale with the Cily and regulalory agencies te remedy the problem prior to

degradation ot the protected habital.

In summary, the biological preserve has been designed using sound biclogical principles. The biological
value of the on-site open space preserve will be retained at the same level as existing conditions by (1)
providing approximately 699.3 acres of naturally occurring open space with existing biological value; (2)
protection of the open space preserve in perpetuity through a conservation easement; (3) preparation of a
long-term funding mechanism to finance operation and management of the preserve in perpetuity; (4)
preparation and implementation of an Operation and Management Plan, which includes long-term
monitoring; (5} identifving a Preserve Manager and Preserve Steward to oversee the preserve; and {(6)
implementing a Vegetation Management Plan to manage vegetation within the open space preserves
(including grazing of open space areas). In a meeting of City of Roseville and CDFG representatives on
November 5, 2003, it was agreed that the Cily would consider transferring the two largest open space
preserve areas (W-81 and F-80 totaling 399 acres) to an appropriate Joint Powers Authority for long term
managemaent. Tor these reasons (as well as reasons listed in Response to Comument 7-5), the on-sile
preserve should be corsidered a viable, effective, and feasible component of the overall mitigation

strategy.

Separate Operations & Management Plans will be required by resource agencies for the off-site

preservation areas.

In addilion, on page 4.7-71 of the Final BIR, MM 4.7-8 has been revised as follows in response to CDFG's
cencerns regarding open space management and to ensure that biclogical functions and values are

maintained to the maximum extent feasible:

MM 478 Off sile wnd on-site preserealion of grassfand fabilat (Impact 4.7-6 aud Imipact 1.7-9 -
IWRER)

M CDECG recommends thal projects thal will resull in the loss of potential foraging,

habitat for Swainson’s hawl {which includes grasslands and certain agricudtural

croplands such as alfalfal within 10 miles of an active nest site provide
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Response to Commenf Letfer 7

mitigation for that loss. To the extent feasible, strategies (or preserving on-site

grasslands as raptor and migratory bird foraging habitat will be addressed in
the Q&M Flan prepared pursuani 4o the Section 404 Permil. Some of Lhese
strategies could include, bul are not necessarily limited to, grazing for grassland

management, menitoring for biological values, and adaptive management.

Mitigation for Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would concurrently mitigate
for loss of habitat for a number of other wildlife species in the region such as
burrowing  awl, red-tailed hawk, while-ailed kite, northern harrier, and
logrerhead shrike among many others.

As reflected in an October 11, 2002, letter from the CDTG to the City of Roseville, suitable foraging
habilal for Swainson’s hawk can be provided in relatively smail areas of grassland habitat in urban
scttings (e.g., CDTCs letter addressed a 36-acre parcel). Therefore, the larger areas of open space
proposed as part of the project would provide foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawk, for example,

and appropriate credit given for these on-site relained areas.

During the course of developing plans for the proposed project, the Applicant and resource agencies
engaged in a lengthy consultation process (Biological Opinion, leller from Kenneth Sanchez of USFWS (o
Tom Cavanaugh of USACT, November 20, 2003, pages 2-4). During the consultation and in the course of
preparing the land use plan for the proposed project, the Applicant modified the land use plan in
response to inpub and direclion from the resource agencies. For instance, in response to resource
agencies” concerns regarding the viability of open space arcas internal to the proposed project, the open
space preserve arca on the west side of the plan (parcel W-81) was expanded to 267 acres (Final EIR,

page 4-7).

Another result of consultation between applicant and CDFG was the addition of cattle grazing where
appropriate for grassland habital management to the Operation and Management Plan (page 4. The
primary goal of grazing of open space preserves is to mainlain species diversity and desired species
composition by reducing the accumulation of thatch within wetland and upland areas. Grazing is also

beneficial Lo manage the site for Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.

As stated in the letter wrilten by Tim Vendlinski of the US Environmental Protection Agency, Wetlands
Supervisor to Lt. Colonel Mark Connelly, Acting Sacramento District Engineer for the USACE dated
November 5, 2003, in response to Public Notice 200200666:

“The project applicants responded to feedback from the involved agencies and made improvemenls to
the developrent plan of Westpark/Fiddyment Ranch including consolidaling an open arca preserve on
the western boundary, reducing impacts to jurisdictional waters by 2 acres, and increasing open space by
98.7 acres. Also, In response to interagency requests, the applicants provided up-fronl mitigalion by

purchasing significanl conservation parcels in Placer County.”
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

Response fo Comment 7

The commenler restates concern about the adequacy of the analysis of biolegical resources. Reter to
Response to Comment 7-6 for a discussion of the biological value of on-site retained habitat. Refer also to
Response to Comment 7-5 and Topical Response F (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County

Coordination)) for a discussion of regional conservation efforts.

With respect to water quality issues, protection of listed species, and preservation of grasslands adjacent
to urban uses, the project applicant consulted with natural resource agencies, City staff, land use
designers, and engineers to design a project that minimizes the use of ‘engineered’ structures when
treating urban-influenced storm water. Grassy-swales along the marging of the preserves result in
limited intrusion by water quality structures into the preserve. A fencing plan bas been developed to
restrict urban pedestrian traffic into the preserve. In addition, the Operation and Managemoent Plan
includes detailed monitoring of the preserved listed species habitat to ensure that adverse impacts do not
occur, If monitoring identifies adverse conditions, the Preserve Steward will coordinate with the City and

regulatory agencies lo remedy the problem prior to degradation of the protected habitat.

Response to Comment 8

Refer to Topical Response F (City/USTWS MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination) for a
discussion of the coordination efforts between the City and the County with respect to the proposed

project and the developmet of a County NCCT/HCP.

Response to Comment ¢

The report prepared by Jones and Stokes (May 2003) describes and delineates Tmportant (Bird}
Concentration Areas (1CA’'s) for western Placor County. The results of this report are based on bird
surveys by local experts, data compiled from Christmas Bird Counts, literature review, intervicews, and
questionnaires, The authors of the report acknowledge that the delineation of the ICA's is “a snapshot of
what is in fact a highly variable system.” While the project is situated within a region that is a highly
dynamic system, and winter and migrant bird-use have been observed, mitigation measures proposed
are adequate to mitigate for the loss of habitat within the project area. The preservalion and enhancement
of grassland and riparian woodiands on site, as well as grassland/croplands and riparian woodland off
site, provide for ample foraging habitat for a variety of diurnal and nocturnal bids of prey, songbirds,

neo-tropical migrants, waterfowl, waders, and many others.

The commenter refers Lo a survey of winter bird use of west Placer in 2002-2003, which may also be the
2002 Lincoln Christmas Bird Count, a bird count comducted by local birdwatchers on December 27, 2002.

The Christmas Bird Count includes a listing of a variety of bird species. The information presented by the
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Response to Commenf Letier 7
California Deportment of Fish ond Game (October 24, 2003)

commenter, whether the Jones & Stokes study or the Christmas Bird Count, does not result in a new
environmental impact, a Substantiai increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental
impact, or a feasible project allernative or mitigation measures that would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the project, but which the project’s proponents decline to adopt because

existing mitigation measures address any potential impacty to these bird species,

Following the release of the Draft EIR, there was acknowledgement of an additional on-site Swainson’s
hawk nest focated on proposed parcel F-34 within the WRSP. The nest site had been identified in a
previous technical study (Results of Surveys for Special Status Species in the Fiddyment/Placer 1600
Project Arca, Miriam Green Associates, July 18, 2000, page 12) that was reterenced on page 4.7-1 of the
Final TIR, but the nest had not been specifically described in the Final EIR. The Miriam Green Associates
study identified one active nest on the Fiddyment property, in vak woodland along Pleasant Grove
Creek. The location of the nest site is identified on revised Figure 4.7-3. Consequently, the foraging
habitat mitigation ratios were adjusted in Table 4.7-4 in accordance with the CDTFCG November 1994
guidelines. Revised Table 4.7-4 reflects an increase in the amount of foraging acreage potentially

impacted by development and an increase in the amount of mitigation required.

Response to Comment 10

The commenter indicates that additional habitat would be impacted by the proposed project duc to the
identitication of the Swainson’s hawk nest within the WRSP property, and that additional mitigation

lands would be required to mitigate for additional impacts.

Following the release of the Draft EIR, there was acknowledgement of an additional on-site Swainson’s
hawk nest located on proposed parcel T-34 within the WRSP. The nest site had been identified in a
previous technical study (Results of Surveys for Special Status Species in the Fiddyment/Placer 1600
Project Area, Mirtam Green Associates, July 18, 2000, page 12) that was referenced on page 4.7-1 of the
Final EIR, but the nest had not been specifically described in the Tinal EIR, The Miriam Green Associates
study identified one active nest on the Fiddymoenl property, in oak woodland aleng Pleasant Grove
Creek. The location of the nest site is identificd on revised Figure 4.7-3. Consequently, the foraging
habitat mitigation ratios were adjusted in Table 4.7-4 in accordance with the CDTG November 1994
guidelines. Revised Table 4.7-4 reflects an increase in the amount of foraging acreage potentially
impacted by development and an increase in the amount of mitigation required. Revised Table 47-4
states that 1,968 acres of habitat mitigation are required, of which 399.7 acres will be provided on sile,
690.2 acres will be acquired at Yankee Slough, and 878.7 acres will be acquired through a conservation
easement at an oft-site location during later phases of the project consistent with revised Final FIR

MM 4.7-9.
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Ag stated in Response to Comment 7-6, on-site preservation will, in facl, benefit grassland and riparian
woodland spectes, including the Swainson’s hawk. In addition, the Project Applicants consulted with
natural resource agendies, City statf, land use designers, and engineers to design a project that minimizes
the use of ‘engincered” structures when treating urban-influenced storm water, particularly when such
structures would affect the open space preserve. The design and use of grassy-swales along the margins
of the preserve will passively filter runotf prior to discharge into the protected habitat and will limit
intrusion inte the preserve by water quality structures. A fencing plan has been developed to restrict
urban pedestrian traffic into the preserve. Tnformative signage will be installed at strategic locations
along the fence. Human use ot open space will also be limited because bike Lrails are primarily located at
the outer edge of apen space parcels. The only exception is the trail along Plecasant Grove Creek. Because
this trail also serves as a sewer line maintenance access road its location, by necessity, follows the existing

Pleasant Grove Creek runk sewer line.

The open space will be managed consistent wilh the West Roseville Specific Plan Open Space Preserve
Opcration and Management Plan, which is required pursuant to the Section 404 permif. The Operation
and Management Plan will ensure that open space functions and values are retained and maintained, to
the extent feasible, in perpetuity, and that indirecl impacts are minimized. This includes active
management of open space grasslands, including grazing where feasible for thatch control, which should
benefit sensitive plant and wildlife species that rely on grasslands and vernal pool habitat. Another
component of the Operation and Management Plan will be monitoring of the fence condition and repair
or replacement of the fence when required. The City will provide the dralt Operation and Management
Plan to CDFG for review and will incorporate additional feasible management measurcs thal address

state listed species as appropriate.

The Opcration and Management plan also includes annual monitoring and reporting to regulatory
agencies and adaplive management of the listed species habitat (as it pertains to the open space preserve)
to ensure that adverse impacts do not accur. If monitoring identifies adverse conditions, the Preserve
Steward will coordinate with the City and regulatory agencices to remedy lhe problem prior Lo

degradation of the protected habitat.

Refer to Responses to Comments 7-4 and 7-5 for additional informalion regarding the proposed

mitigation strategy.

Response fo Comment 11

The commenter states that the CDFG did not concur that the Yankee Slough site would be appropriale
for 690 acres of off-site mitigalion unless it was part of a much larger mitigation package that includes

mitigation for grassland impacts. Reler to Topical Response A {Oft-Site Mitigalion Lands) and revised
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Response fo Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish and Game (Oclober 24, 2003)

MM 4.7-9, as well as Responses Lo Comments 7-9 and 7-10 for a discussion of the revisions to the off-site
miligation requirements (revised lable 4.7-4). Refer also to Response to Comment 7-4 for a description of
the City and CDTG discussions regarding habitat and mitigation strategies, and Response to Comment 7-
5 for a discussion of viability and size of open space areas and corresponding mitigation credits. The
Yankce Slough site is one component of a larger mitigation approach. Since receipt of the commenter’s
letter, the City and applicant have exchanged information with the CDFCG regarding acreage

requitements [or off-site mitigation.

The commenter states that Reason Farms could be used for some or all of the remaining mitigation for
the project (as the Final EIR suggests), consistent with the Department guidelines for Swainson's hawl,
and that active rice is not an ideal or compatible land use for Swainson’s hawk foraging. Consistent with
revised Table 47-4, the applicant will be required Lo acquire an additional 878.7 acres of off-site
conservation casements in addition to the Yankee Slough site in accordance with the performance
standards identified in MM 4.7-9. The Reason Farms property could fultill all or a portion of this
obligation. Hislorically, the Reason Farms property has been used for rice farming. MM 4.11-2 (Tinal EIR
page 4.11-46) requires that a portion of the Reason Farms site be fallowed to increase the availability of
groundwater supplics. As noted by the commenter, active rice fields are not ideal year-round habilat for
the Swainson’s hawlk. 1f falowed, rice fields at Reason Farms would provide grassland foraging habitat
similar to existing conditions at the WRSP site, especially if they were grazed to reduce thatch, thercby

atlowing prey to becomae more visible to raptors.

Response to Comment 12

The commenter restates concerns regarding the suitability of Reason Farms for Swainson’s hawk habitat
if it remains in rice production. Refer to Response to Comment 7-11 regarding the suitability of Reason
Farms for Swainson's hawk habitat. In addition, during an October 14, 2003, meeting where ECORP staff
presented the contents of the draft Operation and Management Plan to the CDTG (which was subsequent
to the April 8, 2003, meeting referenced by the commenler), CDFQC slaff acknowledged What the on-site
open space preserve could provide partial mitigation, as the commenter does in comments on 7-11 and 7-

12.

The commenter also restates concerns regarding retained open space sites within the WRSP. Refer to
Response to Comment 7-3 tor additional information regarding (he viabilily of retained open space areas

wilhin WRSE as biological habitat.

Response to Comment 13

The commenter agrees 1o the phasing of conservation lands as development oceurs. Comment noled.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 14

The commenter suggests that the West Roseville Specific Plan (Drafl, September 15, 2003) be revised to
include a discussion of grassiand habitat. Revisions to the Wesl Roseville Specific Plan are underway that
will include a scction that addresses “Grassland Habital” section to recognize the value of on-site lands
to the diversity of wildlife that currenlly use both the site and other grasslands in west Placer County.
The new grassland habilat discussion will be incJuded in the Resource Management Section (Section 6) of

the document.

Response fo Comment 15

The commenter stales thal the proposed annexation is not compatible with a larger scale conservation
effort because proposed preserves in the plan area are not large, unroaded preserves. The City agrees
with the concept that large off site unroaded preserves (1ot associated with urban arcas) should form the
basis of a larger conservation strategy. To this end, the project contributes to this concept by providing
two large, unroaded open space preserve sites totaling 399 acres: parcel W-81, which is 267 acres on the
wost side of the plan area, and parcel F-80, a 132-acre open space preserve on the north side of the plan
arca. In addition, the of{-site mitigation site at Yankee Slough is a large, unroaded expanse of open space.
The City also believes that properly managed on-site preservation provides a complementary regional
benefit that should reccive credil as a component of the project’s overall mitigation plan. This approach is
consistent with the County’s (Placer Legacy) draft Conservation Strategy Overview {Placer County
Natural Communitics Conservation Plan Habitat Conservation FPlan, draft, September 8, 2003) that, on
page 12 in referring to development opportunity areas depicted on the Altermatives Maps, states: “Some
places within this area may be more suitable for conservalion and may be incorporated i on-site

miligalion or impact avoidance.”

Response to Comment 16

While the comumenter correctly indicates that a 1:1 replacement ratio was not approved by the CDYG, to
date, miligalion for the loss of waters of the United States {including vernal pools, vernal swales, wet
swales, seasonal wetlands, and emergent marsh) has been approved by the LSFWS at a ratio of greater
than 1.1 (impact lo replacement ratio} through the Section 7 Consultation process, which was required as
part the 404 permit process. In fact, a Final Biological Opinion was issued by the USFWS on November
20, 2003, which specifically outlines the applicant’s mitigation requirements wilh respect to habitat
resources, Reler to Response to Conunents 7-4, 7-5, 7-9, and 7-10 for a discussion of additional mitigation

as furlher discussed with CDFG since the date of the CDEG letter.

13-102 R PN



Response fo Comment Letter 7
California Department of Fish and Game {October 24, 2003)

Response to Comment 17

The commenter states that the document must contain additional discussion pursuant to the California
Endangered Species Act (CESAY due to the proximity of the project site to known Swainson’s hawk nests,
the proposed stream crossings of Pleasant Grove Creek, and, in light of the listing petition before the
Commission for burrowing owl and that the project should be required to obtain an incidental take
permit (ITP). The project proposes only habitat modification, which 15 not considered a take under CHSA
and thus no ITP is required. Instead, Section 86 of Fish and Game Code of California defines take as

"hunt, pursuc, calch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.”

Response to Comment 18

As required by Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the project is approved, a Mitigation Monitoring
Program (MMVI) will be prepared and adopted by the City to ensure that the miligalion mecasures

identified in the Final EIR are implemented, including those that pertain to biological resources.

Response fo Comment 19

The commenter states that on-site preserves should not be counted as mitigation lands for migrant birds
and raptor species. Refer to Responses to Comments 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, 7-10, and Topical Response A (Off-5itc
Mitigation Lands) for a discussion of the use and value of the proposed on-site open space preserve lo

mitigate impacts to binlogical resources,

Response to Comment 20

The commentoer restates comcerns regarding the efficacy of on-site open space preserves. Refer to Topical
Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) for a discussion of the manner in which open space
will be preserved and maintained in perpeluity. Refer also to Responses to Comments 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-
10 for a discussion of other componenls of the West Roseville Specific Plan Open Space Preserve

Operation and Management Plan,

The commenter refers to previous discussions between CDFCG and applicant regarding 399 acres within
the two larger relained parcels along the north and west edges of the WRSE project that will be fenced
and grazed as part of the Operation and Management Plan. Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space

Manarement Plan} summarizes the Opoeration and Management Man, including grazing practices.

Response fo Comment 21

The commoenter suggests that land uses adjacent to the two large retained open spaces be similarly
retained and managed, in perpetuity as wildlite habitat. The WRSP land use plan {(West Rosevilie Specific

Plan, September 15, 2003 and Figure 2-3 on page 2-11 of Final EIR} identities the location of the open
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space preserves, including the two large retained siles, parcels F-80 and W-81. Parcel F-80 is located on
the north side of the WRSP; single-family residential land uses and Hayden Parkway abut F-80 on the
sotth and east. Undeveloped, agricullural lands in unincorporated Placer County will surround parcel £-
80 on the north and west. Parcel W-81 is located on the westernmost boundary of the WRSE plan. Single
tamily residential land uses will border parcel W-81 on the east. Undeveloped, agricultural lands in
unincorporated Placer County will surround parcel W-81 on the north, south, and west. No additional
land beyond the open space prescrves, as designated on the WRSP land use plan, will be retained and
managed as open space. Refer also lo Topical Response A (Otf-5ite Mitigation Lands) for a discussion of

open space areas that would be retained and managed in perpetuity as wildlife habitat.

Response to Comment 22

This comment contains general information and is notl a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 8

State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

California Highway Patrol
9440 Indian Hill Road
Newcastle, CA 95658
{916) 663-3344

(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)
(808) 735-2922 (Vaice)

- October 27, 2003
File No.: 220.10284.8837.SCH#2002082057

-~ Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
316 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

. Dear Ms. Pease:

Recently, the California Highway Patrol (CI{P) Auburm Area had the opportunity to review
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Spherc of
Influence Amendment SCIT# 2002082057. We believe the growth discussed will impact
the mission of the CHP of providing safety and service of the public as they use the
highway transportation system within Placer County. The project as outlined in the EIR,
will substantially increase tratfic volume and impact the State highways and roadways .
within the western portion of the Placer County, primarily Interstate 80 (I-80), State Route

. 65 (SR 65) and Baseline Road.

The effect this project will have over the Auburn CHP Area could be significant in the
sheer magnitude of residents it will attract. The proposed West Roseville Specific Plan
encompasses approximately 3162 acres, a considerable portion of which is currently in the
unincorporated area of Placer County. The plan calls for 8,430 residential units witha
projected population increase of 21,000 new residents, This development alone will
increase the population of western Placer County by approximately 10%. Additionally,
there are plans for a Village Center, commercial and light industrial development, one high
school, one middle school and four elementary school sites and a regional sports center
which wili further add to the daily trips count for this area. The network of planned and
existing roads will channel traffic in a northeast diréction toward SR 65 and ultimately I-
80. The additional trips that approximately 21,000 new residents will generate will further
strain SR 63, I- 80 and Baseline Road '

1




Comment Letter 8

~ Ms. Kathy Pease
Page 2 _
October 27, 2003

‘The EIR discusses the impact this development will have on the Placer County Sheriff’s
Department in the unincorporated area regarding crime; however it does not mention the
impact that will arise in the area of traffic law enforcement, which is the jurisdiction and
responsibility of the CHP. Crime will increase as population grows, that is a given, and we
do not intend to detract from the exceilent service the Placer County Sheriff’s Department

- does provide. We would however like to point out the more immediate impact is going to
be encountered in the matter of traffic law enforcement and traffic related services. It is
our understanding that once completed, this development will require twenty one
additional officers be added to the Roseville Police Department, an approximate 20%
increase over their current staffing. Given the current budget crisis the State of California
is experiencing, there are no immediate plans to augment the workforce in the Aubwrn Area
CHP Office. This is an area that should be discussed as this development will have a
major impact on traffic and as a result, all the residents in western Placer County, not just
Roseville. - '

State Route 65, which is located on the north edge of Roseville, has already experienced a -
major Increase in usage due to the Galleria Mall opening, the growth from the cities of
Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin. The opening of the Thunder Valley Casino in June 2003
has further impacted traffic along this major route and 1-80.

Interstate 80, which bisects the City of Roseville, is currently operating at near maximum
capacity. During certain times of the day, Interstate 80 is beyond capacity resulting in
gridlock or near gridlock as traffic flows at a seriously reduced speed in both directions.
This gridiock and congestion increases the potential for additional collisions. Any
significant increasc in growth will further affect this major Interstate.

Additionally the projected growth will also strain the capacity of Baseline Road as many of
the residents will utilize Baseline Road to access SR 99 to I-5 and 1-80 or downtown '
Sacramento. The current two lane configuration of Baseline is inadequate to handle the
additional traffic safely.

The anticipated completion date for this project is the year 2019/2020, however if the
continned trend of rapid growth in Placer County continues, culmination could be several
years earlier. Using Stanford Ranch in Rocklin as an example; Stanford Ranch was
scheduled for completion in 2008 yet in 2003 all building permits have been issued, five
years ahead of projection. The dilemma that could be encountered is the surrounding
major roadways such as S.R. 65, I-80 and Baseline Road will be completely unable to
handle the growth. Roseville has become proficient at developing arterial street systems
and having them in place before the major building occurs as is evident in the development
of northeastern Rosevilie. To the City of Roseville’s credit, Eureka Road, Roseville
Parkway and Secret Ravine Boulevard were in place long before the area they serve

~ developed. Unfortunately the State of California has responsibilities to the entire state and

L
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Comment Letter 8

Ms. Kathy Pease
Page 3
October 27, 2003

for a variety of reasons has been unable to increase the freeway system within Placer
County to support the growth. With the current fiscal erisis the State is facing, major new
construction in this area should not be anticipated in the foreseeable future.

- We thank you for allowmg our comments regarding the Environmental Impact Report.
Through cooperative partnerships with local, county and State entities the CHP will
continue to monitor the growth of the City of Roseville and the surrounding cities for its
impact on the CHP’s mission.

Smcerely,

) 724

RICK WARD, Captain
Commander
_Aubum Area

cc: Assistant Chief Carolyn Carlson, Valley Division
Special Projects Section

I
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Response to Comment Letter 8
California Highway Patrol {Qctober 27, 2003)

i Response to Comment Leter 8
California Highway Patrol {October 27, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

Impact 4.3-2 (Increased Traffic on State Highways), which is analyzed on pages 4.3-62 through 4.3-65 of
the Final EIR, analyzes the potential project-related traffic impacts to state highways, specifically 1-80 and
SR-63. The Final EIR determined that the poor level of service anticipated on both 1-80 and SR-65 under
2020 conditions would exist with or without the proposed project. While the proposed project would not
cause any highway segment to degrade to LOS F, it would add traffic to segments already operating at
LOS F, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. Highway operations could be improved by the
addition of HOV, auxiliary and/or mixed-flow lanes on 1-80 and SR-65, ramp metering, and rcgional
Transportation Systern Management or Traffic Demand Management elements. Such measures or
improvements to improve traffic flow on the highway system should be resolved on a regional level,
through cooperative efforts involving SACOG, the Placer County Transporlalion Planning Agency
{(PCTPA), and Caltrans. The City of Roseville alone cannot impose mitigation measures to address these
regional Lraffic issues on State highways. At present, no fee program cxists to address these regional

impacts.

Response to Comment 2

As discussed in Impact 4.2-4, on pages 4.2-20 and 4.2-21 of the Final EIR, the WRSP Final EIR fully
analyzes the potential impacts from population increases resulling from the proposed project. This
analysis concludes that these impacts would be significant, and no mitigation is feasible. Traffic impacts

associated with this increase in population were assessed in Section 4.3 of the Final TR,

Response to Comment 3

section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) discussed project-related relaled tmpacts on the existing and
planned roadway system. Impact 4.3-2, on pages 4.3-62 through 4.3-65 of the Tinal EIR, specifically
analyzed the potential projecl-related impacts 1o slate highways, including 1-80 and SR-65. The
conumnenter also provides general background dala regarding the proposed project, which requires no

additional response.

Response to Comment 4

Seclion 4.10.2 (Public Services, Law Enforcement) of the Final IR provides a thorough analysis of
impacts related to police protection services. Further, it is anticipated that the expansion of the Roseville

Police Department will address a significant portion of the increased traffic law enforcement duties
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Chopter 13 Responses to Comments

within the City boundaries. There are no data presented to suggest that the increased traffic on State

highways will significantly alter the CHP s Iraffic enforcement duties,

Response to Comment 5

The commenter correctly identifies that additional officers would be required as a result of the proposed
project to provide adequate police protection services. The Final EIR spedifically identifies mitigation
measures that would ensure an increase in the number of police officers, as well as the expansion of the

voice and data radio communication systems.

CHP slaffing decisions and requirements are outside of the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville; however,
the City acknowledges that any issucs relaled to the provision of adequate highway patrol services
should be resolved on a regional level, through cooperative effort involving SACOG, the Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency (PCIPA), and Caltrans. The City would be a cooperating agency as
represented by SACOG. There are nc data presenfed to suggest that the increased traffic on State

highways will significantly alter the CHP’s traffic enforcement duties.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter correctly notes that SR-65 has experienced increased tralfic as a resull of developmenl in
the region. The analysis includes traffic generated from the Thunder Valley Casino. Tmpact 4.3-2
{Increased Traftic on State Highways) on pages 4.3-62 through 4.3-65 of ihe Final FIR, analyzes project-
related impacts on SR-63 and concludes that the poor level of service on SR-65 under 2020 conditions
would exist with or without the proposed project. While the proposed project would not cause any
highway segment along SR-65 to degrade to LO5 F, it would add traftic to segments already operating at
LOS F, resulting in a significanl and unavoidable impact. Highway operations could be improved by the
addition of HOV, auxiliary and/or mixed-flow lancs on 1-80 and SR-65, ramp metering, and regional
Trangportalion System Management or Traffic Demand Management elements. Such measures or
improvements to improve trattic flow on the highway system would need Lo be planned on a regional
level, through cooperative effort involving SACOG, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
(PCTPA), and Caltrans. No mechanism currently exists to impose fees on a project to address these

regional impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 8-1 for an additional discussion of traffic flow.

RGSDOHSQ fo COIT]HTE.'Hf 7

Tmpact 4.3-2 (Increased Traffic on State Highways) analyzes project-related impacts on 1-80 and
concludes that the poor level ol service on 1-80 under 2020 conditions would exist with or without the
proposed project. While the proposed project would not cause any highway segment along 1-80 to

degrade to TOS T, it would add traffic to segmoenls already operating at LOS F, resulting in a signiticant
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Response to Comment Lefter 8
California Highway Patrol (October 27, 2003)

and unavoidable impact. Highway operations could be improved by the addition of HOV, auxiliary
and/or mixed-flow lanes on 1-80 and SKR-63, ramp metering, and regional Transportation System
Management or Tratfic Demand Management elements. Such measures or improvements to improve
traffic flow on the highway system should be resolved on a regional level, through cooperative etfort
mvolving 5ACOG, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCIPA), and Caltrans. No
mechanism currently exists to impose fees on a project to address these regional impacts. Refer to

Response to Comment 8-1 for an additional discussion of traffic flow.

Response to Comment 8

‘The commenter is correct in stating that Baseline Road will become a more attractive route to commuters
as congestion on other regional roadways increases. Placer County’s Capital Improvement Program
includes the widening of Baseline Road to six lanes from Fiddyment Road to Watt Avenue and Lo four
lanes from Watt Avenue to the Sutter County line. With these planmed improvements, impacts to
Bascline Road within Placer Counly would be less than significant. In addition, the City and Placer
County are currently developing a Traffic Tmpact Tee program to expedite improvements to Baseline
Road within PPlacer County and Roseville. At the lime of the NOP for the project, Sutter County had
identifted planned improvements to Baseline Road to widen the portion within Sutter County to six
lanes. This widening is also included within the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as a Tier 1
Improvement. With these planned improvements, the impacts to Baseline Road within Sutter County

would be less than significant.

Response to Comment ¢

As noted on page 4.3-64 of the Final BIR, traffic volumes along 1-80 and SR-65 are projected to increase by
approximately 1.4 percent under 2020 conditions. Because the project will add traffic to portions of the
State Highway System that are forecast to function at LOS T with or without the project, this impact was
identified as significant and unavoidable impacts in the Final EIR. The Final ETR identified the need for
regional cooperation in dealing with increased traffic volumes on the Stale Highway System and the ity
is open to discussions regarding a regional strategy and lee program for improvements to the State
Highway System. However, because the reguired improvements to regional roadways are the
responsibility and jurisdiclion of the Slale, roadway tmpacts were identified as significant and

unavoidable.

Response to Comment 10

The commenter indicates that the Cily has appropriately phased developmaent and street improvements.

The commenter also acknowledges that needed improvements to the freeway system in Placer County
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have not been possible due to limitations in the Slate budgel. The commenter also states thatl the major
new freeway construction in the area should not be anticipated. This comment is acknowledged, and the
opinion of the commenter will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration when

deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 11

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental 1ssuc. Therefore,

no further response is required.
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_ Comment Letter 9 _
OCT-28-2083 15:52 CALTRANS DIST 83 SRC 7 916 323 7668 F.e2

¥ DA

DEPARTMENT OF 'IRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3, SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
Venturs Oaks -MS 15 _ _ 5
P.0. BOX, 942874 . Flex your power!
SACRAMENTO, CA 242740001 : Be energy effclent!
PHONE (9186} 274-0638 ' o

FAX (916) 274-0648

TIY (530) 7414500

October 29,2003

03PLAOO6S _
SCH# 2002082057
- West Roseville Specific Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
03PLAQGS5 PM 8.146

Ms, Kathy Pease
City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease:

~ Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the West Roseville Specific Plan 'CWRSP) 9-
and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amcndment Our comments are as follows

—_

e Page 4.3-28, Regulatory Setting states, there are no known federal or State standards that would
directly affect the transportation and circulation aspects of the SOY Amendment Area.” This is
inaccurate, The July 2001 California Department of Transportation (Department) SR 65
Transportation Concept Report (TCR) indicates the Department’s 20-year concept Level Of 1 9.
Service (LOS) (improved) standard as LOS E for both segment 1 (I-80 to Blue Oaks Inierchange)
and segment 2 (Blue Oaks Interchange to Industrial Avenue), Similarly, the Yamary 2001
Interstate 80 TCR indicates the Department’s 20-year concept LOS (improved) standard as LOS E
for segment 4 (Sacramento/Placer County Line to Sierra College Boulevard). The draft SR 99
TCR indicates the Department’s 20-year concept LOS (improved) standard as LOS E for segment
5 (Sutter County Line to SR 70/99 Wye). L i

# Page 4.3-62, Impact 4,3-2: Increased Traffic on State Highways indicates that the SOI, WRSP, and
Remainder Area all have “significant” impacts. There are no mitigation measures available, so the
impacts are deemed * 51gn1f1cant and unavoidable.” Table 4.3-15 estimates that SR 65 from Rlue
Oaks Boulevard to Sunset Boulevard will be LOS F within the SOI amendment area, and I-80 from

Eurcka Road to SR 65 will be LOS F2 within the SOI amendment area. These impacts are not 9.3

“unavoidable”, as the Department (responsible agency for the State Highways) already has plans in
place for thcse specific state highways inclnding specific improverents, as follows:

— The SR 65 TCR includss the following improvements within the SOI:

Xaltrans impraves mobility weropy Californig®
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OCT-29-2883 15:52 CALTRANS DIST 83 8AC T 216 323 Te69 P.g3

MS. Kaihy rease
- October 29, 2003

Page 20f 3
» Sesment 1 upgrade route from 4-lane expressway to 6-lane freeway within concept
- period
= Segment | reconstruct the SR 65 /1-80 interchange
¥ Segment | promote 1mplamentatxon of Transportation Demand Management and public
transit options
= Segment 2 revise interchange at Blue Oaks/ Woodland Avenues
- The SR 99 TCR includes the following improvcmcnts within the SOI:
= Segment 5 upgrade route from 4-lane expressway to 6-lane freeway within concept
period
& Segment 5 improve interchanges at Riego Road, Sankey Road and the proposed Placer
Parkway _

~ ' The I-80 TCR includes the following improvements within the SOI:

Segment 4 add HOV from Sacramento/Placer County line to the I-§0/SR 65 Junction
Segment 4 develop new or expand existing high capacity arferials parallel to I-80
Segment 4 add auxiliary lanes from Riverside to SR 65

Segment 4 support plans for expansion of TDM strategies such as trip-reduction
program and rideshating

Segment 4 implement Traffic Operations System (TOS) strategies such as ramp
metering, closed circuit television camera, and changeable message sign

Briefing sheets with pertinent data from the SR 65 TCR, draft 99 TCR and Interstate 80 TCR are
enclosed, along with additional information regarding TCRs.

v The following conclusion regarding significant impacts to state highways is inaccurate:

“No City or regional mechanism is in place to mitigate impacts to Interstate
80, SR 65, or SR 70/99, Therefore, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable/™ (Source: Appendix QG Supplemental Existing Plus Project
Traffic Analysis, p.8)

- The City is mandated under CEQA (Guidelines 15021) to “not approve & project as proposed if
there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen any
significant effects that the project would have on the environment”. CEQA does not make
allowance for any unique “regional” circumstances. In this case, feasible mitigation measures
(CEQA Guidelines 15364) are available and acknowledged in the draft EIR, and for which the
Department, as the reaponsible agency for these resources, concur as to their appropriateness, as
follows:

“These highway segmenis could be improved by the addition of HOV, auxiliary
and/or mixed-flow lanes on I-80 throngh Rosevilie, ramp metering, {throughout
the I-80 and SR 65 corridors) and regional TSM/TDM elements.” (Source:

- Appendix () Supplemental Existing Plus Froject Traffic Analysis, p.8)

*Caltrans improves mobility across Californic®
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OCT-29-2883 15:52 . CALTRANS DIST B3 SRC T : 816 323 7662 P.84

Please provide Caltrans with a copy of any further actions regarding this project. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin at (916) 274-0640,

Comment Letter 9

VLS. DuBLY Moasc

October 29, 2003
Page 3 of 3

The Department has already taken the first steps in developing the mitigation measures through
various completed plans, including the TCR for each route mentioned above. Furthermore, the
Department has the authority and procedural mechanisms in place to aliow other agencies to
develop mitigation projects on the State Highway Systemn and/or directly accept funds, including
fair-share funding, for the future construction of these mitigation measures., At a minimum, fair
share funditg toward the aforementioned improvements should be provided. The Department is
able to assist the City in determining the appropriate fair share contribution level. Although such
a fee program could be included as part of a regional fee program, it should not be dependent on
such a regional program for the reasons cited above regarding the City’s CEQA responsibilities.
The traffic study discusses the jobs-housing balance, including the difficulties of accurately
predicting how changes in the jobs-housing balance directly impacts modeling outcomes. Please
provide a surmary of the key assumptions used regarding changes 10 conventional modeling for
the West Roseville Specific Plan and SOI traffic analysis based on the referenced pohcxes of the
City promoting a hlgher jobs-housing balance.

Most of the recommended mitigation measures rely on the assumption that regional improvements
will be in place by the tirne the SOI and WRSP are fully built (year 2020). E any postponements
were to occur on any of the proposed improvement projects, significant impacts on surface streets
and the state highway may occur. Does the Plan or DEIR consider this possibility?

The West Roseville Specific Plan is located within the Placer Parkway siudy avea. The Placer
Parkway is planned as an east-west four-lane expressway that links State Route (SR} 65 in Placer
County and SR 70/SR 82 in Sutter County. It is important to ensure the West Roseville Specific
Plan jncorporates the traffic effects of the alignment alternatives to accurately assess future
impacts. Currently, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is preparing a Tier 1
environmental docurment to aliow for the right-of-way purchase of key segments along the future
Placer Parkway alignment. The exact alignment of the Placer Parkway has not been decided and
the Tier 1 environmental study is designed to determine the preferred corridor for the facility.

AT

Sincerely,

. E&P&VERMAN Chief

Office of _Ragmnal Planning

Enclosures

Col

State Clearinghouse
Celia McAdam, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency .

*Caltrans improves mobuizy across Oalifornfe”
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Introduction to the Transportation Concept Report

introduction to the Transportation' Concept Report

What is a Transportation Cancept Report?

A Transportation Concept Report (TCR) is a long-term planning document that each Caitrans District
prepares for every State highway, or portion thereof, in its jurisdiction, and is where long-range corridor
~planning in Caltrans usually begins. The purpose of a TCR is to determine how a highway will be
developed and managed over a twenty-year period so that it delivers the targeted leve! of service and
-quality of operations that define the Route Concept (see below for a discussion of how Route Concepts
are developed). It is imporiant to note that TCRs provide Concept information and do not determine-

policy.

In addition to the 20-year Route Concept, the TCR includes an Ultimate Concept, which is the uitimate
geal for the route beyond the twenty-year planning horizon. Uliimate Concepts must be used cautiously,
however, because unforeseen changes in land use and other variables make forecasting beyond twenty
years daﬁscult .

The TCR first presents an overview of the route’s current condition and general goals for its future. The
route is then divided into segments for analysis, Each segment's Fact Sheet contains a variety of
technical, statistical, historical, and other useful information that provide a deeper understanding of the
route and a context for the Concepts developed for it.

Planning strategies identified by the relevant Regional Transportation Planning Agencies and/or

Metropolitan Planning Organizations are, in most cases, integrated into the TCR. The objective is to have

tocal, regional, private sector, and State consensus on corrldor Concepts, planning strategies, and
.1mpr0vement priarities.

Whenever a local jurisdiction is updating their General Plan, Caltrans requests that State highways within
the jurisdiction be recognized and adopted as part of the circulation system, Furthermore, we request that
the Concept improvements described in the applicable TCR as necessary fo meet the Concept Level of
Service be adopted as part of the Plan. Finally, we request that the Concept Level of Service (LOS)
standard be adopted by the jurisdiction. The jurisdiction has the option of adopting a higher LOS standard
and acknowledging the inconsistency with the TCR and the associated funding participation limitations by
the State for State highway improvements. :

Transportation Concept Reports also include right-of-way widths, an inventory of biological resources
known to exist in the vicinity of the highway, and maps showing the general location of rare species and
natural communities. Right-of-way and environmental information provided in a TCR are relative to the
route or route segment and are not to be considered prOJect specific. Precise right-of-way needs cannot
be defined until the appropriate environmental and engineering studies are completed. In the back of the
TCR is a glossary of terms and acronyms, and a list of references used to prepare the report. '

District 3 is continually striving to improve the quality and usefulness of its TCRs. Future updates will
include expanded environmental information, the results of an operational analysis of heavily-congested
route segments, and a corridor-level landscape or aesthetic master plan, if available, to help incorporate
specific, contexi-sensitive features into highway projects.

Flease let us know how we can taifor the TCR to suif your needs,

Route Concept Development

A Transportation Concept Report (TCR) assesses a highway's current and future operating conditions
and uses that and other information to establish a 20-year Route Concept for each segment along the
route. A Route Concept is comprised of a Concept Level of Service and a description of the Concept

Introduction to the Transportation Concept Report ' !
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Introduction to the Transportation Concept Report -

Facility, The TCR.then determines the nature and extent of improvements needed fo attain the Route
Concept. .

Concept Level of Service _ :

Concept Level of Service (LOS) reflects the minimum level or quality of operations that is appropriate for
each route segment, and is considered to be reasonably attainable within the 20-year planning period.
Caltrans also uses the Concept Leve! of Service as the CEQA level of significance threshold when
evaluating the impacts cf local development plans and projects. A significant impact is identified if &
specific local development plan or project results in a level of service on the highway segment or
intersection that is below the Concept LOS, and must be mitigated.

Typical Concept 1.0S standards in District 3 are LOS D in rural areas and LOS E in urban areas,
However, some heavily congested route segments now have a Concept LOS F because the
improvements required to bring the leve!l of service to E are not considered feasible. Leve! of service is
established through travel forecasting data analysis, using regional models where available. (See the
Glossary for a definition of Level of Service.) ' :

Concept Facility :
The description of a facility reflects its number of travel lanes, and degree of access onto the highway by
local streets and driveways. (See the Glossary for an explanation of Access Control.) The Concept
Facility will provide the amount of vehicle-carrying capacity necessary to achieve the Concept LOS. In
some cases, people-carrying capacity wili also be incorporated. Auxiliary lanes are not considered a part
of the mainline roadway and, therefore, are not included in the number of trave! lanes indicated in a
Concept. '

Concept Improvements _

- The range of improvements available to achieve a Route Concept is heavily influenced by environmental,
political, and fiscal conditions. In many areas, planned projects are subject to meeting air quality
conformity standards, Unanticipated safety projects and routine roadway maintenance are not included in

- Route Concept Improvements, although both will occur throughout the corridor as needed.

Because a highway is but one part of an interconnected transportation network, District 3 takes a corridor
approach to developing TCRs. The corridor may include additional fransportation systems, such as bus or
rail transit service, bicycle facilities, heavy rail, a seaport, airports, inferregionatl bus service, and local
roadways. All of these systems reduce excess highway demand by providing travelers and shippers of
goods with non-highway or non-driving options. Expansion of those that can provide a notable
improvement to mobility within the corridor are included as Concept Improvements..

Where a Concept LOS is F, the TCR recommends genera!l operational improvements and alternate
_medes of travel as starting places for further study. However, because the number of route segments with
-a Concept LOS F is expected to increase, operational (that is, non-capacity-increasing) improvements are
now the primary strategy for optimizing the operation of the existing highway infrastructure. To fully
integrate this strategy, future TCRs will include an operational analysis of heavily congested urban route
segments. The results of this analysis will determine which specific operational improvements will become
Concept Improvements. '

Introduction te the Transportation Concept Report o _ -2



. SIRIERWUIE [re) SEGMENT FACT SHEET Comment Letter 9§ Ei
PKm Ahead: 7.m25 : SEGMENT: PLA '_ 1 ' Ahead PM: 4.863
PKm Back: 13.287 FROM I-80 TO BLUE QAKS INTERCHANGE Back PM: 8.258
KHometers: 5,453 . Mifes:. 3.395
Prasent Transportation Concept Improvements
Faciity + CONG EXPIESSWAY || poconcinictthe SR 65/1-80 interchange.
o X ‘ - Upgrade route from 4-lane exgressway to 6-lane
oncept &1 ane fresway freeway within concept period to maintain an
Facility Y acceptable LOS.
- Pramote implementation of Transportation Demand
Uiimate 8 |ane freeway Management (TDM) and public transit options.

Facility
- Work with PCTPA on the development of the
"Placer Parkway’ connecting SR 65 with the SR|
: | 70/98 corridor and the Sacramento International |
Levels of Service Airpott, : E

. Present LOS: D _ :
20-Year LOS No Bulld: F |- Develop Park-and-Ride facilities utilizing existing

20-Year Concept LOS (Improved); E | Parking facilities along segment.
2eneral Plans | s | Functional Classitloation: Erincipal Arterial

Rosevilie
. 0= Non NHS, 1= inlerstale, 2= High Priority Rowte, 3 & 4 STRAH. . .
General Plan C | NHs 3 NET, 5= Other NHS, i High Pricrity & STRAHNET, 7= NHS Freeway/ 1 0= hion FEE, =P
1892 Cannactor . Expressway =F&E Unconstructe
. i . i i Nat’| Truck
Placer County - Scenic  p  O:NonSoanic, 3 xOflsially : : 2 D=Nor NTN, 1 sNTN STAA Trucks, 2=
Dasignatad, 2= Eligible Ne A >
Genaral Plan D 0 twork Terminal Access Rla,
1954 . L P 0=Non iRRS, 1 =B8RS, 2= (ARS U :.
LifeLine g  O=NonlifeLine, t=Life Line Route IRRS 1 3=Non IRAS, unconst e

Description - Rationale - General Comments

Segment one is a four-lane divided highway originating at I-80 within the city limits of the City of Roseville in Piacer County,
This segment runs in a northwesterly direction and consists of approximately 3.2 miles of full access-controlled expresswaj
terminating at the Blue Oaks Interchange (PM 8.258). ’

This segment serves a high volume of both commute and truck traffic as well as local trips of undefined destination or origir
The segment is currently operating at a Lavel of Service {LOS} D. By the year 2020, the level of servige is expected 4
decline to F, with volume exceeding capacity by over 100% In order to maintain an acceptable level of service for thi
Segment an upgrade to freeway standards and, ultimately, an increase in capacity for the facility will be required. The route i
critically important for efficient and safe movement of goods and for regional travel and connectivity between the rapidi!
growing North Rosevilie/ Lincoln area and the Greater Sacramento Metropolitan area. The “Leve! of Service” section -
indicates the upgrade to freeway standards as the concept and remaining at expressway standards as the “no build.” :

Route 65 County PLA  Segment 1 Page 1
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STATE ROQUTE 65 SEGMENT FACT SHEE
KM Ahead: 13.287 ' SEGMENT. PFLA 2 _ : ~ Ahead PM: 8.258
| PKmBack: 19181 - FROM BLUE OAKS INTEACHANGE TO INDUSTRIAL AVENUE Back PM: 11,921 :
S liometers: 5.894 . Miles: 3.663
i Transportation Cancept improvements I _ _
F;ijﬁfwm 4lane expressway  |. Revise interchange at Blue Oaks/Woodland| ~| { B
Avenues, ; Y :

. —— ' - Upgrade 4-lane expressway from Washington Ave.| _ _.
I Ef;‘iﬁip 4 Lane freeway to Industrial Avenue to freeway standards.

- Construct new 4-I§ne ?xpress'?ag (Lincotin Bsypa?s)
filtimat from .6 miles south of Indusirial Avenue to .5 milss
oy © (ane freeway  South of Yuba County liie.

pvels of Service
] Present LOS: B

Y 20-Year LOS No Build: E
. P0-Year Concept LOS (improved): E

.05 | Functional Classlfication: Principal Atedal

C= Non WHS, 1= Interstala, 2= High Friorty Roule, 3 & 4 STRAH-

Hrighl Freeway/ 0= Non FBE, f= FEE
NHS 3 NET.5=Other NHS, B= High Prioiity & STRAHNET, 7= NHS - . .
C e B Expressway 1 2= FEE Unconstructed
0=Non Scenic, 1 =Offcially Nat’l Truck GeNon NTN, 1 =NTN STAA Tnicks, 2=
Scenic ¢ Designated, 5 Eigitle Network 2 Terming: Access Rte.

D

G=MNon IRAS, t =IARS, 2= IARS Unconst,

Litetine g  O=Monllelns, i-Lifaline Roua _ IRRS T 3-Non IRRS, unconst i

Description - Rationale - General Comments

gegment two is a four-lane expressway beginning at the Blue Oaks interchange. The roadway turns in a northerly direction;
(@1 the Blue Oaks interchange. This portion consists of approximately 3.7 miles of partially controlied-access expressway that;
fliins roughly paralle! to both the Union Pacific railroad tracks and Industrial Avenue. The segment ends at the intersection of
g dustrial Avenue. The end point of this segment is also roughly where the proposed “Lincoln Bypass" starts {PM 12.281).

I his segment is currently operating at |.LOS B during peak hours, but high g'rc}wth in the area witl lead to continued congestibn
g'"’ng the concept period. This anticipated deficiency is due to the cumulative impacts of several major development
& 0jects and the high growth adjacent to this segment.

“Bithe ultimate facility for this segment should afiow for the expansion of the roadway to 6 travel lanes with appropriate mediarni
ity < Shoulder width, '

his segment has been identified in preliminary studies as the origination point of & proposed "Piacer Parkway" running from
fthe Roseville / Lincoln area o SR 99.

SIR Jorending on the timetabie for the Indian Gaming facility on Athens Avenue, and the circulation study accompanying the
grnvironmental documents, the Whitney Boulevard interchange may need to be built sooner than 2015, as proposed. '

mANITATUS OF PROJECTS:
'-_.._-. unset Boulevard interchange 100% local funding (2005)

_ 'hitney Boulevard interchange 100% loca funding (201 5)

Routa 85 Couniy PLA Segment 2 . | Pags 4
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District 3 - Transportation Concept Report Fact Sheet

PKmAhead  0.000 Route: 70 | PM Ahead 0.000
PKmBack = 10.662 Segment Number: 2 PM Back 6.625
Distance fkm]: 10.662 County: - Yuba Distance [mi]: 6.625

FROM THE SUTTER/YUBA COUNTY LINE TO BEGINNING OF FREEWAY, 0.7 MILES
SOUTH OF MC GOWAN PARKWAY

Concept Summary
Present Facility:

2-lane undivided expressway }
Concept Facility: :
4-lane expressway »i
Ultimate Facility: i
B-lane freeway ' [
Level of Service (LOS)

Present LOS:

20 yr. LOS - No Build; F
20 yr. Concept LOS: C
General Plan LOS Standard:
General Plan Year:

SUTTER
AAUATY

Transportation Concept Improvements

Widen to four-lane expressway to existing freeway 0.7 miles south of McGowan Parkway.
Construct new interchanges at Feather River Blvd. and Algodon/Plumas Arboga Roads.

All future improvements to roadway structures should incorparate automated congestion
management systems such as ramp metering and HOT lane technology. Due to the high
growth potential of adjacent areas and constraints to future right of way, allowances need tc be
made at every opportunity for future traffic management options that do not necessitate physical
expansion of facilities.

Beyond the 20-year concept, commuter rait service between Sacramento and Chico Should be
re-gxamined.

Description - Rationale - General Commaents

This segment of SR 70 begins at the Sutter/Yuba County line and continues north to where it
becomes a freeway 0.7 miles south of the McGowan Parkway overcrossing. It is a two-lane,
undivided, rural expressway with an operating speed of 65 to 70 mph during off-peak hours.
This segment currently operates at LOS D. Once upgraded to four lanes, the roadway is
expected 1o operate at LOS B. The accident rate in this segment is slightly under the statewide

- average. Construction to bring this segment a 4-lane expressway wiil begin in 2001. The right-of-
way has already been purchased and the project is fuily funded.

County-Route-Segment: YUB-70-2 _ 11
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The at-grade intersection at Feather River Bivd. is programmed to be modified in 2000, with an
interchange constructed in the future when warranted.

A new interchange at Plumas-Arboga/Algodon Road will be constructed in three phases,
beginning in 2000. Phases one and two construct an L-2 interchange that will provide access to
the Yuba Motorpiex located on the east side of SR 70 and are fully funded. Phase three
modifies the interchange into a full L-9 and provides access fo the Plumas Lake development
planned for the west side of SR 70. Phase one is expected to be completed in April, 2002.
Phase two construction is expected to begin in 2001, the same time this segment of SR 70 is
scheduled for widening, with completion anticipated in 2004.

Land Use

Land use on the northern portion of this segment is primarily rural, It is mainly single-family
residential on the west side of SR 70, while the east side is used for agriculture. Rice is the

- predominant crop, although there are some cattle ranches interspersed. Development potential
- in the near term Is not high due to the floodplain characteristic of the land in this area; however,
this may change as nearby levees are strengthened

Nonetheiess Yuba County is focusing new growth and development to the southwest portion of
the county in an area calied Plumas Lake, This community wil cover 5,263 acres of land roughly
bounded by SR 70 on the east, the Bear River to the south, and Olivehurst to the north and will
feature nearty 12,000 dwelling units, 610 acres of commercial and office space, parks, schools,
and other uses. It is anticipated by the County that construction will begin by the year 2003,

Traffic generated by the new Yuba Motorplex will significantly impact the southern half of this
segment of SR 70. The motorplex will be located at SR 65 and Forty Mile Road, just east of SR
70. The motorplex is designed to seat 55,000 spectators, and draw 22,000 vehicies to weekend
‘auto races. It is estimated that 6050 northbound vehicles will travel SR 70 and exit at Plumas-
Arboga Road during the peak travel hour prior to a race, and 8,525 vehicles will travel
southbound during the post-race peak travel hour. These volumes are going to cause proionged
travel delays of up to one hour during the pre-race peak hour and up to three hours of delay
during the post-race peak travel period. There is concemn that capacity limitations on local roads
-near the motorplex will lead to major traffic delays to incoming traffic, causing traffic to backup
on SR 70 and block lanes on the highway. Events at the motorplex are scheduted to begin in
2001, :

in addition to the motorplex, the Sacramento Valley Amphitheatre has recently been constructed
on this site. The ampitheatre accommodates 18,500 people at an estimated 30-40 events per
year. Because of the time it takes to exit the ampitheatre’s parking lot, traffic is in effect metered
onto nearby roads and thus far has not presented a problem on SR70.

Moda! Options

YUBA-SUTTER TRANSIT - This fixed-route system provides a Sacramento Commute Express
that provides daily peak hour service to downtown Sacramento from Marysville and Yuba City.
There is also a Midday Express service from Yuba City and Marysville to downtown Sacramento
and two major medical facilities in Sacramento every weekday. Aithough the buses for both of
these services travel SR 70, neither have stops along this segment.

GREYHOUND BUS LINES - Greyhound provides intercity bus service from (between) Chico,
Orovilie, Gridley, and Marysvifle to Sacramento along SR 70; however, there are no stops an
. this segment of roadway.

AMTRAK - operates a feeder bus connection with stops in Sacramento, Marysville and Oroville
four times daily for the San Joagquin route between Cakland and Bakersfield, and for the Capitol

County-Route-Segment; YUB-70-2 ' ' . 12
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Corridor route between Colfax and San Jose. Feeder bus service is also available in Marysville
and Orovilie for the Coast Starlight, which travels between Los Angeles and Seattle with stops in
Sacramento and Chico.
Future Right of Way

4

Additional right of way will be necessary for a future interchanges at Feather River Bivd. and
Algoden/Piumas Arboga Roads.

- County-Route-Segment: YUB-7C-2 13
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Functional Classification information

Functional Classification: Principal Arterial

NHS:

Freeway/Expressway:

National Truck Systern:

Scenic Route:
Lifeline Route:

. IRRE:

Other NHS3
Freeway/Expressway
Ten_ninal Access Route
Non Scenic

f.ife Line Route

IRRS

Highway Log Right of Way
information
Units: Meters
Avg. Median Widih: 0
Avg. Lane Width: 3.66
Avg. Shoulder Width: 2.44

| Number of Lanes: 2

General Comments:

The most narrow right-of-
way width in this segment
is 167 feetat PM 4.5.
Other narrow spots are

1 betwegen PM 4.8 and PM

6.625 (end of segment) at
180 feet, and 176 feet
between PM 1.2 and PM
2.7. Otherwise, right-of-
way widths in this segment
are in the 185-200 foot
range, with the exception
of intersections, which are
as wide as 630 feet,

Projects Planned ( Non-funded: 10'yr

Projects Programmed (RTIP/ STIP/SHOPP)

SHOPP/ RTPA/MPO) _

' Interchange constructed in three 1998 Widen to 4 lane expressway from
(uniisted at  [phases, the first two of which are 1998 STIP  [0.6 mi. north of Bear River to
this time)  {fully funded. Phase one existing freeway at McGowan

. construction will begin in 2000; Parkway overcrossing. Fully funded.

phase two in 2001. Begin construction in 2001.
1999 [Construct interchange at SR 1999 Modify intersection of SR
1999 MTP  |70/Algodon Rd. Compietion year: 1999 MTIP  [70/Feather River Bivd. Fully funded.
(SACOG) 2002, (SACOG) Begin consiruct.: 2000.
1999 Construct interchange at SR
1995 MTP 70/Feather River Bivd. as part of the
(SACOG) - [Plumas Lake Specific Ptan,
o Completion vear: 2010.
_ _ Traffic Anaiysis _
~ Year AADT PkHrVol  V/CRatio LOS Comments
2000 12500 1234 05 D
2010 18800 1958 0.38 A 2010 and 2020 scenarios assume a 4-lane
_ facility in this segment.

2020 27000 2673 .05 B

County-Route-Segment: YUB-70-2
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Traffic Data
Peak Period Direct Spiit: 60%
% Traffic Growth Per Year: 7%

Land-

Use Data

Terrain: Flat

-Land Use Zone: Agricultural

. Future-20yr. Land Use: Commerciai/Residential

Accident Data
Total Accident Rate: 86%

Compares the aciual segment accident

" rate with the Statewide average rate
on facilities of this type. Note: 100%
equals the Statewide average.

Fatal Injury Rate: 82%
Compavres the actual fatality and
injury rates with the Statewide
average rate on facilities of this type.
Note: 100% equals the Statewide
average. '

Truck Yolumes

AADT Truck Volumeas Peak Period Valumes

Truck % Trucks | Truck Truck % Trucks Truck
Type AADT Volumes | Type FPeak Period | Volume
All 10.00% Al 7.00%
Types Types
3 Axle 3 Axle

" 4 Axle 4 Axle
5 Axle 5 Axle

Air Quality Feather River AQMD
Bistrict: 933 14th Street
Marysville, CA 95901

(530) 634-7659

Local Planning Jurisdictions

RTPA/ Sacramento Area Council of Governments
MPO: 3000 5 st., Suite 300
' Marysville, CA 95816

(916) 457-2264

District 3 Environmental Offices.

Air Basin Sacramento Valley

Air Quality

The following information is a brief ovarview only, For specific environmental information, contact the Caltrans

Federal Air Quality Non-Attainment Designations:

CO: Attainment!Unc!assiﬁed PMM0: Unclassified/Attainment

Ozone: Transitional (pending
refnstated 1-hr. sid.)

County-Route-Segment; YUB-70-2
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District 3 - Transportation Cohcept R'eport Fact Sheet

PKm Ahead 10.662 Route: 70 _ PM Ahead 8.625
PKm Back 22434 Segment Number: 3 PM Back 13.94¢
Distance [km}: 11.772 County: Yuba Distance [mi]: 7.315

FROM BEGINNING OF FREEWAY (0.7 MILES SOUTH OF
MC GOWAN PKWY.) TO NORTH END OF YUBA RIVER BRIDGE

R, TSN
Concept Summary R S L

Present Facility:
4-ane divided freeway

Con cept' Fadcility:

2-lane expressway via the
Marysville Bypass

Ultimate Facility:

6-lane freeway via the Marysville
Bypass

level of Service (LOS)

Present L.OS:
20 yr. LOS - No Builg: F
20 yr. Concept LOS: D

General Plan LOS Standard:
General Plan Year;

T e oS

L hGwan e

Transportation Concept Improvements

Construct 2-lane Marysville Bypass expressway on new, 4-lane alignment, beginning at the
Junction of SR 70 and SR 65 and continuing north to just south of Oroville, for eventual
improvement to a 4-lane freeway. '

Install two changeabie message signs: One in the southbound direction just north of SR 85, and
one in the northbound direction just south of Marysville. Construct a Park and Ride iot near
McGowan Parkway.

Once the 4-lane freeway is in place, all future improvements to the roadway should incorporate
automated congestion management systems. Due to the high growth potential of adjacent areas
‘and constraints fo future right of way, allowances need to be made at every opportunity for
future traific management options that do not necessitate physical expansion of facilities.
Beyond the 20-year concept, commuter rail service between Sacramento and Chico should be
re-examined. :

Description - Rationale - General Comments

This segment of SR 70 is a four-lane freeway. it begins 0.7 miles south of the McGowan
Parkway overcrossing and extends to the north end of the Yuba River bridge, inside the
Marysville city limit (the city limit is just south of the Yuba River bridge}.

A fhird bridge over the Feather River connecting State Routes 65 and 70 in Yuba County with
SR 98 in Sutter County is planned. Construction is estimated to begin in 2007 and be completed

County-Route-Segment; YUB-70-3 15
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by 20089, depending on funding availability. The traffic model indicates that although traffic will
be diverted onto SR 99 from part of this segment of SR 70 once the new bridge is built, new
vehicle frips will be generated, thereby producing no net change in traffic volumes.

The future Marysville Bypass will reduce congestion on the existing route by diverting through
trips. However, local development and increases in regional traffic may still overload the existing
facility south of Marysvilie. S

Given the increasing number of commuters between the Marysville and Sacfamento areas,
consideration shouid be given to constructing a Park and Ride lot in the vicinity of SR 70 and
McGowan Parkway.

Land Use

Land use along this segment of SR 70 is primarily rural residential and agricultural, but becomes
more residentially and commercially oriented in the communities of Linda and Qlivehurst. The
planned third bridge over the Feather River, connecting State Routes 65 and 70 in Yuba County
with SR 99 in Sutter County, is consistent with present development plans in the Yuba
City/Marysvilte area and will likely increase the rate of development in the vicinity of this
segment of SR 70, although residential densities in the Linda and Olivehurst areas are expected
ta remain the same.

Trafflc generated by the new Yuba Motorplex will significantly impact this segment of SR 70.
The motorplex will be located at SR 65 and Forty Mite Road, immediately southeast of this
segment of SR 70. The moiorplex is designed to seat 55,000 spectators, and draw 22,000
vehicles fo weekend design events (auto races). According to the proponent's traffic engineer,
the pre-event peak hour will generate 2,750 vehicles heading south towards the motorptex,
while the post-event peak period is expected o generate 3,875 vehicles traveling northbound
towards Marysville. Events at the motorplex are scheduled to begin in 2001.

In addition to the motorplex, the Sacramento Valley Amphitheatre has recently been constructed
on this site. The ampitheatre accommodates 18,500 people at an estimated 30-40 events per
year. Because of the time it takes to exit the ampitheatre’s parking lot, traffic is in effect metered
onto nearby roads and thus far has not presented a problem on SR 70.

Modal Options

. YUBA-SUTTER TRANSIT - This fixed-route system provides a Sacramento Commute Express
that provides daily peak hour service to downtown Sacramento from Marysville and Yuba City.
There is also a Midday Express service from Yuba City and Marysville to downtown Sacramento
and two major medical facilities in Sacramento every weekday. Both services have a stop in
Linda.- :

GREYHOUND BUS LINES - Greyhound provides round-trip intercity bus service from (between)
Chico, Orovilie, Gridiey, and Marysville to Sacramento along SR 70; however, there are no stops
on this segment of roadway.

AMTRAK - operates a feeder bus connection with stops in Sacramento, Marysville and Oroville
four fimes daily for the San Joaquin route between Qakland and Bakersfield, and for the Capitol
Corridor route between Colfax and San Jose. Feeder bus service is also available in Marysville
and Orovilie for the Coast Starlight, which travels between Los Angeles and Seattle with stops In
Sacramento and Chico.

Future Right of Way

Right of way will be nesded for the Marysville Bypass once the new alignment is established.

County-Route-Segment: YUB-70-3 . ' . 17
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Functional Classification Information

Functional Classification:
NHS:
Freeway.-‘Expressway:
Nationa! Truck System:
Scenic Route:

Lifeline Raute:

IRRS:

Principal Arterial

Other NHS
Freeway/Expressway
Tefminal Access Route
Non Scenic

Life Line Route

IRRS

Highway Log Right of Way
information

Units: Meters )

Avg. Median Width: 14
Avg. Lane Width; 3.66

Avg. Shoulder Width: 3.05
"Number of Lanes: 4
General Commenfs;

he most narrow right-of-
way width in this segment
is 150 fest at PM 8.7, just
north of the junction with
SR 65. Otherwise, right-of-
way widths in this segment
are generally in the 170-
280 foot range. The widest
point is at the McGowan
Parkway overcrossing, at
840 feet.

Projects Planned { Non-funded: 10 yr

Projects Programmed (RTIP/ STIP/SHOPP)

- 2020

SHOPP/ RTPA/MPO)
1999 Purchase right of way from SR 1998 Marysville Bypass on new alignment
1999 MTP  [B5/70 to 0.5 mi. north of Ellis Rd. 1998 STIP  [between SR 65 to south of SR 162
(SACOG)  [(north of Marysville) for the fin Butte County. _
Marysville Bypass. 2006. $6 mil. for route adaption.
_ Construction yvear: 2007
2000 Widen Feather River Blvd. on ramp
2000 10-Yr. |(PM 11.3). Program year: 2004.
SHORP
- Traffic Analysis
Year AADT PkHrVol  V/CRatio LOS Comments _
2000 43500 39852 0.58 C Calculations do not take into account
: effects of the Marysvilie Bypass, the third
bridge over the Feather River, or the Yuba
Motorplex.
2010 68300 - 6208 0.92 E Calculations do not take into account
: . effects of the Marysville Bypass, the third
bridge over the Feather River, or the Yuba
Motorpiex.
93100 8467 _ 125 F Calcutations do not take into account

effects of the Marysvilie Bypass, the third
bridge over the Feather River, or the Yuba
Motorplex. .

Cou nty—Route»Segmeht: YUB-70-3
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District 3 - Transportation Concept Report Fac'tSheet

PKm Ahead 0.082 Route: 70 PM Ahead 0.051
PKm Back 13.354 Segment Number: 1 ' : PM Back 8.208
Distance [km]: 13.272 County: Sutter Distance [mi]: 8.247

FROM THE SR 99/70 JUNCT!ON TO THE SUTTER/YUBA COUNTY LINE

Concept Summary
Present Facility:

_ 2-ane conventional highway for
the first 5.2 miles; 2-fane
expressway to the Sutter/Yuba
County line, '
Concept Facility:
4-ane expressway -

B I =T
TPl OTHONTY T

Ultimate Facility:
6-ane freeway

Level of Service (LOS)

Present LOS: D
20 yr. LOS - No Build: F
20 yr. Concept LOS: o
~ General Plan LOS Standard: D
General Plan Year: 1896

Transportation Concept improvements

Widen to four-lane expressway on mostly existing alignment from where SR 70 spiits with SR 99
(at the start of this segment) to 0.7 miles south of McGowan Parkway in Yuba County. The new
alignment will bypass the town of East Nicolaus, ' S

All future improvements to roadway structures should incorporate automated congestion
management systems such as ramp metering. Due to the high growth potential of adiacent
areas and constraints to future right of way, allowances need to be made at every opportunity
for future traffic management options that do not necessitate physical expansion of facilities.

Beyond the 20-year concept, commuter rail service between Sacramento and Chico should be
re-examined. - '

Description - Rationale - Génera! Comments

This first segment of SR 70 begins in Sutter County where the road splits with SR 99 (the SR
70/99 wye). It is a two-lane conventional rurai highway with an operating speed of 65 to 70 mph
during off-peak hours, except where it passes through the small community of Fast Nicolaus.
The portion of this segment between Cornelius Avenue (PM 5.0) and the Sutter/Yuba County

line is a two-lane expressway. Currently, this segment of SR 70 operates at LOS D, and had an
accident rate of about two thirds the statewide average during July 1996 through June 1998.

This segment of roadway is designated to be upgraded to & four-lane expressway, affer which it
is expected to operate at LOS B. ' : '

Widening of the rocadway will occur in two stages: The first stage, which covers the portion from

County-Route-Segment: SUT-70-1 : _ 3]
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the SR 70/99 wye to Cornelius Avenue (PM .051 - 5.0), is programmmed for construction in
2003/04. In addition to roadway widening, an at-grade intersection will be constructed at Striplin
Road with right of way being purchased for a future interchange, overcrossings are proposed at
Marcum Road and Comelius Avenue, and an interchange is proposed at Nicolaus Avenue west
of East Nicolaus on a new alfignment. .

The second stage of improvements in this segment, from Cornelius Avenue to .6 miles north of
the Bear River bridge (PM 5.0 - 8.3), is programmed for right-of-way purchase. Construction is
dependent upon funding. The project will include an at-grade intersection at Kempton - Berry
Roads with an interchange in the future when warranted. Also, access will be controlled at Rio
Oso Road. -

Land Use

This segment of SR 70 is surrounded by agriculture. Rice fields occupy the vast majority of
adjacent land, although there are a few sheep and cattle ranches, and between Kempton-Berry
Roads and the Bear River are some walnut and prune orchards. There are a couple of
commercial and industrial establishments along the highway in the small community of East
Nicolaus. Development potential is not high due io the floodplain characteristic of the land in this
area; however, this may change as nearby levees are strengthened.

Traffic generated by the new Yuba Motorplex will significantly impact this segment of SR 70.
The motorplex will be located at SR 65 and Forty Mile Road, just east of SR 70 a few miles
northeast of this segment. The motorplex is designed to seat 55,000 spectators, and draw
22,000 vehicles to weekend design events (auto races). According to the proponent’s traffic
engineer, 6,050 vehicles will travel this segment of SR 70 during the peak travel hour prior to a
design event, and 8,525 vehicles will be traveling this segment during the post-event peak travel
hour. These volumes are going to cause prolonged travel delays of up to one hour during the
‘a.m. {pre-event) peak hour and up to three hours of delay during the p.m. (post-event) peak
travei period. Of particular concern is traffic passing through East Nicolaus prior to the
completion of any road or intersection improvements. Events at the motorplex are scheduled to
begin in 2001. : ' :

In addition to the motorplex, the Sacramento Valley Amphitheatre has recently been constructed
on this site. The ampitheatre accommodates 18,500 people at an estimated 30-40 events per
year. Because of the time if takes to exit the ampitheatre’s parking iot, traffic is in effect metered
onto nearby roads and thus far has not presented a problem on SR 70.

- Modal Options

YUBA-SUTTER TRANSIT - This fixed-route system provides a Sacramento Commuter Express
that provides daily peak hour service to downtown Sacramento from Marysville and Yuba City.
There is also a Midday Express service from Yuba City and Marysville to downtown Sacramento
and two major medical facilities in Sacramento every weekday. Both services have a stop in
East Nicolaus.

GREYHOUND BUS LINES - Greyhound provides intercity bus service from (between) Chico,
Oroville, Gridiey, and Marysvilie o Sacramento along SR 70; however, there are no stops on
this segment of roadway. '

AMTRAK - operates a feeder bus connection with stops in Sacramento, Marysville and Oroville
four times daily for the San Joaquin route between Oakland and Bakersfield, and for the Capitol
Corridor route between Colfax and San Jose. Feeder bus service is alsc available in Marysvilie
and Orovilie for the Coast Starlight, which travels between Los Angeles and Seattle with stops in
Sacramento and Chico.

County-Route-Segment; SUT-70-1 _ B : 7
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Future Right of Way

Right of way will be necessary for future interchanges at Striplin Road and Kempton-Berry Road.

County-Route-Segment: SUT-70-1 . 8
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Functional Classification Information
Functional Classification: Minor Arterial

NHE:

Freeway/Expressway:
National Truck System;
Scenic Route:

Lifeline Route:

IRRS:

Nor NHS

Non Freeway/Expressway
Terminal Access Route
Officially Designated
Non Life Line

IRRS

Highway L.og Right of Way

iInformation

Units: Meters

Avg. Median Width: 0
Avg. Lane Width: 3.66
Avg. Shoulder Width: 1.22
Number of Lanes: 2
General Comments;

The most narrow right-of-
way width in this segment
is 80 feet, between PM 3.8
and PM 4,004 (Nicolaus
Road in East Nicolaus, A
PGA&E substation is

located immediatiety
adjacent to SR 70 in this
location on the east side of
the road). Otherwise, right-
of-way widths in this
segment are generally in

the 250 foof range.
Projeéts Planned { Non-funded: 10 yr Projects Programmed (RTIP/ STIP/SHOPP)
SHOPP/ RTPA/MPO) :
NO PROJECTS PLANNED 1998 Widen to 4 lanes from SR 70/99
1988 STIP wye {o Cornelius Avenue. Fully
funded. 2004.
Widen to 4 lanes from 0.5 mi. north
1948 STIP;  jof Cornelius Ave. to 0.6 mi. north of
STIP Bear River Bridge. $3,171,000 for
Amendment prelim. engineering (STIP) +
$5,620,000 for ROW {STiR
Amend.). 2002 STIP candidate for
construction funding in 2003,
~ Traffic Analysis
Year AADT PkHirVol VICRatio LOS Comments
2000 12100 1195 0.51 D
2010 16800 1668 0.36 . _
2020 21800 2141 0.57 B 2010 82020 scenarios assume a 4-lan

facility in this segment. :

County-Route-Segment: 8UT-70-1
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Traffic Data ' Land-Use Data
Peak Period Direct Split: 70%

Land Use Zone: Agricultural
% Traffic Growth Per Year. 4%

Terrain: Flat
Future-20yr. Land Use: Argicultural

Accident Data ' Truck Volumes
Total Accident Raile; 65% AADT Truck Volumes Peak Period Volumes
Compares the actual segment accident Truck | % Trucks | Truck Truck | % Trucks Truck
rate with the Statewide average rate Type = |AADT - {Volumes | Type |PeakPeriod | Volume
on facilities of this type, Note: 100%
- equals the Statewide average. All 10.00% All 7.00%
: . Types N Types
. i o
Fatal Injury Rate: 652% - 3 Axle 3 Axle
Compares the actual fatality and 4 Axie 4 Axle -
injury rates with the Statewide .
average rate on facilities of this fype. 5 Axle 5 Axde
Note: 100% equals the Statewide :
average. '
Local Planning Jurisdictions
Air Quality Feather River AQMD . RTPA! Sacramento Area Council of Governments
District: gag 14h Street MPO: 3000 S St., Suite 300
Marysville, CA 95901 Marysville, CA 95818
(530) 634-7659 '  (916) 457-2264

Air Quality
The following information is a brief overview only. For specific environmental information, contact the Caltrans
Disfrict 3 Environmental Offices.
Air Basin Sacramento Valley

_ Federal Air Quality Non-Ailtainment Designations;
CO; Attainment/Unclassified PM10: Unclassified/Attainment Ozone: Transitional (pending
' ' reinstated 1-hr. std.)

County-Route-Segment: SUT-70-1 : : o | : 10
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STATE ROUTE 80 SEGMENT FACT SHEET

17
PKm Ahond: 0000 SEGMENT:PLA. 4 A
PKm Back: 11,340 Sacramento/ Placer County Line to SackPM  7.421
Dietencaki  11.990 ' ' Sierra Colleae Boulevard s 301
: Transportation Concept improvements
Present 8 lane freeway from PM Add HOV from the Sacramento/Placer County

Faility :0.0/0.3; 6ianetreeway to | Line to the |-80/SA 85 Junction.
| Sierra College IC Consider exPanding the HOV lanes the
‘ rerr_laénder of the segment within the 20-year

period. .

ey J0 e feaway fom v | Devel d high capacity
- 0.0/0.3; 8 lane fraeway (w, evelop new or expand existing high capaci
: HOV) to the 1-80/SR 65 arterials parallel to I-80. _

: dunction, :
: Reconstruct the 1-80/Deuglas Boulevard
Ullimata 10 |ang freeway from Pik Interchange
Faciity  0.0/0.3: 8 lane freeway to o
i Sierra College Bivd. Reconstruct Sierra Cofiege Interchange

{includes HOV lanes
Leveis of Service

Add auxiliary lanes from Riverside to SR 65

Fresentlos .. ..F Support plans for expansion of TDM st_rategie'_s oy =k
20-Year LOS No Build E such as a trip-reduction program and ridesharing, . G \‘i‘ E“"*T“E,: i oot
20-Year Concept (68 e Imi)lement TOS strategies such as ramp ‘

(Improved); metenng, closed circuif television camera, and

changeable message signs.
General Plan LOS Standard New interch hould be constructed to spa
' ew Interchanges should be cons n
Placer Gounty General Plan D |atieast10 Iangs to meet future forecasted = .
{Aug. 94) demand. '

Description - Rationale - General Comments

| scheduied for 00/01 fiscal year with completion identified for June of 2001, |dentified projects would be 2002 STiP candidates.

| To accelerate the rehabilitation of the portion of I-80 and provide for a new 20-year pavement fife, Caltrans North Region

In Segment 4, the |-80 facility consists of an 8-lane freeway from the Placer County line extending east to the Riverside Avenue
Interchange (PM 0.0/0.3). At Riverside Boulevard (PM 0.384 ) the facility narrows to 6 lanes to just west of Eureka Aoad, it then
refurns fo 8 lanes up to the -80/SR 65 junction (PM 4.160) and then transitions back to § fanes through to the end of the segment
atthe Sierra College Boulevard interchange (PM 7.421). This segment serves the high growth area around Rosevitle and Rockiin,
and carries high volumas of interstate and interregional traffic.

This segment of |-80 is currently operating at peak hour LOS F, with an AADT of 132,680. By 2020, traffic is projected to increase -
10 216,300 AADT (LOS F), with extended perods of delay of two to three hours. In order to provide an acceptable tevel of service |
for the 20-year period, improvements to both 1-80 and the local road network will be necessary. Two MOV lanes should be :
constructed, one in each direction, in addition to local or state high capagcity facility paralle! to [-80, Beyond the 20-year period

traific volumes may indicate the need for additional capacity above that identified as the concept. All fulure interchanges shouid be
constructed to span a minimum of 10 lanas, : . '

Piacer County is proposing the construction of a high capacity arterial that would run parailel to J-80 from approximately State
Route 65 in Placer County to State Route S8 in Sutter County. This arterial would act as a reliever to [-80 and add fo the regionat
mobility. Placer County Is in the early stages of initiating a study. .

Based on the strategic iocation of Roseville, the need to maximize the benefits of the Union Pacific (UP)/Southern Pacific (SP)
merger in 1997 and to increase rait capacity, UP is in the process of consolidating rail traffic in the Northemn California area. Union
Pacific recently made improvements to the Roseville raif yard which included: 1} High technology hydraulic retargation system
which processes rail cars morg consistently and with less freight damage, 2) Longer classification, feceiving and department tracks
which reduces the manpower requirements by decreasing the time spent handling cars, 3) New side-by-side design which allows
various for ciassification, receiving and depariure operations to be done simultaneously, and 4) Second main frack to increase the
threughput and speed of the operation of the trains. The Roseville yard serves as a major switching center as eastbound railcars
and comotives are organized for the cfimb over the Sierra, and westbound railcars are redistributed for delivery to west coast
destinations. The operation of the Rosaville vard will have a positive effect on the operations of other rail yards across the UP

Project Study Report(s) (PSRl

A project study report that examines altematives of increasing capacity from the Placer County Line to Sierra Caollege Boulevard is

Deita Managemeni Team

established the Desita Team, a corridor management team, ¢ improve project development and delivery for the acceieration of the
current District 3 10-year SHOPP. The rehabilitation work includas such projects as, roadway overlays with either asphait or

concrete, widening ramps and raising or raplacing bridges. Piease refer to Exhibit “E” for 2 listing of proposed projects refalive to
this segment. '
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District 3 - Transportation Concept Report Fact Sheet

Route Information Segment Boundaries
Route; 89 l KP Ahead 0.000 . PM Ahead 0.000
 County: Sutter’ KP Back - 14270 PM Back 8.867

i Segment Number: 5

Distance [km] 14.270 Distance [mil: 8.867

Segment Description
Sutter County Line to SR 70/99 Wye

Concept Summary

Existing Facility:
4-Lane Expressway

Concept Facility:

- 4-Lane Freeway with Auxiliary
fane

Ultimate Facifity:
B8-Lane Freesway

¥oly County

Bacameinte Con aty | :

Level of Service (LLOS) Majn Street Communities
L General  General Plan
Existing LOS: B County General Plan:  Sutter Community Name: Plan Year: LOS Standard:
20 yr. LOS - No Build: & General Plan Year: 1996 Not a Maln Street
20 yr. Concept LOS:  E General Plan LOS
Standard: . = D

TRANSPORTATION CONCEPT IMPROVEMENTS

Improve roadway from expressway standards to freeway standards including 'interchanges at
Riego Road, Sankey Road, and the proposed Placer Parkway.,

DESCRIPTION - RATIONALE - GENERAL COMMENTS

Segment § is approximately a 9-mile, 4-lane expressway from the Sacramento/Sutter County
fine to the SR 70/SR 98 split. The Sutter and Sacramento region commuters and goods that
travel this segment will experience a drop in Level of Service with proposed fand use changes
and employment and population growth in the surrounding areas.

The South Sutter County Specific Plan presents 2 10,500-acre commercialfindustiial _
development planning reserve to be completed by 2022. The pian, currently in the

County-Route-Segment: SUT-99-5 | | 36
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environmental phase, projects an increase in trave! demand on the local roads that will feed into
SR 99. In the event of projest approval, this segment of SR 99 must be upgraded to
accommodate travel demand.

Sankey Road and Riego Road intersections must be upgraded to interchanges meet current
highway design standards for the Concept facility of a 6-iane freeway. To upgrade tc a 6~ Iane
freeway quality conformity constrainis.

In 1999, the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA} conducted a study for the
proposed Placer Parkway in an unspecified location. Placer Parkway would be approximateiy a
17-mile expressway, between SR 65 and SR 99/70, that would connect south Placer to South
Sutter County within a 4-mile area stretching from one mile narth of Sankey Road to Riege
Road. Upon approval, a full freeway interchange on SR 99 can accommodate the new Placer
Parkway

-LAND USE

According to the 1896 Sutter County General Plan, the land surrounding this segment is zaned
primarity for agricultural uses with the exception of the South Sutter County Specific Plan.
~ The South Sutter County Specific Plan zones 10,500-acres for industrial and commercial use.

MODAL OPTIONS

Yuba-Sutter Transit (530) 742-2877

Currently, daily commuter service is provided between Yuba Clty and Sacramento with seven
southbound buses to Sacramento and nine northbeound buses from Sacramento. Service is also
available from Marysville and East Nicolaus. .

Bicycle Transportation
A shared roadway is provided on this segment.

RIGHT OF wAY

Existing nght of way wadth varies from 220 feet to 300 feet (67m to 91m). Right of way should be
sufficient for projected needs within the 20 year Concept period.

County-Route-Segment: SUT-95-5 _ Y



Comment Letter 9

Functional Classification infermation

' Functional Classification:

Natfional Highway System (NHS):.

Access Control:

National Truck System:

Scenic Roﬁte:

Lifeline Roufe:

Statewide Significance:

Principal Arterlal
Other NHS

Freeway

Non Scenic
Non Lifefine

Focus Route .

Terminal Access Route

Highway Log Right of Way

information
Melers Fest
Avg. Median Width:  14.02  46.00
Avg. Lane Width: 366 12.00
Avg. Shoulder Width 3.05  10.00

Number of Lanes: 4
General Comments:

Median width changes at Catlett
Road {PM 6.891} from 14 meters
to 18.28 meters and reverts back
to 14 meters at the SR 99/70
Wye (PM 7.521), - '

- Projects Planned (Non-funded)

Projects Programmed (Funded)

Peak Period Diract Split:
% Traffic Growth Per Year;

65%
5%

Terrain:

2001  [Construct Placer Parkway between 2002 [Widen westbound approach on SR
PCTPA RTP [SR 65 and SR 70/89 (2025) SHOPP - |99 at Civerta Road (Sacramento
$180M County PM 35.4) and Riego Road
_ |{Sutter County PM 0.95) and
2025 Construct 4-lane interchange at SR rephase signals (2004) $5.66M
- . (2025) $2.
SACOG MTP |99/70- Sankey Road. ( ) $2.5M - 2002 Add left turn lanes on Riego Road.
STIP Environmental and design phase.
$1M '
~ Traffic Data Land-Use Data

Land Use Zone: Agriculttire

Flat

Future-20yr. Land Use: Agriculture and Industrial

County-Route-Segment; SUT-99-5
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Comment Letter 9 .

Traffic Analysis

Year AADT PkHrVol VICRatio LOS Comments

2000 28,100 2,900 0.49 ' B

2010 41,300 4,200 0.71 C

2020 54400 - 5500 0.93 E

Accident Rates Truck Volumes
Total Accident Rate: 47%
Compares the actual segment accident i Daily | % Trucks | % Trucks
rate with the statewide average rate on i Truck | of Truck of Total
Jacilities of this type. Note: 100% equais Volumes YOA ADT AADT
the statewide average. . -
3 Axle 5383 3 Axle 17. 6% 2.1%
Fatality-plus- _ .
Injury Accident 55% 4 Axle 492 4 Axle 14.6% . 1.8%
Compares the actual fatality-plus-infury 5+ Axle | 1,349 5+ Axle 40.0% 4.8%
rates with the statewide average rate on ) ] o .
Facilities of this type. Note: 100% equals Total: 2,435 Total: 72.2% 8.7%
the statewide average.
Note: Represents accident data from Oct
1897 to September 20060
Air Quality

The fallowing information is a brief overview only. For specific environmental information, contact California
Department of Transportation District 3 Environmentaf Offices.

Air Basin: Sacramento Vailey

Federal Air Quality Area Designations:

CO: Attainment/Unclassified PM1_0: Unctassified/Attainment

Ozone: Severe

County-Route-Segment: SUT-09-5
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Comment Letter 9

Local and Regional Planning Agencies
RTPA/MPO
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
1415 L Strest, Suite 300 '
Sacraménto, CA 95816
(916) 321.8000

Air Quality District

Sacramentc Metro Air Quality Management District
777 12th Street, 3rd floor

Sacramento, CA 958141-808

(916) 874-4800

County Planning Depértment

County of Sutter '

Sutter County Community Services Department, Planning _
- 1160 Civic Center Blvd., Suite £ '

Yuba, CA 85993

(530) 822-7400

‘Congestion Management Agency
No CMA in County

City Planning Department

No incorporated city governments along segment

County-Route-Segment: SUT-99-5
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Response to Comment Letter 9
State of Californio, Department of Transportation (Caltrans} {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 9
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

(October 29, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an envircnmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The standards of significance used in the Final EIR to identify impacts on the portions of SR-65, SR-7(0/99
and T-80 that are within the project study area are consistent with the level of service “"E” standard for
those roadway segments suggested by Caltrang’ Transportation Concept Reports. The Introduction to
Caltrans’ Transportation Concept Report (TCR} states that ”it is important to note that TCRs provide
concept information and do not determine policy.” While these standards were nol listed under
Regulatory Setting, they were used in the traffic impact analysis. The text of Section 4.3.3 (Transportation

and Circulation, Regulatory Setting) has been revised as follows:

% Federal and Siate

There are no known federal srState-standards that would directly affect the lransportation and

circulation aspects of lhe 501 Amendment Area. However, wilh respect to slale regulations,

Caltrang’” Transportation . Concept Reports for SR-65, SR 70/99, and  [-80 provides relevant

background information and guidance,

Response o Comment 3

As noted by the commenter, the project will increase traffic volumes on Slate Highwavs by
approximately 1.4 percent under 2020 conditions. The Final EIR identifies the need for regional
cooperation in dealing with increased traffic volumes on the States Highway system. The City s open Lo
discussions regarding a regional fair share traffic fee program to fund improvements for the State
Highway Svstem. For exaniple, development within the City of Roseville already participates in two
regional Lraffic impact fee programs for city traffic impacts and regional traific impacts. However, the
development of a program for regional roadway improvements cannot be relied upon as mitigation
because agency approvals necessary to develop such a program have not been granted at this time. The
improverients identitied by the commenter were evaluated in the traffic analysis. Because such
programs are not currently in place, and because improvements to State Highways are within the

responsibility and jurisdiction of the State, these impacts have been identified as significant and

e 3109
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unavoidable. Refer to Response to Comment 8-9 for an additional discussion of the State Highway

System.

Response to Comment 4

Refer to Response to Comment 9-3 for a discussion of the feasibility of relying upon regional
transportation improvements as mitigation for the proposed project, including the vse of fair share fee
programs to address the State Highway System. Refer to Response to Comment 8-1 for a discussion of

traftic flow.

Response to Comment 5

The travel forecasting process for the Final EIR did not mvoelve any changes in conventional modeling
practices. The Placer County Travel Demand Model] that was used to conduct travel forecasts for the
Final EIR has the same general four-slep struclure as the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s
(SACOG’s} regional lravel model. The Tinal LIR provides some general discussion on how (hese
convenlional lravel models will redistribute travel when additional development, such as the proposed
project, is added and the model is rerun. When a large number of additional dwelling units is added as
with the proposed project, the rerun model changes the regional travel patterns that were predicted
under No Project conditions through a redistribution of trips. Tt thus reflects the changed mix in jobs and
housing in South Placer County with and without the proposed project. The Tinal EIR explains on
pases 4.3-51 and 4.3-52 that the redistribution of travel does nol give the same resull as simply lavering
on project trips to No Project traffic volumes and that such a layering process is not an appropriate way
to forecast travel patterns with the proposed project. Thus, the City's policy of promoting a jobs-housing

balance did not atfect the outcome of the modeling.

Response to Comment 6

The transportation improvements assumed by year 2020 are all included within the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and/or wilhin Jocal or regional traffic mitigation fee programs. These improvements
are therefore already budgeled for or slated for budgeting, As such, it is reasonable to assume lhat these
projects would be in place by year 2020 The City is entitled to rely on reasonable assumptions in

f()rccasting impacts and nced not examine spoeculative scenarios,

Response to Comment 7

Refer to Response to Comment 5-2 for a discussion of Placer Parkway.

T R e R Tirr ot arevills



Response to Commeni Letter @
Staie c_:_f__(ipl'r'fornia, Department of Transporfafion (Caltrans) {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 8

As requested, the City of Rosevilie will provide Caltrans with fulure documents, studics, or reporls hat
address transportation and circulation issues associaled wilh the proposed projecl, as they are made

available to the public.




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

13-112

Lhty o Moaos il



Comment Letter 10

City of

ocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677-2720

: 916-625-5000

October 29, 2003 TDD 916-632-4187
" www.ci.rocklin.ca.us

Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

1

- RE:  Drafl BIR — West Roseville Specific Plan
" and Sphere of Influence Amendment

Ms. Pease:

The City of Rocklin Community Development Department has reviewed the Draft EIR for the West
Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. The EIR addresses the impacts of |
-annexation and subsequent development of 5,527 acres west of the existing City limits of Roseville
south of Nichols Road and west of Fiddyment Road. The proposed West Roseville Specific Plan 10-1
would allow for 8,430 dwecllings umits, 1774 of which would be in the high-density category. Also
provided for in the plan are 177 acres for commercial, business professional and industrial uses.

IL

The City of Rocklin is very concerned about the impact of the project on Rocklin streets. The
Transportation and Circulation section, pages 4.3-70 and 4.3-71, discuss the impacts on Rocklin
streets to oceur on Sunset Boulevard, between Whitney Blvd. and Pacific Street; and Sunset
Boulevard, between Park and Stanford Ranch Road. In both cases the impact is identified as increased 10-2
traffic resulting in the two roadway segments on Sunset Boulevard to be widened to six (6) lanes. The
discussion goes on further to state that the impacts would be mitigated if Rocklin were to implement
its current CIP (Capital Improvement Program) that calls for the widening to six lanes.

While the discussion regarding Sunset Boulevard seems to be accurate, the document falls short of
fully identifying and analyzing the traffic on Stanford Ranch Road between Fairway Drive and the
Highway 65 Interchange. The east half of this roadway segment is in Rocklin while the west side is in
Roseville. The roadway experiences congestion that we believe could worsen by the proposed project.
Therefore the EIR needs to address this area and identify appropriate mitigation as necessary..

10-3

Sincerely,

@% W%&/JQ%\

' Terry A. Richardson
Community Development Director

TAR:ts

Giheorresp'2003-2\Roseville {West) Specific Plan DEIR.doc

Administrative Services 625-5000 FAX 625-5095 — City Halif 625-5560 FAX 625-5561
Communily Development 625-5160 FAX 625-5195 ~ Engineering 625- 5140 FAX 625-5195
Building 625-5120 FAX 625-5136 — Community Services and Facilities 625-5200 EAX 625-5266
Public Works 625-8500 FAX 625-5501 — Police 625-5400 FAX 625-5495 — Fire 625-5300 FAX 625-5495






Response to Comment Letter 10
City of Rocklin (Terry Rfff_l_qrdson) {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 10
City of Rocklin (Terry Richardson)} (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This comment contains general information regarding the project description and is nota comment on an

environmenlal issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

This comment correctly restates the impact and mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR. No

further response is required.

Resporise to Comment 3

Compared to the 2020 No Project scenario, the peak hour traffic volumes for this segment of Stanford
Ranch Read would not be significantly greater with the proposed project, which consists of both the
WRSP and the Remainder Arcas. As shown in Table K-2, which is provided in Appendix K of the Final
EIR, the intersections of Stanford Ranch Road with Fairview Drive and Five Star Boulevard would all
operate at LOS C or betler conditions with development of the proposed project. Therefore, no mitigation
is required for this segment of Stanford Ranch Road. The City of Roseville’s Capital Improvement

Program assumes modest improvements to the geometry and phasing of these intersections.

Cpee . iew apd SO Ly doacnd anes B 13-113
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Comment Letter 11

11464 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603 * (530) 889-7130 < Fax (530) 889-7107
Thomas J. Christofk, Air Pollution Control Officer

October 29, 2003

Kathy Pease :
City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street '
Roseville, Ca 95678

Subject; Draft Environmental Impact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of
Influence Amendment, : . :

Dear Ms, Pease,

Thank you for submitting the above referenced documents to the Placer County Air Pollution Control District
{District) for review and comment. Build out of the Sphere of Influence Amendment (SOJA) area covered by
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was not anticipated when the 1994 State Implementation Plan
(SIP) was prepared for the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment Area (SOFNA)}, and therefore the !

Increase in ozone precursor emissions resulting from this area have not been accounted for in the SIP. i

Development in this area under the current proposal will substantially impact the SFONA s ability to attain}
health based ambient air quality standards based on the control strategies devcloped in the 1994 Plan. The
SFONA is required to attain the federal ozone standard by November 2005, or face significant consequences
from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regarding federal funding for transportation
projects and increased air quality fees on job producing businesses within the City of Roseville and Placer
County. Build out of the SOIA area under the current Placer County General Plan desi gnations would not
Jjeopardize the SFONA’s ability 1o attain the federal ozone standards. |
The DEIR has accurately characterized the air quality impacts that will occur with build out of the DEIR study
arca. Impacts to air quality resulting from construction activity and long term operation of the new
developments will result in significant air quality impacts to the City of Roseville, Placer County and the
SFONA. | ' : .
Construction activities normally occur during the ozone season of May through October, depending on

seasonal rains. While construction impacts are characterized as short-term, build out of the SOIA area will
ocour over a number of years, during which the region is required to demonstrate attzinment of federal ozone
standards (2003-2005). The addition of 900 to 1800 pounds per day of ozone precursor emissions from
consfruction equipment into the air basin could contribute substantially to a daily exceedance of the federal
ozone standard, thereby preventing the region from demonstrating attainment. '

The Mitigation Measures proposed for construction activity should be consistent for the entire SOIA area

(WRSP & Remainder Area). 1t is not clear why Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is required of the “Remainder
Area”, instead of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2, Construction emission estimates for all areas within the SOIA
area will exceed the District’s significance thresholds and therefore should implement all the same miti gation
measures. No additional environmental documentation would be required for future projects within the
“Rematnder Area” that are consistent with the emissian estimates provided in the DEIR.

i

11-1

11-2

11-

%]
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Comment Letter 11

The District has the same concerns regarding Mitigation Measures 4.4-3 and 4.4-4, The DEIR appears to be 11-6
setting a double standard when it comes to mitigating construction impacts from the West Roseville Specific_|
Plan Area and the Remainder Area. In addition, the District recommends amending the third bullet item in |
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. The current wording and mitigation strategy has changed within the last year to i
provide the contractor more flexibility in meeting construction emission reduction goals. This measure has
been made a condition of approval and implemented by other projects within Placer County and is considered
feasible for this project to implement. The new wording is as follows:

Contractors shall provide a plan for approval by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District 11-7

demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction

project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average

- 30 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB

fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may inciude use of late model engines, low-

emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or

other options as they become available,

o

The DEIR estimates {Table 4.4-6) that long-term operational emissions from build-out of the DEIR study area |

will be approximately 20,000 pounds per day of ozone precursor emissions (ROG & NOx). For comparison

purposes, if a stationary source, like Hewlett Packard, proposed a development that required a District Permit
to Operate, with 20,000 pounds per day of ozone precursor emissions, they would have to purchase millions of

dollars of emission reduction credits (if they were available) in order to locate the new development within the
SFONA. In addition, build out of the SOIA area under the existing Placer County General Plan designations
and zoning would result in less than 5% of the estimated emissions for the SOIA. area. It should also be noted

that mitigation measures being required of Placer County projects would result in fewer emissions from the -
SOIA area when compared to the proposed mitigation measures in the DEIR. While the development proposal
for the WRSP area includes a number of “air quality friendly” smart growth design features, future projects in
the SOIA area should be required to implement additional on-site design measures to further reduce the

significant air quality impacts identified in the DEIR, '

11-8

The following is a list of measures that should be required of all new development within the Sphere of
Influence Amendment area covered by the DEIR. These measures have been made conditions of approval
and implemented by other projects within Placer County and are considered feasible for this project to
implement: ' '

+ HVAC units shall be equipped with PremAir (of other manufacturer) catalyst system if
available and economically feasible at the time building permits are issued. The PremAir
catalyst can convert up to 70% of ground level ozone that passes over the condenser coils
info oxygen. The PremAir system is considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10
percent of the base HVAC unit. _ '

< Provide conductive/inductive electric vehicle charging stations and signage prohibiting
parking for non-electric vehicles at commercial and industrial land uses throughout the
Sphere of Influence Amendment area. _ '

e Provide preferential parking for carpools in the commercial and industrial park land uses.

e Require all flat roofs in the commercial and industrial land uses to have a white or silver cap
sheet to reduce energy demands. ' _

¢ Al truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every
two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes and must be
required to counect to the 110/208 volt power to run any auxiliary equipment. Signage shall be
provided. ' :

Y



_ Comm_ent Letter 11

The seventh bullet item under Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 should be amended by removing the words, “If
feasible”. Gas powered landscape maintenance equipment should be prohibited through CC&Rs for all
residential development throughout the Sphere of Influence Amendment area. The Bickford Ranch
development within Placer County includes this requirement within their Specific Plan. o

The last bullet item under Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 recommends that the project “could” implement an off-site
mitigation program to achieve additional emission reductions. This mitigation sirategy is the back-bone to the
District’s efforts to reduce emissions from land use projects as required by the 1994 State Implementation Plan,
and should be mandatory for all future projects within the Sphere of Influence Amendment area.
Numerous projects throughout Placer County have implemented this mitigation sirategy, thereby reducing tons
of emissions from the Sacramento Valley Air Basin portion of Placer County that would not otherwise be
removed. If the applicant does not want to implement their own off-site mitigation prograrm, they can pay an
in-lieu fee into the District’s Offsite Mitigation Fund. The District obtains real, quantifiable ozone precusor
emission reductions from existing sources within the City of Roseville and Placer County that are not required
to reduce their emissions by current State law or District regulation. In addition to reducing ozone precursor
emission, the offsite mitigation strategy reduces toxic air contaminants within Placer County by funding
projects that reduce diesel emissions. -

The District recommends that the first sentence of the offsite mitigation measure be replaced with the following
wording to be consistent with mitigation strategies in the rest of Placer County and to reduce this project’s
impacts to the extent feasible: o

° All future development within the Sphere of Influence Amendment area shall be required to
implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, to offset their _
long-term operational ozone precursor emissions. Offsite mitigation strategies. .......

The discussion under the “City of Roseville Transportation System Management Ordinance” on Page 4.4-14
states that “Operational emissions exceeding Placer County APCD thresholds would be minimized under this
ordinance.” The text appears to indicate that this measure alone would reduce impacts below the significance
threshold. Long-term operational emissions from build cut of the SOIA area would be slightly reduced as a
result of the City’s TSM Ordinance. J
The mitigation measures listed in the DEIR and those recommended above should be made conditions of
project approval and the West Roseville Specific Plan should be amended to include zll mitigation measures as
development standards within the Specific Plan.

The cumulative impacts to air quality from development in the SOTA area combined with the numerous other
mator devclopment projects (Placer Vineyards, De la Salle/AKT University, Placer Ranch) planned just west
of this study area will make it extremely difficult for Placer County and the SFONA to demonstrate attainment
of health based ambient air quality standards. 1t is crucial that all feasible mitigation measures be adopted for
this project and all of the proposed projects if approved. Failure to do so is a violation of the California
Environmental Quality Act and a failure to protect the residents of the City of Roseville and Placer County
from adverse air quality to the extent feasible. :

If'you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (530) 889-7131.

Sincerely,

David T\;mtzewf”

Senior Planner

oo Tom Christofk, Air Pollution Control Officer
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Response to Comment Letter T1
Placer County Air Pollution Control Disirict (October 29, 2003)

% Response to Comment Letter 11
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (October 29, 2003)

Response fo Commenf ]

This comunent contains general introductory information and is not a comment on an environmental

issuc, Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

This comment is consistent with the discussion provided on pages 4.4-6, 4.4-10, 4.4-11, and 3-56 through
5-07, Scction 5.5, of the Final EIR of the project-specific and cumulative impacts associated with
operational air quality emissions, Technically, development of the WRSP would not jeopardize the ability
of the Sacramento Federal (Ozone Non-attainment Arca (SFONA} Lo allain federal ozone standards by
2005. Attainment of ambient air quality standards is demonstrated by actual ambicent air pollutant
concentrations that are measured within the applicable air basin. In the case of development proposed
within the 501 Amendment Area, it is unlikely that any development would be completed and
generating new sources of operational emissions by November 2003, Some construction activilics are
expected to begin by this time; however, construction equipment and activities are an cxisting and
ongoing source of emissions throughout the SFONA and their use tor development proposed within the
SOI Amendment Area would not be expected to jeopardize attainment of federal ozone standards as

envisioned in the 1994 State Implementation Plan (SIP).

Because the development of the SOL Amendment Area is not currently planned in the City of Roseville
General Plan or the Placer County General Plan, development of this area could make it more difficult
for the SFONA to maintain the ambient air quality levels that would otherwise be attained without this
development. The Final EIR considers this to be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on
vegional air quality. If the development is approved by the City of Roseville, the City's General Plan
would be amended, and the SOI Remainder Area would become part of the baseline in any future air

quality plans for the region.

it is acknowledged thal growth associated with the 501 Amendment Area will hinder the ability of the

District to bring the region intoe attainment status.

Response fo Comment 3

This comment confirms that thoe Final EIR has accurately characterized the air quality impacts that would

occur with development of The SOT Amendment Arca,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

Response to Comment 4

Refer to Section 4.4 ot the Final EIR, pages 4.4-18 through 4.4-22, regarding the construction-related air
quality impacts of the proposed project. In addition, refer to Response to Comment 11-2 for a discussion

of the minimal potential construction air quality impacts that would occur by November 2005.

Response te Comment 5

This EIR has been prepared at two levels of specificity. Consistent with Section 15146 of the CEQA
Guidelines, this EIR analyzes the project-specific impacls of implementing the proposed WRSP (which
includes implementation of the WRSP, amending the City's sphere of influence to include the WRSP
Area, and annexing the WRSP Arca to be within the City’s jurisdiction). The TIR also analyrzes, al a
programmatic level, the eftects of amending the City's sphere of influence outside of the WRSL Area to
include the Remainder Area. While no specific development plan is proposed tfor the Remainder Area at
this time, the EIR analysis is based on reasonable assumptions regarding potential land uses in the
Remainder Area, for the purpose of providing a complete programmatic environmental analysis.
Although the WRSP and Remainder Areas are at ditferent stages in the planning process, they are related
gcographically and as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions. Therefore, by providing a dual
level of analysis (projecl-level for the WRSI and programmatic-level for the Remainder Area), the
significant environmental effects of developing both areas are fully considered, allowing foresceable

impacts to be disclosed, rather than providing segmented and separate analyses.

In addition, Section 1.3 (Type of EIR) of the Final EIR states that: “With respect lo future development
projects that may be proposed in the Remainder Area, Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states
that subsequent activities should be examined in light of the Program EIR to determine whether
additional environmental documentation must be prepared. If a later activity would have significant
effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, or if new or different mitigation measures or
alternatives become available to reduce proviously disclosed impacts, subsequent environmental
documentation must be prepared, consistent with Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines,
Prior to the City's consideration of specific developmaent proposals in the Remainder Area, specific plans
must be prepared and the area must be annexed into the City’s jurisdiction; therefore, additional project-
level environmental review, mvolving development of project-level mitigation will be required. No
entitlements are being requested or considered for the Remainder Area, and approval of the WRSP does

not pr(‘J\»'I'dL‘. any fi’n.’ﬁ!t‘.'ru cntitlements to the Remainder Area.

Because Lhe environmenlal review for the Remainder Area is at a programmatic level, rather than a
project level, as for the WRSP Area, the mitigalion measures ideotified for the Remainder Area are

gencrally programmatic as well and are based on compliance with performance standards, where
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Response to Comment Letter T1
Plucgfﬁggﬂrlfy Afr PoHuﬁo_Q___C__onfrol Diskrict {Qf_fober 29, 2003)

appropriale. As such, the proposed mitigalion measures for the Remainder Area do not need to be

enforceable as conditions of approval al this time. Thev therefore require less specificity,

Response to Comment 6

Refer lo Response to Comment 11-3.

Response to Comment 7

Based on the recommendation of the Placer County Alr Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), the Lext of

MM 4.4-3, on pages 4.4-34 and 4.4-35 of the Tinal FIR, has been revised as follows:

MM 4.4-3: Reduction of Construction Emissions {fmpact 4.4-2 — WRSP)

B The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory
(i.e., make, model, vear, emission raling) of all the heavy-duty off-road
equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or
more hours for the construction project. District personnel, with assistance from
the Califormia Air Resources Board, will conduct initial Visible Emission
Tvaluations of all heavy-duty equipient on the inventory list.,

B An enforcement plan shall be established by the contraclor in conjunclion with
the air district to weekly evaluate project-related on-_and-off-—road heavy-duty
vehicle engine emission opacities, using standards as defined in California Code
of Regulations, Title 13, and Scctions 2180——2194. An Environmenial
Coordinator, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE),
shall routinely evaluate projecl—relaled off-road and heavy-duty on-road
cquipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators of
vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits will be notified and the
equipment muosl be repaired within 72 hotrs.

Mractors shal vide a.plan for approval by the PCAPCD de alin

that the heavy-duty (=50 horsepower) off-road  vehicles to be used in_the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontracior vehicles, will

achieve a project-wide fleet average 30 percent WO reduction and 45 percent

parficulate reduclion compared. 1o, the  most orecenl CARB (leel averase.

Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include _use_of, late model

engines,

technology. aflter-reaimenl products, andfor other options as thev become

low-emission diesel products, allernative fuels, engine refrofit

available,

TP

reud-eguipmentinduded-in-the-dnventory-be powered-by-CAREcertified off-
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Chuph_er 12 Responses fo Comments

Use Tow sulfur fuel for stationary construction equipment, if feasibie,

LHilize cxisting power sources (e, power poles) or clean {uel gencralors rather
than temporary power generalors.
} §

B Use low emission on-sile stationary cquipmont,

Response to Comment 8

This comunent points out the differences in requirements applicable to mobile and stationary sources and
expresses the opinion of the PCAPCD that additional on-site design (mitigation} measures should be
implemented for future projects in the SOI Amendment Area to further reduce the significant air quality
impacls idenlified in the Final EIR. The specific measures recommended by the PCAPCD are discussed
in the foHowing response; therefore, refer to Response to Comment 11-9 for a discussion of proposed and

recommended on-site design (mitigation) measures.

Response to Comment 9

In their response letter to the Notice of Preparation circulated for the WRSP and SOT Amendment EIR,
the PCAPCD recommended a number of measures that could be implemented to reduce the operational
impacts of new developmenl projects. Several of these measures are included in the design of the WRSP
and 501 Amendment Arca and would help to reduce the operational emissions that would otherwise be
generated by the proposed land uses. Specific measures recommended by the PCAPCD that are
characteristics of the WRSP and 501 Amendiment Area include the following:

m Site design to minimize the need for external trips by including servicesffacilitics for day care,

hanking/ATM, restaurants, vehicle refueling, and shopping

m Create/increase buffer zones betwoeen a sensitive receptor and pollution source

m Constructionfenhancement of a Park and Ride lot

m Site design to maximize bicycle access to and within then project andjor provide bicycle parking

a Include Class 1T bicycle lanes in new development

m Provide mixed-use development in order to achieve a balance of commercial, employment, and

housing options within the project site or its immediate environment

m Provide higher density land uses arvound activity centers, transportation nodes and transit

corridors

Other characteristics of the WRSP and 501 Amendment Area that would help to reduce potential
operational air emissions include the following:

m Provide wide sidewalk and pedestrian paths with direct connections to surrounding land uses

= Provide street lighting for pedestrian salety

m Provide pedestrian signalization and signage

® Provide shade trees to shade sidewalks for pedestrians
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Response to Comment Letfer 1]
Placer County Air Pollution Confrol Districf {(Qctober 29, 2003)

m Provide pedestrian satety designs and infrastructure at crossings
m Provide primary and secondary schools within walking or bicycling distance of the proposed land
uses
In addition to these measures, the existing enviromment around the WRSIP? and SOI Amendment Area
and the interaction between the WRSP and SOT Amendment Area provides amenities that would help to
encourage non-motor vehicle transportation by future residents, customers, and emplovees of the two
development arcas. These amenitics include the (ollowing:
m Sidewalks and walking paths provided to most destinations in the surrounding area
m Street trees that provide moderate of the sidewalks and pedestrian paths
= Most destinations within the vicinity accessible by pedestrians
m A moderate number and variety of visually interesting features and uses in the vicinity that
cncourage pedestrian activity
1 Some streets have enhanced safety for pedestrians (c.g., separations between streets and
pedestrian paths
s A high degree of pedestrian safely from crime
a Visually interesting walking paths
a  [ransit service within walking distance of uses within the project sites
m Moderate coverage of the area with interconnected bikeways
s 5Some bicycle routes have paved shoulders to provide increased safety
a  5afe speed limits of 30 mph or less along some bicycle routes
® A moderate number and variety of visually interesting features and uses in the vicinity that
encourage bicycle aclivity

m A parking ordinance that requires unprotected bike racks at all new commercial uses

Based on this informalion, and in respense to lhis and other comments regarding the issue, the
operational emissions assoclated with the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recaleulated using the
URBEMIS 2002 computer mode! developed for the California Air Resources Board, the trip generation
dala presented in the traffic analysis and Section 4.3 (Transportation and Civculation) of the Final EIR, the
internal trip reduction and mode-shitt reduction characteristics of the mixed-use interaction of the
proposed projects and the surrounding land uses, and the design teatures of the WRSP and Remainder
Area projects, discussed above. Table 4.4-6 from the Final BIR has been revised to reflect the results of
this effort. The Final EIR only identified the daily emissions thal would be expected to occur during the
winter when woodstoves and fireplaces are used. The emissions totals, shown in the revised Table 4.4-6

below, are substantially lower than those shown in the Tinal FIR for all emissions with the exception of

PMu emissions generated during the winter.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Table 4.4-6

Comparison of Placer County APCD Thresholds and
Project Emission Levels in Pounds per Day Before Mitigation

WRSP and SO

WRSP Remeinder Aren Amendment
Emissions (Ib/day} " Emissions {Ib/day)
Tatal Operation ) Total Operation
_ Cperational Exceads Operational Exceeds Tatal Operational
Thresholds | Area Source | Vehicle Emissions Threshold? | Area Source |  Vehicie Ernissions Threshold? Emissions
Winter Emissions
ROG g2 7,231.50 25733 7.500.83 Tes £,350.71 241.15 6,591 .8% Yes 14,092.72
N, g2 312.40 295.65 GO8.05 Yey 276.78 26612 54310 Yes 1,15V.15
co 550 | 10,522.47 2,853,720 13,376,467 Yes 2,241.20 2,549.24 11,B811.14 Yfes 15,187.81
PMaa a2 1,520.89 680.83 220072 Tos 1,335.61 613.33 1,248.93 e 4,150.65
Summer Emissions
ROG g2 429.41 33499 Fh4.60 Yas I77.42 288.12 6465.54 Yes 1,430.14
L, 22 174,14 210,39 384.54 Yes 155.57 189.36 344,92 Yas 729.46
CO 550 11407 275063 287470 Yas Q097 2,486.4% 2,587.46 Yas 540216
PMaa 32 0.37 68083 S81.20 Yes Q.33 §13.33 &13.65 Yes 1,294.85

SOURCE: URBEMIS 2003, BI? Assacintes, Navemoer 2003,

The potential emissions for the proposed uses were also calenlated for a base case scenario without the

internal trip reduction and mode-shift reduction characterislics of the mixed-nse interaction of the

proposed uses and the surrounding land uses, and the design features of the WRSP and Remainder Area

projects. These emissions are compared with the daily omissions identificd in Table 1.4-6. This

comparison is provided in Table 13-3. As shown for the WRSD, Lhe reduclion of each poliutant type

ranges from 0.34 to 4.75 percent during winter and 2.77 to 9.14 percent during sumimer. The reduction of

each pollutant lype for the Remainder Area development ranges from 0.34 to 4.61 percent during winter

and 2.84to ©.03 percent during summer,

Table 13-5 Daily Reduced Operational Emissions
WRSP Remainder Area
Emissions (Ib/day) Emissions (lb/day)
Total Total Petcant Total Total
Unreduced Reduced Reduction Unreduced Reduced Percent Reduction
Pollutan Emissions | Emissions | Tetal Reduction Emissions | Emissions | Tolal Redudion
Winter Emissions
ROG 7,526.23 7,500.83 25.40 0.34 &,614.53 6,591.89 22.64 0.34
M &38.34 H0BOS 30.2¢ 475 563,33 54310 26.23 4.67
O | 3,458.89 | 13,376487 28222 207 12,062.53 11,811,104 251.39 2.08
Prdig 2,270.27 2,201.72 48.55 3.02 2,009.83 1,948.93 40.90 303
Summer Emissions
ROG F846.36 Fé4.60 21.76 277 48494 H65.54 19.42 2.84
MO, 404.30 384.54 21.76 536 34358 344,22 18.66 513
CO 3,148.83 287470 27413 8.71 2,831.47 2,587 .46 244,01 B.4H2
PMaa F4075 aB1.20 AH 55 a4 474.55 &613.65 &0.90 @03

SOURCE: URBEMIZ 20072, FI? Assaciates, Mavemaer 2003,
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Response to Comment Letter 11

The potential mitigation measures for operational air quality impacls that were recommended by the
PCAPCD, but that are infeasible for the WRGP are identified in Table 13-6 along with the reasons thal

they are not currently recommended.

Table 13-6 Air Quality Mitigation Measures Not Implemented for the WRSP
Mitigation Measures Recommended by PCAPCD Reason for Not Including with the WRSP

Use low VO coatings per District Rule 218 Architeciral Coatings. (29} The use of low VO coatings 13 requirsd of all uses in the jurisdiction of the
PCAPCO. Under CEQA, compliance with an adopted rule is nat miligation;
it is a reguirement.

Require development practices, which moximize energy conservotion. As writtan, this measure is 100 genaral to implement or moniter. However,

{31 specific mitigation measures that would require the use of energy-efficiant
equipment are included in the mitigation measure for the operotional
impacts of the WRSP.

Introtluce window glazing, wall insulation, and effizient ventilation All new buildings constrocted within California are roguired to comply with

methods, (33} the provisions of Title 24 that are in cffecr at the time of development.
These standards ensure that new development is designed and construcied
in @ mannar that is energy efficent ond, subseguently, minimizes the oir
emissions associated with heating andd cooling the buildings. Because it is
required, it is not mitigation.

incorporate appropriate passive salur design and solar heatars. (35} Rather than orienting «ll buildings within the prejeet site in a narth/south
direction to utilize possive solar opportunities, the WRSP development
would be designed to maoke hest use of the physical dimensions and
characteristics of the 3pecific Plon site. Individogl building ownors may
cheose to install and use solar heatars, althaugh the City of Rosaville will
nat requirg such agquipment for new developmant,

Use devicas thot minimize the cambustion of fozsil fuals, (36) Ag writton, this meossre is teo goneral to implemant or moniter. Indiviclual
building ownsrs and operators would use equipment that best maats thair
praductive and rconomic needs white still complying with all PCAFCD and
CARE rules and standards,

Capture woste heaf and re-employ it in nonresideatial buildings. [37] Inclividual building cwners and operatars woud use heoting sqguipment
that best maets their productive and economis needs while still complying
with all PCAPCD and CARB rules and standards.

Prehibit gos powered landscape maintenance eguipmant within M A.4.5 requires thot commercial landscapers providing service: within
developments. {45) the WR3F site use eloctiic or battory-powored equipment, or ather
internal combustion ecuipment thal is either cartified by the Colifornio Air
Resources Boord or is three yeors old or less ot the Hme af use, The City
witl ned prehibit Tar one development the vse of equipment thot many
people already own and thot can be readily ond legatly purchosed at
local hardware, home improvement, and spacialty retail shops throughout
the 2ity, county, and state.

Schedule goods mavement far of fopeak hours, [50) The readways and intersections in the projoct vicinity would nat operate
under congested condiions with the developmam of the WHRSP. Therefore,
this measuro would nat reduce the potential emissions thot would otharwise
aecur during congested conditions,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Table 13-6

Air Quality Mitigation Measures Not Implemented for the WRSP

Mitigation Measures Recommended by PCAPCD

Reason for Not Including with the WRSP

lzin o local Transportotion Mancgement Asseciotian [TMA] ond prepoare
enployer-based tip reduction plans. [54)

Esteblish telecommuting programs, aliemate work schedules, and
satelfite work cemers, (55}

Provide funds for online computer rideshare meatching., (631

Site detign to moximize telecommunication including an appropriote
network infrastructiure. [G5]

Frovide satellite work offices when appropriate. [(6&)

Design,/establish telecommuting programs for office /industrial
camplexes. {67

Otfer low cost financing to employees for the purchase of
telecommuting equipment, or lend company-ownad equipment, [68)

Provision for fronsit-use incentives such as subsidized transit possas,
aceommadation of “unusual” work schedutes to allow for transit
schedules. [79)

An employer subsidized fres or reduced ransit fures For midday
busingss distrier trips. (82}

An employer subsidized shuttle service to cannect to existing transit sites.
(B&]

Operation of a shuttle bus to shapping, health care, public sarvicas sites,
and other nearby trip atrracrors to reduce autemaehile vse, (87)

As discussed on page 4.4-15 of the Final EIR, the City's Tramsportation
Systems Maonogement (T3] Ordinonce would require companies with
mare than 30 employees to prepare o T3M plon that prometes the use of
alternative modes of transportation. Mony of these measures will help the
individual employers comply with the TiM Crdinance. However, under the
conditions of Seneate Bill 437, which was opproved in 1995 and
subtequently became section 407179 of the Califernia Health and Safety
Code, public ogencies are  probibited for  requiring  employers ta
implement smployee trip reduction plans unless the program is expressly
required by foderal law and the elimingtion of the program will result in
the impesition of federal sonctions, including, but not limited to, the lass of
federal funds for transportation purposes, Therefore, neither the PCAPCD
ner the City of Roseville con reguire these spedific meosures he
implementad in the WRSP.

Destgn parking areas with bess emphasis on “convenience." {564

Include o limited number of parking spaces in project design, (57

Ther porking bots within the WRESP site would be designed to best meet the
neads of the ewners, employees, and custamers of the nanresidentiol uses.
& design that provides less convenience or parking spoces for these
people coufd result in greater emissions os people stay in their car longer
while driving arcund looking for the mast conveniant parking spoce.

Parking pricing strategics, such «s charging parking lot fees to low
accupancy vehices, (61)

Individual property owners may choosc to require poid parking for
employees and/or visitors 1o cover the costs associoted with property
maintenance and/or to reduce the number of vehicle that would otherwise
park there. Howavor, singe we other commercial uses within the City
require people to pay to pork, requiring paid parking would reduce the
number of customars thet would visit the site oned jeopardize the success of
the business at this locotion. These customers weuld, instecd, go sliawhers
and not reduce the emissions asseciated with their vehicle trips. Employees
thet huve te pay te park af thetr work location typically park outside of
lhe property and do not reduce thelr commuting trips.

Dasign "Shop-by-Telephone™ ar "Shop-by-Computer” services. 169}
Establish delivery services, (B8}

Individuol stores or companias within the WR3P sire moay choose to maks
their products or services available via telephons, compuker, ar delivery,
Hawever, this is the cholce of the individuol steres and companies. The City
will not require this as o condition of cperation within the WRSP s

Provide individuat private telephones for patients ot medicol focilities,
which allows for “visits withaut trips,” (70}

Any potontial medicot focilivies may provide individual teleghone: oz o
sarvice for its patients. However, since most medearn hospital reams serve
only one or two patients end af least one telephons, requiring this of the
proposad medical facility would only odd to its operoting casts ond would
rt be expected to reduce the number of irips mode by peopls visifing
paticnts.

Purchase ohondaned railreod rights-of-way for future transit line,
bikeway or hiking uses. (71)

Drevelop or improve bicycle /pedestrian poths between destingtions
using public and,/or utility rights-of-way, (%2}

Thase meusures are best implementad by local jurisdictions, nar by private
developers.

Validation of a transit ticket to provide free retum trip, (80}

Sefl transit passes. {81)

Individual stores or componies within the WREP site may choose to
validate or sell transit fickets to encoureye tronsit users to wisit their
establishments, However, this is the choice of the individual stares and
companics. The City will not reguire this as o condition of cperatien within
the WRAP site

Free ansfers between all shuttles and transit. (833

This medsure i3 best implemented by local transit providers thar wont te
encourage use of their services. Individeal project developers connot

f imploram this measure,
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Response to Comment Letter 11
Placer Co_y;_r_tx_Air Pollution Control District {October 29, 2003)

Table 13-6 Air Quality Mitigation Measures Not Implemented for the WRSP
Miligation Measures Recommended by PCAPCD Renson for Not Including with the WRSP
An employer,/developer provided locker roomfshowers ta employeeas Individual employers within the preject site may choose ta provide lozker
whom bicycla. {90} rooms/shawers far employees. Hawever, this would add 1o the amount of

space that the companies need te own/leose fimprove and, therefore, is
the choice of the individual stores ond companies, The City will not require
this as o conditicn of operation within the WRSP site.

Contribute funding toward the purchase and eperation of ir gualbity These measures would help the PCAPCD rmonitor existing ambient air
menitaring equipment, [95] quality conditiens in the City of Roseville, However, they would not do

Prowde a location for air quality menitaring equipment. [96] an\,thmq 1o reduce the emisstons associated with the WRSP,

mstall photevshaic roofing tiles fer selar power. [101] While it may be finondially beneficial far the project to utilize roof
phatovoltais ensrgy systems, especially f there is the potential for
controlled temporary blackouts in the near future, this is o deciston for the
project develepers and the future owners and tenants of the individual
Buildings, The City doss not require property owners 1o install, utilize, and

maintain private energy systems,

U BOLRCES:  PCARCD 2003; B Assodares 2003

In response to this and other commenls provided by the PCAPCD regarding project mitigation, the text

of MM 4.4-5, on pages 4.4-35 through 4.4-37, has been revised as follows:

MAL 4.4-5; Reduction of Operational Emissions (lspaet $.4-5 - WESP)

J—ax—h—éew*lepep»wlhmxé—t& :

] b&‘ +m}1197}1@“#@&1*-1%-&“1]&*4"-{94&%&&—9
: 2 reFollowing
receipt of an application for a 'I'entati\ft- \-1ap (c\cludmg Jhe large. lot
subdivi smn__g}_am or Design Review Peymit, the City will forward an early
consultation netice to the Placer County Air Quality [Hstrict (PCAQD), Where
the PCAQD provides comments on a specific development propasal, the City
shall work with PCAQD and the developer lo incorporate anv measures
recommended. by the PCAQD inte the project. Where the PCAQD does not

prqwde comment, on a _-ﬂpocific dcvelovment proposal, the C it\-' shall

from the pmpoqud dcvelopmcnt These measures wi 1 be implemented thl ouuh

project design, conditions of approval, noticing an

lisclosure, statements, or

t‘hmu ch the Citv’q plan chedk and insm’ction m‘o(:eﬁﬁes..._.'l'llc.z_ {ollowing is a

rudumm \-(--.hu.] e and ommtmnal crissions:

or_the purpose of

Measures Applicd to Tentative Maps and Desism Review. Permity

Provide tree plantings that meet or exceed the requirements of the City's
Community Design Guidelines to provide shading of buildings and parking
lots.

‘Fo—the-extent—fensible—{Landscape with native droughi-resistant speciesplants
ssoronng. covers, shrubs, and frees) to—reduee—Hie

onsideration of Dlantms,n lhat are not reliant on gas-

[_‘!()\u\-’t‘l’t‘d landscape maintenance L?ql]i}’rlﬂﬂﬂl.

Require all tat roofs on non-residential structures, toohaved white or stlver cap

sheet to reduce energy demand
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Provide | condudl\»e mdurlwo E_leLtTu wehicle r.harﬁinﬂ _slations and  signage

non-residential _develtmmen ts.

ij._f_i_fmre parking Lo minimize tralfic interference.

tmcks are L‘!I"()hlL‘ﬂt(’d from ICHIHQ more ll Wl fl\e mmuth (md tlULkH TeQUIIng,
auxiltary power shall conncet to the 110208 volt outlets to run_auxiliary
equipment.”

plan ag identified within

the WRSP

Develop_the Village Cenler consisient with the WRSP policies that encourage the
pedestrian travel over use of the automobile.

Design strects to maximize pedestrian ac

Require site Jdesign to maximize access {o lransil tines, 1o accommeoedale bus travel
and {o provide Jighted shelters at transit access points,

s bo transit slops,

Bevelop the plan congistent with the higher residenlial densilies provided around

the Village Cenfer, transportation nodes. and iransil.corridors.

mulbi-family

Wood burning or pellet_appliances shall

developments, Onby nalural gas or propanc fllcd fireplace _appliances are
permitted.

Measures for Detached Single-Family Residencves

 Helectrical outlets shadito be installed on the exterior walls of both the front

and Dback of & residenceg or all commerdial buildings to promote the use of

clectric landscape maintenance equipment.

Jnstallalion of a_gas outlet in the rear of residential buildings for mge of
witdoor cooking appliances, such as gas bumning barbeques.

Requir

Reguire Iastellinstallation of & gas outlels with ceramic logs in any proposed

tireplaces, including outdoor recreational fireplaces ar pits.

Require Installinstallation of Tow nitrogen oxide {INO<}, hot water heaters. (Bbeyond
District Rule 246 Rrequirements}

Rey HYAC units be equipped with PremAle catalyst systen. (or anothor sinlar
svatemt if available and. . ccononucally feasible.  [he Premdir
considered feasible if the additional cost §s less han 10 percent of the base
HVAC unik cosl,

1y

Provide notice to homebuyers of the option to installinstalt electric vehicle charging

Taceways in residential garages.

Provide nolice {0 homebuyers of incentive and rebate programs available lhrough

Bogeville Electric or olher providers that .encourage e purchase. of clectric

landscape maintenance cquipment,

Reguire wood burning deyvi

es o mect ULS, EPA Phase 1] certificalion.
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Response to Commen! Letter 1]
Ploacer Counfy Air Pollution Control Disirict (October 29, 2003)

gripment

i .g:;—»--ctmmwumt\« -cernmersial—business-

ht-farmily

In lieu of each individual project implementing their own off-sile mitigation

program, an applicant may choose to pay an eguivalent amount of money into

the Dhstrict’s Adr uality Mitigation Fund. The DIHtHLt )rowdt—'s monetary
5 b

incentives to sources of air pollutant emissions + s—Eeneral
wetpides-that are not required by law o reduce their emissions. Thcufort the
emission reductions are real, uantifiable, and implement provisions of the
19494 State Tmplementation Plan. The off-stte mitigation program has been

implemented by a number of projects in Placer County. To the extent feasible,
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the implementation of any programs resulting (rom the WRSP in Heu of fees

should be used in close proximity to the WRSE and the City of Roseville.
To the extent feusible, provide tree planting of California native species that meets or exceeds the City's tree
preservation section of the Zoning Ordinance to help shade buildings and parking lots and, thevefore, reduce energy
demand. According to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook, this measure would

reduce the emissions associated with the energy demand by the new land uses by 0.0 to 1.0 percent.

To the extent fensible, landscape with native drought-resisiant species (plants, trees, and hushes) to rednce the
denrand for gas-powered landscape maintenairce equipment. Although no specific efficiencics are available
from known sources, any reduction in traditional landscaping with drought-resistant species would be
expected to have a nearly lincar reduction in the use of landscape maintenance equipment and associated

cmissions.

fmprove the thermal integrity of nonresidential buildings, and reduce the thermal load with antomaled time clocks
or automated semsors. According to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality andbook, this
measure would reduce the emissions associated with the encrgy demand of the new land uses by 011 to

1.0 percent.

Provide efficient heating and vther appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces,
and botler units. According to Chapler 11 of the SCAQMUD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook, this measure

would reduce the emissions associated with the operation of appliances by 2.5 to 6.5 percent.

Llectrical outlets shall be tnstalled on the exterior walls of both the front and back of a residence or all conumercial
butldings to promote the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment, The success of this measure depends
on the number of residences and commercial buildings that would use electric landscape maintenance
equipment. Because the City will nol prohibit for one development the use of gas powered equipment
that many people already own and that can be readily and legally purchased at local hardware, home
improvement, and specialty retail shops throughout lhe city, county, and state (reference Table 13-3

above), the effectivencss of this measure cannot be quantified.

Install & gas outlel fn the backvard of residentiol buildings for wse with outdoor cooking appliances, such as gus
burning barbeques. The cffcct of this measure would depend on the number of residents or other sources
that purchase and use natural gas barbeques instead of wood or charcoal devices. Many residents may
already own or choose to purchase propane devices, compared to which this measure would have no

measurable benefit. Theretore, the effectiveness of this measure cannot be quantified.
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Response o Comment Letter 11
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (October 2%, 2003}

Install @ gas outlet with cevamic logs in any proposed fireplaces, incliuding outdoor recrentional fireplaces or pits.
This measure would reduce by approximately 85 percent the amount of PMu emissions generated by

these sources.

Install low nitrogen oxide (NOh) hot water freaters. (Beyond District Rule 246 Requirements). According to
Chapter 11 of the SCAQMLY's CEQA Air Quality Handbook, this measure would reduce the emissions

associated with the operation of water heaters by 4.5 to 11.0 percent.

HVAC units shall be equipped witl PremAir (or other manufacturer) catalyst systent if avatlable and cconomically
fensible at the time building permiis are issued. The PremAir catalyst cant convert up to 70 percent of grovnd level
ozone that passes vover the condenser coils infe exygen. The PremAir systent is considered fensible if the additional
cost 1s less than 10 percent of the base HVAC unil cost. This measure could result in substantial reductions in
vzone levels in the vicinity of the WRSP. However, the effectiveness of this measure cannot be quantified

since it wonld depend on the actual number and actual of use of these devices.

Reguire ol flat voofs in the nonresidential land use areas to have a white or sifver cap sheet to veduce energy
demnd. According to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMDY's CEQA Air Quality Handbock, this measure would
reduce the emissions associated with the energy demand of the new land uses by approximately 1.5

percent.

fnstall electric velticle charging vacewnys in residentinl garages and provide conductive/tnductive electric velicle
charging stations and sigiage prolibiting parking for nonelectyic vehicles af convmercial, usiness-professional, and
industrial land nses. The use of electric vehicles would eliminate the localized emissions associated with
individual internal combustion engines. At the present time however, no major automobile manufacturer is
selling or leasing electric vehicles to the general public. General Motors recently announced that they would
not renes the leases on the EVl vehicle currently in use. Therefore, it is doubtful that these facilities would be
used once the existing vehicles are removed from the state’s fleet mix. Therefore, they may have no affect on
lacal or regional air quality. lustead, gasoling/electric hybrid vehicles are likely to be the low emission vehicle
in the near future. On April 24, 2003, the CARB adopted a new program that requires automakers to offer
consumers thousands of hybrid cars beginning in 2005, with as many as 123,000 sold annually by 20'H). With
regard to zero-emission vehicles, the ARB is requiring automakers to build a 250-car demonsiration fleet

powered by fuel cells ralher than batleries by 2008,

Purchase battery-poteered ov electric landscape mainteamce equipnnent for new residences. The success of this
measure depends on the number of residences that would use electric landscape maintenance
equipment. Because the City will not prohibkit tor one development the use of gas powered cquipment

that many people already own and that can be readily and legally purchased at ocal hardware, home
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improvement, and specialty retail shops throughout the city, county, and slate (reference Table 13-3

above), the effectiveness of this measure cannot be quantified.
Configure parking to minimize fraffic interference. No specitic efficiencies are available from known sources.

Include wide parking spaces or vanpool only spaces te scconunodate vanpool vehicles in cmployment areas (ie.,
community commercial, business-professional. tndustriall and provide preferential parking for carpools and
vanpools in employinent areas (e, commnmtty commercial, business-professional, and industrinl areash.
According to Chapler 11 of the SCAQMD's CEQA A Quality Hondbook, these types of measures would
reduce the enussions associated with motor vehicles traveling to and fromo emplovment arcas by 0.1 o

1.3 percent.

Equip all truck loading and unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two dock doors. Dresel
trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes and shall be required to connect to the 1101208 volt
poteer to run any auxiliary equipment. Shynage addvessiing these yequivements shall be provided at the loading
dovks. This measure can result i substantial reductions in emissions from idling trucks. The actual
effectiveness depends on the amount of Hime that individual trucks would no longer idle, which cannot

be quantified at this time.

Vihicle and bicyele all day parking lots near rail stations. fransit stops, and freeway access points. No specific

cfficiendies are available from known sources.

Provide ridesharing infornmtion in o homeowrners assochition package. No specific efficiencies are available
& &

from known sources.

Contribute to an areq fransit fund to help build, maintain, ond enhance transit services/facilities/mnenities. No

specific etficiencies are available from known sources.
Subsidized school bus service. No specific efficiencies are available from known sources.
Subsidized added transit servives. No specific efficiencies are available from known sotirces.

Class 1T and HI on-street bikeway system. According to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality
Huandbook, these types of measures would reduce the emissions assoclated with motor vehicles traveling

to and from new land uses by 0.1 to 3.2 percent,

Desivn street fo maxihnize pedesirion access o transii stopa, site design to aceommodate bus travel, and sife design
to provide Nghted sheliers at transit access peinds, According lo Chapter 11 ot the SCAQMDYs CEQA Air

Cueality Tandbook, these lypes of measures would reduce the emissions associated with motor vehicles

traveling to and from new land uses by 1.1 to 2.5 percenl.




Response to Comment Leffer 11
Placer County Air Pollution Conirol District (October 29, 2003)

Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking and fransit facilitics. According to Chapter 11 of the
SCAQMDY's CROA Air Quality Handbook, this type of measure would reduce the emissions associated

with motor vehicies traveling to and from new land uses by (1.1 to 3.2 percent.

Provide higher density land uses around activity centers, transporiation nodes, and transil corridors. According
to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMIY's CEQA Anr Quality Handbook, this type of measure would reduce the

emissions associated with motor vehicles traveling to and from new land uses by 1.0 to 6.0 percent.

Only 1.5, EPA Phase II certified woodburning devices shall be ollowed in single-family residences. The emission

potential from each vesidence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per fowr. This measure would reduce by

Ly

approximately 85 percent the amount of PMae emissions gencerated by residential fireplaces.

Woodburning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitied in multi-family developments. Only natural gas or
propane fired fireplace appliances are perntitied. This measure would nearly elimimate the PV emissions

generated by multi-family residential fireplaces.

All fulrere developinent within the WRSP site shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through
the PCADPCD, to partially offsel long-term operational vzeme precursoy entissions. Off-site mitigation strategies ave
mdeled afler existing heavy duty nitrogent oxide reduction programs and include retrofitthig existing on-road or
off-road Inwvy vehiclesiequipment with cleaner burning engines, retrofitting ov purchasing new flow emission
wericulture punps, fransit vehicles, CNG fueling infrastructure or replacing non-EPA—certified woodstoves with
newr PPA—certified units. The design of the off-site miitigation program would depend on the fype and amount of
onission reductions needed. The program shall focus, to the extent feasible, on the City of Roseville vehicle fleet
andior uther emissions sources that divecHy affect City resudents. This measure could result in substantial
reductions in pollutant levels in the vicinity of the WRSP. Ilowever, the etfectiveness of this measure
cannot be quantified since it would depend on the actual measures that are implemented by cach

developer.

2 fiew of each indioidual project Dmplementing Herr own off site nnitigation program, an applicant may choose fo
pay an equivalent wnount of money mto the District's Air Qualify Mitigation Fund. The District provides
moenetary incentives to sources of alr pollutant emissions withi the projects general vieinitios that are not reguired
by o bo redvee their emissions. Therefore, the entission reductions are rveal, quantifinble, and implement provisions
of the 1994 State Dmplementation Plan. The off-sife mitigetion program has been implemented by o mumber of
projects in Plucer County, To the extent feasible, the implementation of any programs resulting from WRSP m lien
of fees showld be wsed in close proximity to the WREP wnd the City of Rosewille. This measure could result in
substanlial reductions in pollutant levels in the vicinity of the WRSP. However, the effectiveness of this

measure cannol be quantificd since it would depend on the contribution by cach developer and the
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programs that are subsequently implemented. Tt is possible that with adequate funding and the
successful implementalion of programs by the PCAPCD that the regional air quality impacts of the

WRSP and Remainder Arca developments could be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Based on the information above, it is not possible to quanlify the amount that these measures would
reduce the operational emissions associated with the WRSP and Remainder Area developments. Because
it is not possible to quantify and demonstrate the overall cifectiveness of these measures, the Final EIR
concludes the impacts of the WRSP and Remainder Arca would be significant and unavoidable under

CEQA.

Response to Comment 10

At the request of the PCAPCD, the text of MM 4.4-5 has been revised o remove the words “If feasible”
from the applicable bulleted item (refer to Response to Comment 11-9). The measure has also been
revised to require that commercial landscapers providing services within the WRSP site use electric or
battery-powered equipment, or other internal combustion equipment that is either certified by the
Calitornia Air Resources Board or is three years old or less at the time of use. However, the City of
Roseville considers it to be infeasible to prohibit lhe use of gas powered landscape mamtenance
equipment throughout the 5S0OI Amendment Areca. Many of the new residents within the S
Amendment Area will move from existing homes and will have existing gas powered landscape
maintenance equipment. As a matter of policy, the Cily will not prohibit the use of equipment that many
people already own and that can be readily and legally purchased at local hardware, home
improvement, and specialty refail shops throughout the city, county, and state for one development
within the Cily. Inforcement of such a measure would also be impractical and therefore infeasible to
implement. Refer also to Response 1o Comment 11-9 for a discussion of mitigation measures to reduce

operational air quality emissions.

Response to Comment 11

This comment discusses the importance of the off-sife mitigation program towards reducing lhe air
quality impacts of new development projects in Placer County. It serves as the basis for the revisions

provided in the following response {refer to Response lo Comment 11-12).

Response to Comment 12

Al the request of the PCAPCD, the text of MM 4.4-5 has been revised to require participation in an off-site

mitigation program (refer to Response to Comment 11-9).
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Response to Comment Letter 11
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 13

Based on the recommendation of the PCAPCD, the discussion of the City of Roseville Transportation
Syslems Management Ordinance on page 4.4-15 of the Final EIR has been revised as follows:
The City's Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordinance would require companies with more than 30

employees Lo prepare a TSM plan that promodes the use of alternative modes of transportation. Operational

crnissions excecding Placer County APCD thresholds would be srindmized-slishtly reduced wedes-ps a result of

this ordinance.

Response to Comment 14

All miligation measures adopled at the time of project approval will become conditions of approval for
and/or incorporated into the proposed Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendmcent. They will be
monitored and enforced through a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that would also be

adopted by the City of Roseville City Council.

Response to Comment 15

This comment is consistent with the discussion provided on pages 5-56 and 5-57 of the Final EIR of the
cumulative impacts associated with operational air quality emissions. Based on the previous responses to
this comment letter, the EIR has included all mitigation measures recommendecd by the PCAPCD to
reduce the potential construction-related and operational air qualily impacts thal would occur with
development of the 501 Amendment Arca, with the exception of a prohibition on the use of gas powered

landscape maintenance equipment throughout the SOl Amendment Area, which is considered infeasible.
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Comment Letter 12
DPW LAND DEVELOPMENT 2308897589 : 16/29 '03 17:23 NO.86T 02/04

Ocfober 29, 2003

Kathy Peage

City of Rosevilie
Planning Department
311 Vemon Strest
Roseville, CA 95678

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: SPHERE OF INFLUENCE
AMENDMENT & WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN: FIDDYMENT ROAD
AND PLEASANT GROVE BOULEVARD; APN 017-010-009, -010, -021, -034, -
035, -036, 040, -043, & -044, 017-015-003 & 037 -

Dear Ms, Pease:

The Placer County Department of Public Works (DPW) has completed our review of the

- above referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) far the West Rosevilie Specific
Plan (Specific Plan) and Sphere of Influence {SOI) Amendment.” We would iike to offer the

attached comments for your consideration. We request that these comments ba addressed in

the final EIR and that the City include the Placer County DPW on the list of responsible and

interested agencies to receive the Final EIR documents. .

If you have any questions or cancems regarding our comments on this project, please do not
hesitate {o cail Mr. David Price at (530) 888-7500, o

Sincerely,

COUNTY OF PLACER .
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORK
- T. D. HACKWORTH, DIRECTOR

- DAVIDW. PRICE, P.E.
ASSOCIATE CIVIL ENGINEER

kir-C\DatDwp\Civic DasigntWRSP DEIR comments 1&29—63.(10::

cc:  Fred Yeager
William Moore

Auburn: 11244 B Avernue / Dewht Cemter / Aybure, Salifornis 250032605 [ {530} BRS.Y500 / Fax (530) 289-THCA
Tahoe: 585 Waest Lake Blvd. / P.O. Box 1802 1 Tehoo Clty, Callfornis 881451909 { (530) 5818227 / Fax {520) 5B1-c228
www.placercagoviworks « publicworks@placer.ca.gov :

Titm Hackworth, Director

PLACER COUNTY Ken Grehm, Assistant Director
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS NWes Psor, Danas, irector
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. Comment Letter 12
DPW LAND DEVELOPMENT 5308897589 10/29 '03 17:24 NO.B&T Q5/D4

PLACER COUNTY DPW COMMENTS ON THE
WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT EIR

INTRODUCTION ~ CHAPTER 1

References are included in Chapter 1 and throughout the document to Appendices which werei

not inciuded, If the information in those Appendices, when referred to in the context of the | 123

narrative of the DEIR, raises additional questions, we reserve the right tc comment further. 1 )
—

LAND USE AND AGRICULTURAL RESOQOURCES — 3§CTION 4.1

In the section of the document discussing compatibility with surrounding uses, staff found ,—,{S

such discussion of Placer Parkway and the project’s, including the Remainder Area,l 12-4
compatibility with that propossed future use. This is @ major use of land that needs to be
addressed.

DRAINAGE & HYDROLOGY — SECTION 4.12

As the appendices referenced throughout the DEIR were not provided to the DPW, nwe
request a copy of the Fiddyment-Westpark Master Plan Drainage Analysis, June 2003 be | 5.5
pmvrded to us for our information and review.

TRANSPORTATION!C!RCULATION - SECT ION 4.3

County Roadway Impacts

The DEIR recognizes that the City of Roseville and the County are working towards a joint |
City/County fee program to assist with the widening of Baseline Road and the |
FiddymentWalerga Road corridor. it is imperative that the City and County continue to work | {
* jointly to get the fee adopted quickly and that all Specific Plan area development is subject to |
the fee. 4

12-6

- The DEIR provides a mitigation to effectively prohibit through travel on a portion of Blue Osaks
‘Bouievard until a north/south connection is constructed from Wast Side Drive to Baseline
Road. We support this mitigation, as it Is aimed at reducing fravel on Phillip Road and | 5.~
Brewer Road in the County. We wouid tike the mitigation to include language that the traffic
volumes along these roadways will continue to be monitored and the City will coordinate with
tha County fo consider and implement addmonal operational measures/restrictions if needed
as the plan area develops . —

Mitigation Measure 4.3-4(d} identifies the need to improve Phillip Road to Placer County
Rural Standards. The project should pay it fair share for this improvement. We also don't |
agree with the siatement on page 4.3-69 that indicates that the carrying capacity of Phillip | 12-8
Road is sufficient and would not cause a leve] of service impact. There is 2 1-14 mile
segment of this road that is unpaved and cannot be considered at LOS *A" carrying over

5,000 vehicles per day.

—]
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DPW LAND DEVELOPMENT = 5308897589 10/29 '03 17:24 NDO.8&T 04/04

. -
We would like to see the addition of a mitigation measure that prohibits construction vehicle | 1o 9
access from Phillip Road west of the Plan Area. : _J

General Comments

The plan provides for the westem extension of Pleasant Grove Boulevard to run in a|
northwest direction into the proposed Village Center. We believe there would be benefits of
an alignmerit of Pleasant Grove Boulevard, west of Fiddyment Road, extending more directly | 10_1g-
to the west to better facilitate east/west movements parallel to Baseline Road. We believe
this alignment would help to relieve the high volumes of traffic projected to occur along
Baseline Road and provide for better regional circulation.

The segment of Fiddyment Road between Baseline Road and Pleasant Grove Road is
currently within the County's jurisdiction. Based on conversations between City and County
staff, it is our understanding that the City has agreed to consider that Fiddyment Road be! 12-11
annexed into the City as part of the West Roseville Specific Plan approvals. The EIR shouid
cover the possibility of annexing Fiddyment Road.

A footnote in Table 4.3-20 indicates the level of service analysis for the Watt

Avenue/Baseline Road intersection is based on the City of Roseville'’s modified capacities. | 10.40
~This is not appropriate for the scenarics where this intersection is within the lurisdiction of the
- County (2020 No Project & WRSP), as the County does not use the modified capacities.
On Page 4.3-65 there is an impact table that identifies three scenarios: 1) SQI, 2) WRSP and |

3) Remainder Area. Ifis not clear how the SQOI differs from the Remainder Area. 12-13

‘Tabie 4.3-21 needs to include Baseline Road/Fiddymenthalerga' using the County's level o"f“ 1 1214
service methodology. __i

Table 5-2 appears to label multifarnily dwelling units as single-family dwelling units. The |
lable ajso identifies 5 residential dwelling units in the Sunset Industrial Area, which is not | 12-15
correct, ' ' : '

There should be some mention that the West Roseville Specific Plan is subject to payment of_f_
SPRTA fees, including a discussion of the improvements that will be funded through this ;| 12- 16
program. . . -
Table 4.3-19 identifies limits on Philip Road between WRSP and Potero Road. The limits | 12-17
should be between WRSP and Brewer Road. '







Response to Commen! Letter 12
Placer County Depariment of Public Works (October 29, 2003}

& Response to Comment Letter 12
Placer County Depariment of Public Works {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

As requested, and in compliance with the requirements of CEQA with respect to the preparation of a
Final EIR, the Uity of Rosevilie has responded te all comments provided by Placer County Department of
Public Works {October 29, 2003). Further, as also requested, the City of Roseville will provide Placer
County with a copy of the Final EIR. The Placer County Department of Public Works is identified as a
Responsible Agency in Section 1.4 (Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies} on page 1-6 of the Final

EIR.

Response to Comment 2

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issuc, Therefore,

no {urther response is required.

Response te Comment 3

The commenter does not indicate which appendices were not included in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no

further response can be provided.

Response to Comment 4

As reflected in an October 9, 2003, Memorandum from the County of Placer Planning Department to the
County of 'lacer Board of Supervisors, the evaluation of the need for, and potential alignment of, Placer
Parkway has just begun and will take four to five years to complete. The route alignment process must
follow federal procedures since federal funds are being used. Therefore, because the Placer Parkway
project is in a preliminary feasibility stage of planning, il would be speculative Lo incude it in the
evaluation of land use consistency. However, recognizing that Placer Parkway could be implemented,

Alternative 4 of the Final ETR included a potential alignment of the parkway.

Under Allomnalive 4, il is assumed that Placer Parkway would be comstructed through the northermn
portion of the WRSP and Remainder Areas. As previously mentioned, while an alignment for Placer
Parkway has not been selected, two of Lhe potential study alignments being examined by the Placer
County Transportalion Planning Agency (PCTPA) would transect the project site. One alignment would
bisect The WRSF Area {rom north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the
Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP and Remainder Arcas. PCTPA requested thal an allernative with
onc of the study alignments be studied in the Final EIR; therefore, Afternative 4 provides for a 1,000-fool

Placer Parkway corridor, which is iflustrated in Figure 6-4 of the Final EIR.
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Issues related 1o land use compatibility are provided in the land use discussion associaled with

Alternative 4, which is provided on page 6-99 through 6-101 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 5

The appendices referenced by the commenter are contained in Volumes III, IV(A), and 1V(B) of the Final
EIR. A copy of the liddyment-Westpark Master Drainage Analysis (June 2003) was sent to Mr. David
Price at Placer County Tublic Works on November 6, 2003. In August 2003, a copy of the Master
Drainage Analysis was provided to Mr. Andy Darrow at Placer County Flood Control and Water

Conservation District.

Response to Comment &

Comment noted.

Response fo Comment 7

Phillip Road is described in the Final FIR on pages 4.3-69 and 4.3-70. 'lhe City will monitor raffic
volumes on Philip Road and will coordinate with the County to consider and implement additional
opcerational measures/restrictions il needed as the plan develops. On page 4.3-84 and 4.3-85 of the Final

EIR, MM 4.3-3 is revised lo include a provision for monitoring volumes on Phillip Road:

Implementation of MM 4.3-3 (a) through {¢) would reduce these impacts to a
less-than-significant level, however, these improvement lie outside the
jurisdiction of the City of Roseville. DPlacer County can implement the
suggested mitigation measures, but may choose not to. if the improvements are
not made, levels of service would remain as shown in Table 4.3 22 and l'able
4.3 23.I'he City of Roseville wi onitor traffic volurmes and coordinate with
the...County  fo_ consider and implement additional operational
measures/restrictions if needed as the plan develops,

Response fo Comment 8

As noted in the Final EIR, MM 4.3-4(d) would mitigate impacts to Philip Road to a less-than-significant
level. However, because the improvements lie outside of the City of Roseville and there is no mechanism
in place at this time for payment of impact fees to Placer County this impact has been identified as
significant and unaveidable within the Final EIR. Refer to Response to Comments 20-6, 29-18, and 5-3 for

a discussion concerning regionatl traffic fees.

Development within the City of Roseville already participates in two regional traffic impacl fee
programs. These programs include the Ilighway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and the Scuth

Placer Regional Transporlation Impact Fee Program. In addition, the City and Placer County are
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currently working towards a third regional tee program to fund improvements to Baseline Road and the

Fiddyment/Walerga corridor.

Response to Comment @

As requested by the commenter, and included in the Final EIR under MM 4.4-3, all traffic, including
construclion traffic, will be restricted on Philip Road west of the plan area until a north/south arterial is

constructed. Refer to Response to Comment 12-7.

Response to Comment 10

The County’s comment that Pleasant Grove Boulevard should extend more directly to the west is noted.
The City cxamined both the currently proposed alignment as well as the alignment suggested by the
County and determined that the proposed alignment would not result in significant traffic impacts to the
County as a result of the WRSP. The City’s decision to align Pleasant Grove, as shown, allows a second
east/west arterial within the Plan area besides Blue Oaks Boulevard and maximizes the number of trips
through the Village Center to help ensure the economic viability of the commerdial component of the
project. The commercial center relies heavily on local traffic volumes to be successful, The City is
supporlive of a street pattern that will help ensure that the Village Center is constructed and, once

constructed, has the volume of traffic necessary to ensure its continued economic success.

Response to Comment 11

Annexing the portion of Fiddyment Road between Baseline Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard is not
part of the project; however, the City is agrecable lo discussing the benefits of anmexing this portion of

the roadway. Any such future action would require compliance with CHQA.

Response to Comment 12

The City of Roseville’s standard practice for evaluating roadway needs under its Capital Tmprovement
Program and level ot service policy has been to evaluate all signalized intersections within the City,
including those that are “shared” with adjacent jurisdictions (Stanford Ranch Road/Five Star Boulevard,
Douglas Boulevard/Sierra College Boulevard, Baseline Road/Tiddyment Road/Walerga Road, c¢tc). The
tratfic analysis in the Final TIR follows the City’s standard practice and consistently uses the City’s level
of service methodology, including modified Circular 212 capacities. Only with development of the entire
501 area would the City share the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road with Placer Counly.
Yel lo provide a consistent analysis, the City's methodology was applied at this interseclion under all
scenarios. The levels of service using the County’s mothods {or the scenarios where this inlersection is

fully within the County are as follows:

swiiie Bpacific Plon g
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W 2020 No Project—LOS “C” (V/C = 0.78)
m 2020 Plus WRSP—LOS “C” (V/C = 0.79)

Response fo Comment 13

The SOI Area consists of the WRSP Area and the Remainder Arca. Tmpact 4.3-3, which is analyzed on
page 4.3-66 threugh 4.3-70 of the Final EIR, identifies impacts under the following three scenarios: (1)
WRSP Area; (2) Remainder Arca; and {3) the entire 501 Arca (WRSP Arca and Remainder Area,

considered logether).,

Response to Comment 14

The City of Roseville’s standard practice for evaluating roadway nceds under tts Capital Tmprovement
Program and level of service policy has been to evaluate ali sicnalized intersections within the City using
the City’s standard methodology, including those that are “shared” with adjacent jurisdictions (Stanford
Ranch  Road/Five Star  Boulevard, Douglas Boulevard/Sierra  College Boulevard, Baseline
Road/Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road, etc). The trattic analysis in the Final EIR follows the City's
standard practice and consislently uses the City’s level of service methodology, incuding modified
Circular 212 capacities. The levels of service using the County's methods for the Bascline
Road/Fiddyment Road/Walerga Road inlersection arce as {ollows:

w2020 No Project—LOS “E” (V/C =0.91)

m 2020 Plus WRSP-—-LOS “E” (V/C = (0.96)

m 2020 Plus Full SO Amendment—LOS “T7 (V/C = 1.01)

Response to Comment 15

Both Tables 3-2 and 5-3 correctly idenlify single-family and multi-family dwelling units. With respect to
the Sunset Industrial Area, the commenter is actually referring to Table 5-3, rather than Table 5-2. There
are two entries for the Sunsct Tndustrial Area, one of which indicales five single-family dwelling units.
The five tesidential units are located west of Fiddyment Road, actually outside of the Sunset Industrial
Arca Plan, bul are included in the City's traftic model and labeled under the “Sunset Industrial Area”

due to proximity.

Response tc Comment 16

The requirement for the plan area to participate in the South Placer Regional Fee Program is wncluded

within the Development Agreement bebween the landowners and the Clity of Roseville,
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Response to Comment Leffer 12
_ Placer County Department of Public Works (October 2¢, 2003)

Response to Comment 17

The limits of the impact on Phillip Road are correctly shown in Table 4.3-18 as between the WRSP and
Brewer Road. The limits for the recommended mitigation meastire in Table 4.3-19 are consistent and also

cover the segment between WRSPF and Brewer Road.
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Commeht Letter 13

' : S,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g:‘%,
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research é‘”é’
: %fwc.mt@‘&?

‘ . State Clearinghouse
Gray Davis : & e Tal Finney
Gavernor ' T S e Interim Director

October 30, 2003

Kathy Pease S :
City of Roseville Planning Department N S S
311 Vernon Strect '
Roseville, CA 95678

f
i

12

i

!

i

j
L

Subject: West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment
SCH#: 2002082057

Dear Kathy Pease: -
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that |
reviewed your document. The review period closed on Qctober 29, 2003, and the comments from the 13-1
responding agency (ies) Is (are) enclosed.  If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Thosc comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.” :

- 13-2

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 13-3
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
envirenmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State 13-4
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have eny questions regarding the environmental review process.

Terry.R erts '
Director, State Clearinghouse .~

Sincerely,

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SATRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
(91634450613 FAX(S16)323-3018  www.opr.ca.cov




Lomment Letter 13

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2002082057
Project Title  West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment
toad Agency Roseville, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR _
Description  The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) examines the potential éffec_ts of a proposed project that

includes (1} amending a 5,527-acre area immediately west of the City of Roseville corporate
boundaries to bring it into the City's sphere of influence {SOIY; (2) adopting the West Roseville Specific
Plan (WRSP), which covers a 3;162-acre portion of the 5,527-acre SC! Amendment Area; and (3}
annexing the WRSP Area into the City's jurisdiction. '

Lead Agency Contact

Name Kathy Pease
Agency City of Rossaville Planning Department
Phone 916 774-5278 Fax
~ email
Address 311 Vernon Strest :
City Roseville State CA  Zip 95678
Project Location
County Placer
City Roseville
Region : :
Cross Streets  Fiddyment/Baseline
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 65
Alrports
Railways :
Waterways Pleasant Grove Creek, Curry Creek, Kaseberg Creek
Schools
Land Use  Agriculture/grazing ' ' !
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historie: Cumulative Effects; -
Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Gebiagic/Seismic: fanduse; Growth
Inducing; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks: Schools/Uriversities;
Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosicn/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; TramchIrcuiatlon,
Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply Weﬂand;’Rlpanan WJ!dIlfe
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; Office of
Agencies Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Air Resources Board, Major Industrial

Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Bd,, Region 5 {Sacramento); Department of Toxic
Substances Control; California Highway. Patrol; Caltrans, District 3; Caltransg, Division of Transportation
Planning; Native American Herltage Commission; Public Utllities Commission; State Lands
Commission; Office of Emergency Services

Date Received

09/15/2003 Start of Review 08/15/2003 End of Review 10/28/2003

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information providéd by lzad agency.



Response to Comment Letter 13

Response to Comment Letter 13

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(October 30, 2003)

Respense 1o Comment 1

The commenter acknowledges receipt of the Draft TIR and provides general procedural information
regarding the comment period and the disposition of the comments received. Tt is not a comment on an

environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenler quetes Section 21104(¢) of the California Public Resources Code as it pertains to the role
and responsibility of responsible or public agencies in reviewing and providing comments on a Draft

EIR. It is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 3

The commenter provides general procedural information regarding the disposition of the commonts

received. It is not a comment on an environmental 1ssue. Therofore, no furlher response is required.

Response fo Comment 4

The commenter acknowledges that the City has complied with the review requirements of the State

Clearinghouse. It is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.
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- Comment Letter 14

October 6, 2003

Kathy Pease
City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street '
Roseville, CA 95678

RE:  Request for extension of review period for West Roseville Specific Plan
and SOI Amendment DEIR

Dear Ms., Pease:

First of all, thank you for sending me the CD with the electronic versions of the
DEIR volumes.

I am writing now to urgently request that you extend the review period for this
decument. Given the sheer size of the document, that the public must review
(the DEIR itself is well over the 350 page limit set by CEQA) and the fact that we
Just received the Technical Appendices, it is unreasonable to expect the public
to do a thorough review of this document in the MINIMUM time {45 days} you
have allotted. This is clearly a project of “unusual scope or complexity”. It
deserves and requires more than the minimum review period.

We request that the review period be increased by at least 30 days beyond the
current deadline of October 29. Please let me know your decision as soon as
possible as we have several people working frantically to review these
documents.

Best Reg ¥

O P~

Ed Pandoline, Ph.D. _
Chair, Placer Conservation Committee
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

5530 Delrose Court
Carmichael, CA 95608
916 486-9174

erpfromca@aol.com

14-1

14-2

14-3






Response fo Commenf Letler 14

Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed Pandolfine) {October 6, 2003)

5% Response to Comment Letter 14
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed Pandolfino} (October 6, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This comment contains general information and js not a comment on an environmental issuc. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 2

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public
Review Period and the opporlunilics for public participation. With respect to the fength of the document,
while CEQA indicates that Draft EIRs should normally be less than 350 pages, these recommended page
limits were adopted to encourage agencies to avoid preparing unnccessarily long EIRs and to focus their
analysis on the key environmental issues. As reflected in Practice under the California Environmental
Quality Act (Koslka and Zischke 1999), “These page limits are rarely observed, EIRs are frequently
invalidated by the courls for incuding too little information but rarely for including too much
intormation.” in order to provide full disclosure of the environmental impacts that would result [rom
construction and/or operation of a project that covers a large geographic area with various environmental
resources and several ownership interests, at two levels of details (project level and program level), more
than 350 pages were required. To the extent possible, additional information is provided in the technical
appendices, rather than in the body of the Draft EIR, in order to reduce the page mit to the maximum

extent feasible.

Response to Comment 3

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public
Review Period and the opportunilies for public participation. The City informed Mr. Pandolifino thal Lhe
review period would not be extended an additional 30 days in written correspondence dated October 8,

2003, thereby providing a prompt response to his request.
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9165579659 SIERRA CLUR  Comment Letter 15 998 P2 CCT €6 'B3  14:39

N MOTHER L.ODE CHAPTYR

By I E RRA 1414 K Svezt, Soms 500
Sacramuwio, CA 55814

_ ( : _ T8L. (916} 557.1100 x 108
LU B _ Fax: (916) 557-0859
coordinstor@sierraclub-sac, org
FOUNDED 1892 www.motheriods, sierrachub. org

Qctober 6, 2003

Delia Sierra Group
o Kathy Pease
Moidu Group Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Placer Group ' Roseville, CA 95678

Sacramento Group
RE: Request for extension of review period for the DEIR for the West

Rosgeville Specific Plan and SOI Amendment
Shaata Croup

Sierra Nevada Group Dear Kathy,

Mahoe Grous I am writing to roquest an extention of the review period for the DEIR,
Reviewing the documert takes a considerable amount of time, since there are
many complex igsues involved. That is in part because this document 15-1
Puclumne Group examines a large and complex project, as well as a Sphere of Influence o
change, o
fahi Group 1

In addition to myself, I suspect there are others who have also just become

“ohuia Group aware of the fact a copy of the Technical Appendices, not included with the 15-2
 original volumes, is also needed to adequately review the DEIR.

‘olano Group - We believe that the opportunity for public input would be much better served

if an additional 30 days beyond the minimum 45 days was provided, 15-3

Sincere -

Terry Davis?
Conservation Coordinator
Mother Lode Chapter Sierra Claub

Repeesenting 17,000 members in 24 counties in Northem and Central California
Alpine « Amador - Buita » Calaveras - Colusa « El Dorade « Glenn » Lassen - Modoc - Nevada « Placer - Piymas
Sagrémenio - San Jeaguin - Shayta - Bieyea - Siskivou - Solane - Sianislaus - Sutler - Tabanma - Tuolurmna « Yolo - Yuka






Response to Comment Letter 15
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier (Terry Davis) {October 6, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 15
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter {Terry Davis} (October 6, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public

Review Period and Lhe opportunities for public participation.

Response to Comment 2

Section 1.8 (Inlroduction, Document Organization) of the Tinal FIR includes as introductory text: “To
help the reader locale information of particular interest, a brief summary of the contents of each section
of the EIR is provided. This report includes eight principal parts...” This scclion describes all eight
principal parts, with the appendices specifically referenced as the last principal part of the document.
Further, many references were made to the appendices in the lext of the Final EIR when the information

conlained therein was relevant to, or supportive of, the technical discussion.

Response to Comment 3

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public
Review Period and the opportunities for public parlicipation. The City informed Mr. Terry Davis that the
review period would not be extended an additional 30 days in written correspondence dated October 8,

2003, thereby providing a prompt response to his request.
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Comment Letter 16

October 10, 2003

Paul Richardson

Director of Planning

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Koseville, CA 95678

RE:  Your response to our 10/6/03 Request for extension of review period for
West Roseville Specific Plan and SOI Amendment DEIR '

Dear Mr. Richard_son:

. Thank you for your prompt response to my request for an extension of the
review period. ' :

~ Your letter suggests that the primary rationale for not extending the review
period is based on your desire to have public comment meetings on this prior to
the holiday peried. I am confused by that rationale. I fail to see how extending
the DEIR review period would affect those meetings. The list you enclosed
shows that you have already scheduled six meetings for public comment within
the review period. Those meetings could proceed as scheduled even if the review
period were extended. Indeed, the only meetings on the list you sent me that are
not already within the current review period are the two (tentative} City Council
meetings on December 3 and December 17, .

Are you assuming that a final EIR could be ready for City Council to review and
- certify in December? If so, I find that incredible. The mountain of documents
that compose this DEIR is going to create a mountain of comments. There is no
possibility that those comments could be adequately reviewed, considered and
responded to in one month, - ' :

You further note that CEQA guidelines provide that the review period not be
longer than 60 days, “except in unusual circumstances”. There are most
certainly unusual circumstances in this case. The documents themselves are
well beyond upper size limit under CEQA standards and many additional
documents needed to review the conclusions of the DEIR are not included in
the DEIR itself and must be reviewed in person in your offices. Most of us
reviewing these documents have jobs, family and are doing all of this on a
volunteer basis in our ‘spare time’, '

H you are sincerely interested in allowing the public to adequately review this
project, you should welcome an opportunity to extend the comment period.

16-1

16-2

16-3

16-4



Comment Letter 16

. 7/
I request that you reconsider your decision and extend the review period, at : 16-5
least to the full 60 days anticipated under CEQA.

Best Regaxds,

Ed Pandolfino, Ph.D,

Chair, Placer Conservation Committee
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society

5530 Delrose Court
Carmichael, CA 95608
016 486-9174

erpfromca@aol.com



Response to Camment Letter 16
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed Pandolfino) (October 10, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 16
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed Pandolfino) {October 10, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,
no further response is requived. Mr. Pandolfing requested an extension of the public review period on
October 6, 2003 {reter to Comment Tetter 14). The City sent a response to Mr. Pandolfino on October 8,
2003, indicating that the public review period would not be extended. This letier (Comment Letter 16)

was sent to the City in response to the City’s letter of October 8, 2003,

Response to Comment 2

If the public comment period on the Drafl EIR were extended, the schedule for release of the Final EIR
would also be extended. The City determined thal a 45-day public review period, combined with a
public workshop and the opportunity to presenl oral Leslimony at three Commission meetings, five
Planming Commission meetings, and two tentatively scheduled City Council meetings allows far more

than the minirmum required opportunities for public input.

Response to Comment 3

Itis anticipated that the City Council will consider certification of the Final EIR and approval or denial of

the project in January 2004.

Response te Comment 4

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion of the Adequacy of
Public Review Period and the opporlunities for public participation. Refer also to Responses to
Comments 14-1 through 14-3, which are provided in response to Mr. Pandolfino’s original request for an

extension of the public review period.

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy o Public Review Period) for discussion of the Adequacy of
Public Review Period and the opportunitics Jor public participation. Refer also to Responses to
Comments 14-1 through 14-3, which are provided in response to Mr. Pandolfino’s original request for an
extension of the public review period. The City remains committed to aliowing full public participation
with respect lo this project and, towards that end, offered to meet with Mr. Pandolfino to review the

project and/or the environmental documents (in the City’s letter dated October 8, 2003).
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Comment Letier 17

California Native Plant Somety

MATLS!

l; I |_a

REDBUD CHAPTER, P. O. Box 668, Cedar Ridgdg, A9b9F4“‘

QOctober 14, 2003
Ms. Kathy Pease _
City of Roseville Planning Department Oy - b -
311 Vernon Street

Roseviile, CA 85678

S

PLANNMING DEF&RTi‘fP\

Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment

A. Page 4.7-11 to 14: In August 2003 the US Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical habitat
in Placer County for 15 wetland animals and plants listed as threatened or endangered under the
Federal Endangered Species Act.

Table 4.7-2 only lists 5 species as Federaily threatened or endangered, Where is the discussion
and survey information for the other 10 species? This section is incomplete.

B. Table 4.7-1: Vernal poois are usually quite small compared to an acre. There are over 1,000
vernal pools but they only total 33.91 acres. To describe the environment and fully disclose the
impacts, the number of vernal peols should be used instead of or in addition to acreage,

C. Figure 4.7-2: This figure is the only source of information for determining the true impact of
the project on vernal pools or waters of the t1.5, Using a maanifying glass, I counted the
number of vernal peols (Waters of the U.S.) with the following resuits: Total is

approximately 1,061; the number in “direct impact areas” is 776 or 73 percent; the
number in “gresewe areas 1s 285 oF 27 percent

Because of the quality and scale of the map, these figures must be considered approximate.
Omission of this Kind of data can lead to accusations of bias.

I find this information to be a significant, irreversible impact, which cannot be mitigated. Even if
acreage is used as a measurement the impact on Waters of the U.S. is stiit significant when
considering the statement on page 4.7-10, ™...and approximately 5.82 acres of wetlands and 4.5
acres of ephemeral drainages are within the areas proposed for off-site improvements.”

D. Table 4.7-2: There is no listing of American Manna Grass, Glyceria grandis, which has a
potential to occur in WRSP. Also, Red Bluff Dwarf Rush, Juncus feiospermus var. leiospermus,
which is not listed for Placer Co., has the potential to cccur,

1 suspect that surveys for Special-status Plants were conducted only on a portion of the 2,400
acres to be graded. What percent of the area was actually surveyed for each plant? How many
of the over 1,000 vernal pools were surveyed during the biooming period for the Federaily
threatened Slender Orcutt Grass, Orcuttia tenuis?

Of the 15 species of plants, invertebrates, and amphibians listed, six have been abserved or are
known to occur in varnal pools of WRSP, Because approximately 73 percent of the vernal pools
will be directly impacted, T believe that the impact/effect on these six species is significant,
irreversible, and cannot be mitigated. '

E. Section 4.7.4: Under “Standards of Sigmf cance” the project wili have a significant impact on
the 2%, 4%, and 5% items. . . . S

3 Dedicated to the preservation of California native Hova
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Comment Letter 17

California Native Plant Society

Concerning the requirement of MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands), there has been no
discussion in the project plans to create or enhance on-site wetlands. All of the mitigation for
wetlands is based off-site preservation, restoration, and perhaps creation. This document states
on page 4.7-9, that “To date, no wetland delineations have been conducted for the Remainder
Area or the off-site improvement areas. Because no wetland delfineations have been prepared for
either of these areas it is difficult to assess accurately the acreage and other “waters” of the
u.s.”

MM 4.7-1 is an invalid mitigation measure because there is no information or data
provided to insure that off-site areas contain aver 700 vernal pools with the same
plant and animal species as in the project area.

Who owns the off-site properties and will they be protected in perpetuity? How
many other projects have used these same properties for mitigation?

| This EIS is incomplete and should be withdrawn until the mitigation of impacts to
wetlands can be insured, described, and validated,

1 have one last opinion that I need to make: To proposes or intimate that “man” can create,
recreate, or restore a 450,000 to 600,000 year old landscape after disturbance and destruction,
especially vernal poois, is naive, stupid, arrogant, and ignorant.-

Thank you for your timely response to my request for the document!

L”h{/ [y "{JL{’

Rlchard Hanes, President
Redbud Chapter, California Native Plant Scciety

cc: Sierra Club
: CNPS, Sacramento Valley Chapter

-
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Response to Comment Letter 17
California Native Planf Society, Redbud Chapter (Richard Hanes) (October 14, 2003)

% Response to Comment Letter 17
California Nafive Plant Society, Redbud Chapter (Richard Hanes)
(October 14, 2003)

Response 1o Caomment ]

This comment contains general introductory information and is not a comment on an environmental

issuc. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter is correct in stating that, on September 24, 2002, and under the final critical habitat rule
on August 6, 2003, under the Federal Endangered Species Act, the USTWS published a notice (Federal
Register 67:39884-60039) proposing critical habitat for tour vernal pool crustaccans and eleven vernal
pool plants in California and Southern Oregon. The proposed critical habitat designation affects

approximately 47,905 acres in western Placer County (Placer Legacy 2003).

Table 4.7-2 (page 4.7-13 through 4.7-15) identifics 27 special-slalus species potentially occurring in the
West Roseville Specific Plan Arca. As noled by lhe commenter, five species with the crilical habitat
designation are identified as federally threatened or endangered. The ten other species referred to by the
commenicr, while identitied in the USFWS critical habitat designalion, are not known or suspected to
occur on site because the habitat is not present 1o support those species or the project site is outside the

arca of known range of the species, and, thus, were not included in Section 4.7 of the Final EIR.

Habilats for vernal pool species (four crustaccans and eleven plants) were designated for the following;

- Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conseroalivl
. Longhorn fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lonyinntennal

. Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi)

He o ed R =

. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packard:)

o

. Contra Costa goldfields (Lasthenia conjugens)

an

. Hoover's spurge (Chamaesiice ronvert)

~1

. Succulent (or fleshy) owl's clover (Castilleju compestris ssp. succulenta)

(<)

. Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana)

WO

. Greene's tuctoria { Tuctoria greene)

10, Hairy orcutt grass (Qrculiin pilosa)

I1. San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass (Oreutha inaeguealis)

12, Slender orcult grass (Orcidthia ferids)

13. Butte County meadowfoam (Linmnanihes floccosa ssp. californica)

14, Sacramenlo orcutt grass (Orcuttin viscida)
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15, Selanoe grass (Tuctorig mucronata)

The project site is located within the species range (region within which the species naturally lives) of
four of the fiftcen species with the critical habitat designations: vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
lynchi), vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packard), Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcutfia viscida), and
slender orcult grass (Orcuttin tenuis). Each of the four species is known to occur in the arca, allhough
none was found during the sile surveys as described below. The vernal pools on site represent probable

habital for the vernal pool fairy shrimp.

Species surveys prepared for the project are listed on page4.7-1 of the Final EIR and include the
tollowing:
m Results of Surveys for Special Status Species in the Fiddyment/Placer 1600 Project Area, by Miriam
Green Associates, July 18, 2000
m Rare Plant Survey of the West Roseville Specific Plan, by URS, June 25, 2002
m Lichen and Brophyte Surveys of the West Roseville Specific Plan, by TURS, June 23, 2002
m Wel Season Surveys for Freshwater Invertebrates and Spring Survevs for Rare Plants for the
Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan, by Jones & Stokes Associates, July 2002
a Rosevilie West Specific Plan Area, Biotic Resources, Existing Conditions, by Sugnet & Associates,
Tuly 21, 1994
The surveys identified species that occur (verified during field survevs) and species that have the
polential to occur on the site. Results of the surveys are summarized in the text of the Final EIR

(pages 4.7-1 10 4.7-22).

Three of the {our species on the site with critical habitat designations are lisled on Table 4.7-2 in the Final
EIR {pages 47-13 through 4.3-15): vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta tynehil, vernal pool ladpole
shrimp {Lepidurus packard), and slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia teniis). One of the species listed in a survey
(Green 2000}, Sacramento orcutt grass (Oreuttin viscida), is identitied as potentially occurring on the site,
but is not listed on Table 4.7-2 on the Final EIR. Table 4.7-2 is revised to include an entry for Sacramento
orcutt grass {Orcuttin viscida) as a special-status species potentially occurring in the West Roseville
Specific Plan Area. The information provided by the commenter does not result in a new environmental
impacl or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified envirenmental impact because

existing mitigation measures address potential impacts to these species,
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Response fo Comment Letter 17
~ Colifornia Native Plant Society, Redbud Chapter (Richard Hanes) {October 14, 2003}

Table 4.7-2 Special-Status Species Potentially Occurring in the
West Roseville Specific Plan Area
- ! Stalus? - o Present
Common NMome | Scientific Name® | (Fed/CA/CNPS) s . Primary Habilat on Site® Comments
Sacramento Drcuftia visada E/EAB My Yernal pool | s Nat observed during surveys of
groutt grass October : the project site.

The USTWS assessed on-site and off-site compensation habital and recently issued a Final Biological
Opinion dated November 20, 2003, undcer Scclion 7 of the tederal Endangered Species Act for the WRSP
{(Final Biological Opinion letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS lo Tom Cavanaugh of USACE, dated
November 20, 2003 and provided in Appendix Y of this Final FIR). The Biological Opinion notes that
project lies within the Western Placer County Unit (Unit 12) for the vernal pool fairy shrimp designated

on the critical habitat list {(pages 7 to 9 of Biological Opinion).

In the Incidental Take Permit {page 18), the USFWS has determined that, “this level of anticipated take is
not likely {o resull in jeopardy to the vernal pool fairy shrimp, or vernal pool tadpole shrimp or resull in
adverse modification of critical habitat for the veral pool fairy shrimp. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp
critical habital does not occur within the project arca so no adverse modification is likely to occur as a

result of this project.”

Response to Comment 3

As shown in Figure 4.7-2 of the EIR, small complexes of vernal pools are scattered throughoul the project
site. However, whether it is one large pool or many scattered pools, the impacts and corresponding
miligaticn would remain the same. The impacts were determined in consultation with the USACT and
USFWS, consistent with standard methodology for wetlands and the methodology outlined in the Clean
Water Act, Section 404. This methodology used to calculate aqualic habilat impacts and appropriate
compensation is calculated in terms of wet acres, rather than the number of vernal pools. Whether the
aquatic habitat is “jurisdictional” under the federal Clean Water Act is independently determined by the
USACE. Acknowledging the importance of the standard approach to habitat impact assessment {using
wel acre calculations}, the USFWS, instead, assessed the WRSP on a watershed (or landscape) basis
during consultation tinder Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act, USFWS viewed both en-site
impacts and off-site compensation in terms of vernal pool grassland habitat and required in-kind
mitigation landscapes to offset grassland impacts. The watershed approach to evaluating vernal pool

impacts was discussed in meetings between the City and USFWS.

This approach resulted in the landowners purchasing off-sife property {c.g., Yankee Slough and East

Sheridan) to compensate for on-site impacts. This approach considers habilat within the vernal pool

S lane o Speen o Vlan oand G071 s oiendent see. iR N 13-149



Chapler 13 Responses to Comments

landscape, rather than on a per-acre basis. This approach in measuring the vernal peol inventory and

impacts is consistent in the applicant’s application to the USACHE and USFWS.

Response fo Comment 4

The commenter provides information regarding the total number of vernal pools as well as the number
of pools in direct impact areas. The commenter suggests that the Tinal ETR should consider the number of
vernal pools. The commenter’s use of the number of pools to derive a percentage of impact area does not
accurately reflect the aclual degree of impacts. Refer to Response to Comment 17-3 for a discussion of the
extent of vernal pools wilhin the project site and throughout Placer County and the methodology for

assessing and/or mapping vernal pool habitat.

When developing the WRSP land use plan, including the on-site habitat preservation strategy, primary
consideration was given to compliance with federal Clean Water Act. Specifically, Scction 404(b)(1) of the
Clean Water Act which includes an alternatives analysis that requires that impacts to wetlands and
vernal pools be avoided and minimized, and where avoidance or minimization is not possible, that
compensation tor impacts is provided through off-site preservation, wetland creation or resloration
efforts. As part of this analysis, the concentrations of on-site aquatic habitats were assessed. To the
maximum extent possible, impacts to higher density complexes of vernal pools and to the larger vernal
pools that can have greater diversity and potentially support slender Orcutt grass were avoided or
minimized. Some of the smaller, more spatially distributed vernal pools fall within the development
area. As noted in Response to Comment 17-3, the off-site compensation sites were chosen on a vernal pool
landscape basis, thus mitigating both the upland vernal pool grasslands associated with the smaller

vernal pool areas as well as the vernal pools themselves.

Response to Comment 5

In Comment 174, the commenter estimates the tolal number of vernal pools located within the project
site, as well as potential impacts to those vernal pools. This comment reflecls that the data provided in
Comment 17-4 should be considered approximate. Refer to Response to Comment 17-3 regarding the

standard methodology for mapping wetlands.
("3}/ | i

Response to Camment &

The conumenter indicates thal impacts to waters of the United States should be considered significant and
unavoidable. Impact 4.7-1 (Loss of Federally Protected Wetlands and “Other Waters” ol the United
States), analyzed in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR, concludes thal impacts to
wetlands and waters of the United States would be significant prior to mitigation. However, the

proposed mitigation ensares a “no net loss” of wetlands, which is a policy supported by the federal and
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Response to Comment Leffer 17
California Native Plant Society, Redbud Chapter (Richard Hanes) (October 14, 2003)

State governments. As reflected in Table 4.7-3 (Wetland Impact Mitigation-Analysis} in the Tina) FIR,
approximately 32.78 acres of waters of the United States would be divectly or indirectly impacted by the
proposed project, and approximately 118.58 acres of waters of the United States would be provided as

mitigation, thereby ensuring no net loss of wetlands.

The commenter correctly states that approximately 5.82 acres of wetlands and 4.5 acres of ephemeral
drainages are within the areas proposed for off-sitc improvements, as discussed on pages 4.7-9 and 4.7-10

of the Tinal EIR.

Response fo Comment 7

The commenter states that Table 4.7-2 does not include American manna grass, Glycerig grondis, which
has a potential to occur in the WRSP, and red bluff dwarf rush, Juncus leiospernmus var. leiospermus, which

is not listed for Placer County, but has the potential to occur.

American manna grass, Glyceria grandis, has a potential to occur in the WRST, but was not specifically
identilied within the species surveys of the property (California Native Plant Socicty [CNPS] 2003,
Invenlory of Rare and Endangered llants (online edition, v6.2); Rare Plant Scientific Advisory
Committee, David P. Tibor, convening cditor, California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA, accessed

on November 21, 2003, trom http://www.cnps.org/inventory).

A related species, manna grass, Glyceria declinats, which is not a special-status species, was found on site
(results of Surveys for Special Status Species in he Fiddyment/Placer 1600 Project Arca by Miriam Green
Assodiales, July 18, 2000, and Jurisdictional Delineations for Fiddyment and 1600 Placer Investors

Properties).

The commenter states that red bluff dwarf rush, Jincus leiospermus var. leiospermus, which is not listed for
Placer County, has the potential to occur. Red bluff dwarfl rush is usually found in wetlands and is

endemic to California.

Both American manna grass and red blufl dwarf rush, although not found during sile surveys, could

occur on the site and are, therefore, added to Table 4.7-2.

The information provided by the commenter does not result in a new environmental impaci or a
subslantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing

mitigation measures address potential impacts lo these species.
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Table 4.7-2 Special-Status Species Potentially Oceurring in the
West Roseville Specific Plan Area

. Status? - Present

Common Name Scientific Name'* (Fed /CA/CNPS) Season? Primary Habitat! on Site® Comments
_Plants

American Giyceria grandis E/E/1E April-luly Vernal pool 3 Mot observed during surveys of

manna grass the prolect dhte,

Red bluff dwarf | Juncws =-S1B rarch— Vernaf 3

Response fo Comment 8

The commenter requests information about the extent to which surveys were conducted. The following
special-status plant surveys were conducted:
®  Results of Surveys for Special Slatus Species in the Fiddyment/Placer 1600 Project Area, by Miriam
Green Associates, July 18, 2000
= Rare Plant Survey of the West Roseville Specific I’fan, by URS, Junc 25, 2002
m Lichen and Brophyte Surveys of the West Roseville Specific Plan, by URS, June 25, 2002
m Wet Season Surveys for Freshwater Tnvertebrates and Spring Surveys for Rare Plants for the
Placer County Habital Conservation Plan, by Jones & Stokes Associates, July 2002
m Roseville West Specific Plan Area, Biotic Resources, Existing Conditions, by Sugnet & Associates,
July 21, 1994
Kach of these studies included surveys of the entire 3,162-acre WRSI® project arca with the exceplion of
the survey prepared by Sugnet & Associates, which considered a geographical area that included only a
portion of the WRSP site. In order to identify the majority of species listed, field surveys were conducted

in April, May, and June 2000.

The commenter asks how many of the 1,000 vernal pools were surveyed during the blooming period for
the federally threatened slender orcutt grass, Orcuftia fenuts. Slender orcutt grass is listed on Table 4.7-2
and described on page 4.7-16 of the Final EIR. Slender orcutt grass occurs in vernal pools from May
through July, which is considered the blooming period. The spedial-status species survey prepared by
Miriarmn Green Associates was conducted in April, May, and June 2000. The April surveys were designed
to coincide with early blooming vernal pool plants and the late season surveys were timed to coincide
with [ater blooming plants, such as the orcutt grasses (Orcuttia spp.) (results of Surveys for Special Status
Species in the Fiddymoent/Placer 1600 Project Area by Miriam Green Associates, July 18, 2000, page 5).
The Miriam Green Assocdiales surveys were conducted on foot using meandering lranseds {or earky-
seasom surveys. According lo Miriam Green, every pool on site was surveyed. Afler surveving an

individual pool, the information was documented by notating which pools were surveyed and noting
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Response fo Comment Letter 17
California Native Plant Society, Redbud Chapter (Richard Hanes) (October 14, 2003)

any target plants on the field maps. In addition, notes were taken on the water depth in cach pool, its
flovislic diversity, and extent of grazing. For the Junc surveys, the deeper pools were revisited which
were marked as wet during the April surveys and also the pools in which dwar{l downingia was
identified. Of the approximately 965 vernal pools on site, approximalcly 620 {64 percent) of the pools
were surveyed during the blooming period for orcutt grasses (Green 2003). The surveys on the WRSDP
orcutt grasses were conducted to coincide with the iming of known blooming season of orcutt grasses at

other sites (L.e., Phoenix Field Park in Fair Oaks) (Green 2002, appendices).

Response to Comment @

The commenter states an opinion that impacts to vernal pool specics should be considered significant

and unavoidable. Refer to Response to Comment 17-3.

Response to Comment 10

The commenter states that in Section 4.7.4 of the Final EIR, the project will have a significant impact on
the second, fourth, and tifth items listed in the Standards of Significance. Other than short-term impacts
due to the loss of oak trees, all impacts to biological resources can be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures (refer to MM 4,7-1 through
MM 4.7-15 on pages 4.7-64 through 4.7-75 of the Final EIR). For impacts to oak trees, implementation of
the proposed mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant for long-
term impacls. Short-term impacts to cak trees would remain short-term significant and unavoidable, The
commenter indicates that the project will have a significant impact with respect to three thresholds of

signiticance, yet provides no information to substantiate this opinion.

Response to Comment 11

The commenter states that there is no discussion regarding plans to create or enhance on-site wetlands,
As reflected in Table 4.7-3 {(Wetland Tmpact Mitigation Analvsis) of the Final EIR, a total of
approximately 48.14% acres of on-site mitigation will be provided, consisting of 40.193 acres of on-site
preservation and 7.926 acres of on-site restoration. On-site restoralion of wet swales, seasonal wetlands,
and emergent marsh will occur along portions of Pleasant Grove Creek within Fiddyment Ranch. Vernal
pool resloration is not presently proposed on site. Theretore, vernal pool resloralion is only proposed in
the otf-site mitigation areas at Yankce Slough. Yankee Slough is a site that has been historically dry
farmed, causing degradation of the vernal pool landscape. Although no wetland delineations have been
conducted for the Remainder Area, MM 4.7-2 requires that wetland resources be thoroughly delineated

prior to approval of development plans for the Remainder Area. In addition, MM 4.7-2 requires that
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Chapfer 13 Responses to Comments

mitigation plans provide for no net loss of wellands, ensuring that any impact will be less than

significant after mitigation.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 17-3.

The Biological Opinionissued by USTWS (November 20, 2003) states that Yankece Slough is an acceptable
off-site Tocation for the restoration of vernal pool habitat. The Yankee Slough arca has been found to
contain occurrences of vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool grassland habitats. The Biological
Opinton states thal “the oft-site preservation componenls al [Yankee Slough] assist in preserving large
parcels of vernal pool habitat in this northwestern portion of Placer County and would off-set the loss of
habitat on the proposed Westpark/Fiddyment site.” The Yankee Slough property has been dry farmed
for the fast twenty years; and prior to farming, it was a natural vernal pool landscape (ECORP and

Wildlands, Inc. 2003). Currently, the Yankee Slough property contains approximately 25.48 acres.

The USEFWS has visited the off-site mitigation locations and issued a Final Biological Opinien dated
November 20, 2003, indicating that the proposed mitigation, including the mitigation locations, is
adequate to allow issuance of an Incidental Take Stalement under Section 7 of the federal Endangered

Species Act.

Response to Comment 13

The commenter requests information regarding the ownership of the off-site properties and how they
will be protected in perpetuity. The off-site properties, known as Yankee Slough and East Sheridan, are
owned by welland/habitat mitigation banking enterprises such as Wildlands Inc. and Conservation
Resources. The off-site properties will be purchased in fee, deed restricted, or a conservation casement
will be placed on the miligation sites to ensure preservation in perpetuity as open space. An Qperation
and Management (Operalion and Management) Plan and Long-Term Monitoring Program will be
prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of the USFWS that names an independent Preserve
Manager and Preserve Steward to oversee all restoration, maintenance, and monitoring activities. No
other projects have used these properties for mitigation purposes. The WRSP will be the first project to

utilize these specilic off-site locations for mitigation purposes.

Response to Connment 14

The commenter slates that the Draft EIR is incomplete and should be withdrawn until the mitigation of
impacts to wetlands can be insurced, described, and validated. The Draft ETR complies with all of the

substantive and procedural requirements of CTQA, including, but not necessarily limiled to, the




Response fo Comment Letter 17
California Native Plant Society, Redbud Chap_'fer {Richard Hanes) (Cctober 14, 2003)

consideration and discussion of impacts to wellands and the identification of feasible mitigation
measures that are designed to avoid, reduce, or compensate for wetland impacts. With respect 1o the
completeness of the EIR, the project can only be approved if the City of Roseville certifies that (1) the
Final EIR was compieted in compliance with CEQA; (2) the Final EIR was reviewed and considered by
the decision-making body; and (3) the Final EIR retlects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and
analysis. Refer to Topical Response C (Adequacy of Draft EIR) for a discussion of the Adequacy of Draft
EIR of the Dratt EIX.

Response to Comment 15

The commenter states an opinion regarding man's ability to create, recreate, or restore wetlands.
Creation and restoration of wetland habitat, including vernal pools, is an accepted method of
compensatory mitigation of the natural resource and permilting agencies, including the USEFWS, USEDPA,
COFG, and USACE. Furthermore, many long-term studics of the success of vernal pool restoration
etforts indicate thal he function and characteristics of arfificial or restored basins replicate natural pools
over time (refer to Review of Ten Years of Vernal Pool Restoration and Creation in Sunta Barbara, California,
Wayne R. Ferren Jr. and David M. Hubbard, and Ar Overview of 15 Years of Vernal Pool Restoration and
Construction Activities in San Diggo County, California, Charles Black and Paul Zedler; both documents are
tound in C.W. Witham, E.T. Bauder, D. Belk, W.R. Ferren Jr, and R. Ornduff (Editors) Ecology,
Conservation, and Managenent of Vernal Pool Ecosystems — Proceedings front a 1996 Conference, California

Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA 1998).

In addition to the creation and restoralion of wetland habitats, the proposed mitigation strategy also
includes the preservation of existing habital to compensate for on-site impacts. As indicated by
Table 4.7-3 (Wetland Impact Mitigation Analysis), approximately 66.873 acres will be preserved (both on

site and off site) and approximately 51.706 acres wil! be restored (both on site and off site).

The proposed mitigation ensures a “no net loss” of wetlands, which is a policy supporied by the federal

and State governments,

Response fo Comment 16

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,
f

no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 18

California Native Plant Society
Sacramento Valley Chapter

P. Q. Box 160585
Bacramento, CA 95816

- October 14, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 85678

I am writing in response to the Draft EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of
Influence Amendment, on behaif of the Sacramento Valley Chapter of the California Native Plant
Society.

The impacts to the project area vernal pools do not appear to be fully disclosed, Painstaking

examination of figure 4.7.2 shows that more than 700 vernat pools, out of the 1000 within the

project area, will be directly affected by the preferred alternative. Since individual vernal pools

are small, the discussion of only acreages is misleading and incomplste. The numbers of pools

involved are important for fully understanding project impacts, and for understanding the extent of
challenges for compiete miigation. .

The project area is generally described in the Introduction, and elsewhere, as containing “non-
native annual grassiands®. However, vernal pools are often small refuges for native plants. A
short (and | suspecl incomplete) list of these plants is listed on page 4.7-11. Since these vernal
pools appear 1o be well distributed across the entire projedt area, it is misleading to characierize
the site as “non-native annual grassiands®. It would be more accurate to include the vernal pool
grasslard in the basic description.

The DEIR states that the Remainder Area has not been surveyed for special status plants, but 5
that none are suspected. This statement is mis-leading as special-status vernal pool plants can
often pop up where they are not expected! | know of one population that is restricted to only one
pool in & large vernal pool landscape, and went undetected through several professional surveys.
If surveyad areas can harbor listed plants, it seems reckless to make assumptions about
unsurveyed areas. ot

As far as mitigation measures, the MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands) was incomplete, as
there was no discussion of on-site mitigation and it is unclear whether there are existing, available
off-site areas that coentain similar numbers and quality of vernal pools as the project area. Vernal

pooi creation is a poor substifute for the preservation of a functioning system.

Sincerely,

%ﬂ/{“‘j YV g

Mary Maret, Conservation Co-Chair
Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native Plant Society

18-1
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Response to Comment Lelter 18
California Naiive Plant Society, Sacramento Valley Chapter (Mary Maret) (October 14, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 18
California Native Plant Society, Sacramente Valley Chapter (Mary Maret)
(October 14, 2003)

Response te Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter states that impacts Lo vernal pools do not appear to be fully disclosed due to the number
of vernal poels that will be impacted as a subset of all of the vernal pools. Consistent with the
methodology of the federal Clean Waler Act, Section 404, the methodology used to calculate aquatic
habitat impacts and appropriate compensation is in lerms of wet acres, rather than the number of vernal
pools. Whelher the aquatic habitat is “jurisdiclional” under the federal Clean Water Act is independently
determined by the USACE. While acknowledging the importance of the standard approach to habilal
impact assessment (using wel acre calculations), the USTWS decided to evaluate impacts associated wilh
the WRSI on a watershed (or landscape) basis during consultation under Section 7 of the federal
Endangered Species Act. This appreach resulted in the landowners purchasing off-site property (e.g.,
Yankee Slough property) to adequalely compensate for on-site impacts. The landscape analysis considers
habitat within the vernal pool Jandscape, rather than solely on a per-acre basis. The assessment of upland
grasslands (i.e. vernal pool grasslands) in measuring the vernal pool inventory and impacts is consistent
with the applicant’s application to the USACE and USFWS. The commenler’s use of the number of pools
to derive a percentage of impact arca does not accurately reflect the actual degree of impacts. For the
reasoms stated in Response to Comment 17-3, the USFWS evaluated impacts on a watershed basis (refer

also to Response to Comment 17-3).

Response to Comment 3

The commenter states that vernal pools are often small refuges for native plants and that an incomplete
list of plants is listed on page 4.7-11. The commenter is correct that vernal pools are refuges for nalive
plants. The text on page 4.7-11 includes a brief sampling of the types of vernal pool species thal are likely
to occur within the project site. Table 4.7-2 on page 4.7-13 through 4.7-13 of the Final TIR includes a
complete list of spocial-status species occurring in WRSP project area. The plant surveys prepared for the
project (refer Lo Response to Comment 17-8) incJude exhaustive lists of plant types that have lhe potential

to occur on the project site,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

The commenter states that since vernal pools are distribuled over the entire project site, it Is mislcading
to characterize the site as non-native annual grasslands and suggests that vernal pool grassland be
included in the basic description. Pages 4.7-3 through 4.7-12 of the Tinal EIR describe the terrestrial
habitats located on the project site, which include annual grassland, blue oak woodland, valley-toothill
riparian, ['rees-of-Heaven Grove, wetlands, ephemeral creeks, and vernal pouls and secasonal wetlands.
As stated on page 4.7-3 of the Final EIR, annual grassland is the most commaon and extensive habitat

type, representing approximately 4,300 acres of the 5,527-acre project silc.

Response to Comment 4

The commenter states thal the Remainder Area has not been surveyed for special-status plants and
suggests that the Draft EIR concludes that none are suspected. Page 4.7-42 of the Tinal EIR specifically
stale, “Surveys for special-status plant species have not been conducted in the Remainder Avrea.
However, this area is similar to the WRSP Area, so it is likely to contain suitable habital for these species
in the habitats that are present there. Loss of special-status plant species would be a significanl impacl.
MM 4.7-2 requires that surveys for spedal-status plants be conducted prior to any development in the
Remainder Area. If no special-status pla_n[s are determined to be present in the Remainder Arca, then no
further mitigation would be required. However, if special-status plants are determined to be present in

the area, then the project applicant shall cnsurce that no net foss of special-status plant species wilt occur.”

Response fo Comment 5

The commenter states that MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands) is incomplete because there is no
discussion of on-site mitigation. As reflected in Table 47-3 (Wetland Impact Mitigation Analysis) of the
Final EIR, a total of approximately 48,149 acres of on-site mitigation will be provided, consisting of 40.193
acres of on-site preservalion and 7.956 acres of on-site restoration. On-sile Testoration of wet swales,
seasonal wetlands, and emergent marsh will oceur along portions of Pleasant Grove Creck within
Fiddyment Ranch. On-site vernal pool restoration is not proposed. Given the indirect impacts assumed
by the USFWS and the associated mitigation to compensate for these impacts. Any restoration of vornal
pools within 250 feet of existing vernal pools on site would require additional compensation for indirect
impacts; hence, it Is not effective compensation. Therefore, vernal pool restoration is only proposed in the
off-site mitigation areas at Yankee Slough, which js a site that has been historically dry farmed, causing

degradation of the vernal pool landscape.

The USTWS (Letter from Ken Sanchex of USFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE, dated November 20,
2003) states that Yankee Slough is an acceptable off-site location for the restoration of vernal pool habitat.
The USFWS5S has conditioned the project to prepare a Restoration Plan and to provide a tunding

mechanism to fully fund maintenance, management, and moniloring of the preserve and restoration
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Respoanse fo Comment Leffer 18
California Native Plant Society, Sacramento Vaolley Chapter (Mary Marei) (October 14, 2003)

areas. The restoration plan must identify the location, size, and density of vernal pool/swales proposed

for the site,

The USFWS states that the Yankee Slough area has been found to contain numerous occurrences of
vernal pool fairy shrimp within vernal pool grassland habitats. The off-site preservation components at
Yankee Slough assist in preserving large parcels of vernal pool habitat in this northwestern portion of
Placer County and would off-set the loss of habital on the proposed Westpark/Fiddyment site (Final

Biological Opinion, November 20, 2003, page 16}

The USFWS has visited the proposed off-site mitigation locations and has issued a Tinal Biological
Opinion daled November 20, 2003, indicating that the proposed mitigation, including the mitigation
locations, is adequate to allow issuance of an Incidental Take Statement under Sectiom 7 of the

Endangered Species Act.

The off-site properties are owned by weltland/habilal mitigation banking enterprises such as Wildlands
Inc, and Conservation Resources. The off-site properties will be purchased in fee, deed restricted, or a
conservation easement will be placed on the mitigation sites to ensure prescrvalion in perpetuity as open
space. An Operations and Management Plan and Long-Term Monitoring Program will be prepared and
implemented, to the satisfaction of the USFWS, that names an independent Preserve Manager and

Preserve Steward to oversee all restoration, maintenance, and monitoring activities.

Creation and restoration of wetland habitat, including vernal pools, is a method of compensatory
mitigation accepted by all of the natural resource and permitting agencics, including the TSTWS,
USETA, CDFG, and USACE. Furthermore, many long-torm studies of the success of vernal pool
restoration efforts indicate that the function and characteristics of artificial or restored basins replicate
natural pools over time {refer to Rewvivwr of Ten Years of Vernal Pool Restoration and Creation in Santa Barbary,
Californin, Wayne R. Ferren Jr. and David M. Hubbard; and An Ouverview of 15 Years of Vernal FPeol
Restoration and Construction Activities in Saw Dicgo County, California, Charles Black and FPaul Zedler; both
documents are found in CW. Witham, E.1. Bauder, 1. Belk, W.R. Ferren Jr., and R. Omduff (Edilors),
Ecology, Censcrvation, and Management of Vernal Pool Ecosystems-Proceedings from a 1996 Conference.

California Native Plant Sociely, Sacrament, CA, 1998).

As indicated by Table 47-3 (Wetland Impact Miligalion Analysis), approximately 66.873 acres of
wetlands/vernal pools will be preserved (both on site and oif sile) and approximately 51.706 acres of
wollands/vernal pools will be restored (both on site and off site). Of the total amount of wetlands

mitigation, approximately 94.81 acres are specifically designated for vernal pool restoration and
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preservation. The proposed mitigation ensures a “no net loss” of wetlands, which is a policy supported

by the federal and state governments,
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: e i 1 BAY AREA . SACRAMENTO
; | 2000 Powell Stregt, Suite 1175 928 Second Streat, Suile 200
: A ro Emeryviile, CA 84608 Sacramanto, 0A 95814
kO ! Officer 510.547.9300 Office; 916.446.2259

i Fax. 510.547.8302 Fax: 816.448.2253

wwew rabuildoa.org

Qctober 23, 2003

Paul Richardson, Planning Director
City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Subject: Proposed West Roseville Specific Plan
' Request - SUPPORT :

Dear Mr. Richardson,

On behalf of the Caﬁfornia Alliance for Jobs, which represents 50,000 construction union

members and 1,700 contractors in Northern California -~ more than 4,000 of whom . 19-1
reside in Placer County, I urge your support of the proposed West Roseville Specific :
Plan.

The California Alliance for Jobs has been working hard to ensure proper transportation
and land use decisions and policies are developed to adequately accommodate the : 19-2
180,000 new residents who will move to Placer County over the next 20 years. '

Jl

The proposed West Roseville Specific Plan is a well-conceived project that will help
Placer County meet its new housing needs. The West Roseville Plan will also contribute _ 19-3
more than $130 million towards road, bike and pedestrian improvements throughout
the Roseville Area.

Ad dltlonally, the West Roseville Specific Plan will:

. Permanently set aside 955 acres for parks and open space — 30% of the overall 19-4
project area; -

* Provide for the bulldmg of four elementary schools, one middle school and one 19-5
high school; —

« (’reate 5,000 new full-time jobs in Roseville, and 400 seasonal construction jobs 19-6

and approximately 3,000 more jobs in the iegion as a result of local spending;
*  Generate $10 million annually in local property taxes to be shared by the City of

Roseville and Placer County. 19-7

|

We commend the long-range comprehensive planning effort put forth by both City
planning staff and the applicant, and are confident when completed the West Roseville 19-8
Specific Plan will enhance the quality of life enjoyed by Roseville residents

Sincerely,

L

Joseph Cruz
Government and Business Affairs I\epresentatzve
A Labor Management Parthership to Bund a Better. Callforma

Agsociated Operating -Enyineer:ng MNorthern Assacialion of

Genaral Gonlractars Engineers Looal Union #3 ani Utility Contractors Califorria Qistrict Counci Engincering Sonsiruction

of Calfornia : ‘Association of l.aborers - Employers






Response fo Comment Letier 19
California Alliance for Jobs (Joseph Cruz}__lf_'hOctober 23, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 19
California Alliance for Jobs (Joseph Cruz} (October 23, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting individuals, organizations,
and/or experls, Further, the comment expresses support of the project. This commenl is acknowledged,
and the opinion of the commenter(s) will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and

consideralion when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 2

This comment conlains general information on the purpose of the commenter’s organtzation and activity
Placer County. It is not a comment on an environmental issue. This comment is acknowledged, and the
opinion of the commenter{s} will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and consideration

when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 3

The comment’s support for the WRSP, and its inference that the project will hefp the County meet
housing needs, and contribute to the regional transportation improvements is noted. The opinion of the
commenter(s) will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and consideration when deciding

whether to approve or deny the propesed project.

Response to Comment 4

The comment's stalement regarding increased recreational opportunitics and dedicated open space
resulting from the proposed project is noted, and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and

consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 5

The comment's statement regarding educational improvements and new school construction resulting
from the proposed project is noted, and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and

consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 6

The comment's statement regarding increased employment opportanities construction resulting from the
proposed project is noted, and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration

when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed projecL.
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Response tc Comment 7

The comment’s statement regarding increased Lax revenue for both the City and County resulting from
the proposed project is noted, and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration

when deciding whcther to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment §

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

af Boseville
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Comment Letter 20

CEONNDED 1892

Slema Footkills Aundubon Soolety

October 28, 2003

Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department:
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

RE: Comments on the West Roseville Specific Plan and so1 Amendment DEIR

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. The comments below

were written on behalf of Sierra Foothills Audubon Society and the Mother Lode 20-1
Chapter of the Sierra Club. ' ]

inadequate coverage of impacts due to development of the Remainder Area:

It is clearly anticipated in the DEIR that development will occur in the
Remainder Area. Therefore, the impacts of this annexation will almost certainly -
include all the impacts associated with that additional development. CEQA
requires that all reasonably foreseeable impacts be considered. However, the
DEIR gives only cursory treatment to those impacts. Before this annexation 20-2
decision is made, the EIR must analyze all the impacts of that future
development and describe mitigation plans in some detail. Simply stating that
the impacts of those Remainder Area developments will be mitigated in similar
ways to those of the WRSP irapacts is not adequate. :

Inconsistency with Guiding Principles: ' . —

The proposed project is inconsistent with, or in direct violation of at least 6 of

the 13 Guiding Principles adopted by the Roseville City Council.

» Guiding Principle 3: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall not
conflict with the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Tyeatment Plant and future
Power Generation. Facility.” _ '
¥» The 1000 foot buffer between residential areas and the wastewater

treatment plant will not prevent plant odors from being a nuisance to 20-3
residents. I have visited dozens of wastewater treatmenit plants :
throughout California and can attest to the fact that all of them, even the
most modern, produce strong odors at certain times of the day and times
of the year. The 1000 foot buffer is not adequate to prevent these odors




Comment Letter 20

from being a nuisance to residents. There will be an avalanche of
complaints from residents that may ultimately force the closing of this
plant. When Sacramento built the Elk Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant
they buffered it with thousands of acres of open space to prevent such
‘conflicts. Roseville cannot afford to take the risk of having this plant shut
down. '
- » The mitigation measures required for operation of this plant are

- dependent on Roseville's compliance with the MOU between the city and
the US Fish & Wildlife Service. As noted elsewhere in these comments,
Roseville is not in compliance with this MOU and this project will put it
further out of compliance by destroying more of the resources that the
MOU was supposed to protect.

+ Guiding Principle 5: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall

include a plan to ensure full funding and maintenance of improvements and
services at no cost to existing residents (including increased utility rates). A
proposal shall not burden/ increase the cost, or diminish the supply and
reliability of services.” o '

» Most of the mitigation measures proposed in this DEIR to deal with
increased need for services are non-specific. None is supported by a full
financial analysis, budget and means of funding. This document does not
constitute the significant evidence needed for decision makers to
determine if this project can meet the requirements of Guiding Principle
5. _

Guiding Principle 6: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in
regional traffic solutions and in right of way preservation.”

> This project will add the traffic impacts of over 21,000 residents and
additional employee visits to an area already in a crisis state in terms of
traffic congestion. Comments on the NOP received from the Catifornia
Highway Patrol confirm this situation, “The project...will substantially
increase troffic volume and impact State highways...particularly nterstate
80 {I-80), State Route 65 (SR 65) and Baseline Road.” They further note
that growth in Lincoln, the Galleria opening and the Casino have already
caused a “major increase” in Usage of SR 65. With regard to I-80 they
state, “Interstate 80...is currently operating at near maximum capacity.
During certain times of the day, Interstate 80 is beyond capacity resuiting
in gridlock or near gridieck as traffic flows at a seriously reduced speed in
both directions. This gridlock and congestion increases the potential for
additional coilisions. Any significant increase in growth will further affect
this major Interstate.” This project offers no means to mitigate direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts on SR 65 or I-80.

» This project directly jeopardizes the completion of Placer Parkway, a
- project purported to relieve congestion on SR 65 and I-80. The process
for selection of a right of way corridor for Placer Parkway is currently
underway and all or nearly all of the potential routes go through the
Project Area. However, no allowance is made in the Specific Plan for this
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contingency. Indeed, the approval of this annexation and Specific Plan
may make Placer Parkway infeasible if the least environmentally
damaging’ route is blocked by this development, This project, rather than
aiding “right of way preservation®, will eliminate most right of way
options for Placer Parkway. ' :

» In addition, this project has, as noted elsewhere in these contments,
indirectly supported two additional proposed projects, Placer Ranch and
De La Salle, both of which would block some or all of the possible routes
for Placer Parkway. ' -

» The project, as shown in the DEIR, will directly reduce the service levels
at many local intersections and on numerous County roads and impacts
will be significant even after mitigation. :

Guiding Principle 7: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall secure
and provide a new source and supply of surface water and should include
reduced water demand through the use of recycled and other off-sets.”

» As noted elsewhere in these comments, the water supplies for this
project are almost purely speculative. It relies on water sources that are
by no means assured or “secure” and requires use of groundwater in
direct viclation of the Guiding Principles and of the Placer County
General Plan. _ '

Guiding Principle 11: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shail
include a significant interconnected public open space

component/ conservation plan in coordination with the City of

- Roseville/ USFWS Memorandum Of Understanding.”

> As noted above and elsewhere in these comments, this project is -
inconsistent with the spirit and intent of the Roseville/USFWS MOU.

Guiding Principle 13: “Any déﬁelopment proposal mr of Roseville shall
provide a “public benefit” to the City and residents.” '

» As acknowledged in the DEIR itself, this project will bring to Roseville
and neighboring communities increased traffic congestion, increased air
-pollution, less open space, increased risks of water shortages and
- numerous other impacts that will substantially degrade the quality of life
that most Roseville residents came here to enjoy.

Inappropriate and unjustified inducement of growth beyond Roseville Sphere of

Influence:

The fundamental rationale for this project is to *Aid the City in meeting its

recognized obligation to accommodate a percentage of future population growth in

the region by increasing the residential holding capacity...” This is an
inappropriate rationale for the following reasons:
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» Over the past 20 or so years Roseville has been among the faste.st
growing cities in the state, growing at a rate substantially higher than

- the state as a whole. It is now the largest city in Placer County and has

already contributed MORE than its share of new residential housing.

¥ The current city boundaries contain room for growth, infill and
redevelopment for further residential, commercial and industrial
development.

» The West Placer region already has holdmg capacity well in excess of its
requirements {based on California State Department of Finance
projections) for at least the next forty years without any further re-zoning
or expansions of city borders or spheres of influence (SACOG Blueprint
Base Case Report, Yeager 2003). Some minor rezoning, redevelopment
and/or increases in assumed density could extend that holding capacity
for even more years into the future. '

This request for annexatlon and expansion of Rosevﬂie s Sphere of Influence
violates both the spirit and intent of the Cortese- KnOXnHeﬂzberg Local -
Government Reorganization Act of 2000. This legislation is intended to insure
logical, orderly growth that balances the need for housing and employment with
preservation of open space and efficient use of infrastructure. The basic tenet is
that urban sprawl that destroys open space and extends urban services and
impacts into agricultural areas must only occur after other means to
accommodate growth within existing urbanized areas have been exhausted.

- Given the current holding capacity of this region, there is no basis for a project
with such substantial and unavoeidable environmental impacts to proceed.

Under Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg development is required to be steered away from
“Prime Agricuitural Land’. The DEIR claims that only a small portion of the
project area qualifies for this designation. However, that conclusion is hased
only on soil type and assumes intensive crop agriculture, Section 56064 of
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg defines Prime Agricultural Land to include, “land that
supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has a
carrying oapacr,ty equivalent to at least one animal per acre.” The land in
question is clearly capable of supporting substantial numbers of grazing
livestock and has done so in the past.

Section 65352,5 requires that timely availability of water supplies is necessary
to approve such annexations or sphere of influence changes. As noted
elsewhere in our comments, this requirement cannot be met for this project.

This project does not meet Roseville’s fair share of regional affordable housing
and moves the City even further away from reaching that share, SACOG applies
a 34% figure for fair share of affordable housing, while Roseville continues to
struggle to even attain a 10% share. Infill and redevelopment opporiunities
within the existing Roseville City Limits would be much more likely to produce
affordable housing units. Those opportunities should be exhausted before
considering such an expansion of the city boundaries. In fact, the DEIR does
not even consider such an alternative {see comments below under Alternatives).

| |
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The DEIR does not demonstrate a reliable, longwterm source of water for thix

- Project:

o Regulatory Setting Omissions: Regarding the regulatory setting (DEIR
4.11.14}, there are additional statutes that address the need for proof of
sufficiency of long-term water supplies.

P

)

-

‘California Environmental Quality Act (PRC 21151.9)

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000
{Gov, Code 56668(k) _

Planning and Zoning Law {Gov. Code 65352.5)

= The DEIR xmpropelly classifies certain additional supplies as emstmg
supplies, _

>

The various statutes require, among other things, that the City
demonstrate the ability to adequately serve the needs of the project, in
addition to the build-cut of the existing General Plan. This includes the
demands associated with a 20-year projection, durmg single-dry and

- multiple-dry years. (Gov. Code 66473.7)

The statutes make a distinction between presently available supplies and
those "projected water supplies that are not currently available.” The
DEIR use of the phrase "existing supplies” is inappropriate in the -
regulatory context. Much of the so-called existing supplies are in fact
"projected water suppliea that are not currently available." All additional
supplies that are needed to serve the project, both direcily and indirectly,
are subject to the substantial evidence test that they can be relied upon

(Gov. Code 66473.7 (d)).

Presently, as the DEIR notes Roseville does not have sufficient supplies
available during dry years to serve build-out of its General Plan (51,620
AF'/yr}). Although the City's contractual entitlenients are 62,800 AF/yr,

- under the Water Forum Agreements, Roseville can access only 39,800

AF/yr during dry years and 55,700 AF/yr during wet years. Although the
City has contingency plans to pump ground water and use recycled
water to boost water supplies, since the City's current demand is only
32,799 AF /yr, it has done no groundwater pumpmg and proditced little
recycled water. Existing available supplies in dry years are little more
than the 39,800 AF/yr available under existing contracts and
agreements

¢ All additional supplies must be subject to the substantial evidence test. |

>

Part of Roseville's strategy to supply the WRSP/SO0I is to increase City
supplies to a level at which there will be a surplus. By increasing existing
supplies available during dry years to its wet year level of 55,700 AF/yr,
it hopes to have a surplus of 4,080 AF/yr to provide to the WRSP/SOL
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But the projected surplus water supplies are not currently available, so
cannot be considered "existing supplies” as the DEIR claims. Efforts by
the City to create a surplus, including the pumping of groundwater and
the increasing the capacity to malke available additional recycled water
are subject to the same substantial evidence tests of reliability that those
additional supplies that are more obviously directly tied to the project are
subject to, '

» Any water supply projects, such as water transfers, reclaimed water,
conservation measures, groundwater pumping, etc, must be verified by .
providing the following documentation: {Gov. Code 66473.7 and Water
Code 10910{d}2)(A)(B)(C) '

~  Written contracts or other proof of rights to supplies. |

» A completed and adopted financing program for delivery.

s All applicable federal, state, and local permits.

§  Any necéssary regulatory a;ﬁproval required to convey the water.

The DEIR fails to provide evidence that each method of delivery of new
supplies meets the substantial evidence test for reliability. '

» The City of Roseville intends to cobble together a number of supply
sources, including recycled water, ground water, conservation, and a
transfer from San Juan Water District to meet the needs of the WRSP,
The DEIR and the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix S) fail to
document that the above criteria have been specifically met in regard to
each new supply source. The Water Supply Assessment is overly vague

- and general in documenting compliance. {WSA p.10)

‘The DEIR fails to account for, analyze the impacts of, and mitigate for the

total amount of groundwater pumping necessary for the project.

» In many instances the DEIR miss-states the total groundwater to be
pumped to serve the WRSP. In order to create surplus water supplies for
the City to make available to the WRSP/SOI, during dry years it plans to
pump 7,400 AF /yr that it is not carrently pumping. This is in addition to
the amount given as necessary to serve the WRSP, 2,848 AF/yr.

¥ The DEIR provides very little analysis of the impacts on local
groundwater related to pumping 10,248 AF /yr. (WSA p.11-13). How will
the water table be impacted for nearby agricultural operations? Placer
County has recently approved in concept the De La Salle University and
Community, which will rely on groundwater indefinitely depending on
whether/when supplies from the Sacramento River diversion are
available. What will be the cumulative impacts to the aquifer?
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} The only mitigation provided (by fallowing farmland) is for the 2,484
- AF/yr. The pumping of an additional 7,400 AF/yr to enable that a
surplus of City water will be available for the project must also be
mitigated for, or declared unmitigatable.

Inadeguate consideration of Special Status bird species:

1.

Table 4.7-2 {page 4.7-13) contains inaccurate information and omissions. It
also appears that two important sources of information about bird species in
this area have been ignored: the results of the 2002 Lincoln Christmas Bird
Count and recent surveys conducted by Jones & Stokes for the Placer
County HCP/NCCP.

Burrowing Owl is listed as a summer resident on this site. This species is
commonly a year-round resident in much of the Sacramento Valley (Fix &
Bezener 2000), including the valley portions of Placer County (Webb 2003).
Burrowing Owls have been observed on this site as late in the year as mid-
October {pers. obs.) and are likely year-round residents. For the sake of this

- docuraent, it should be assumed that they occupy their burrows throughout
~ the year on this site.

Short-eared Owls were not mentioned in this table. They are a California
Species of Special Concern) and have been found just north and west of this
site (LeBaron 2003).

Prairie Falcon was NOT listed in this table {although it was mentioned in the

. text on page 4.7-19). This species is regularly found on this site in winter

(LeBaron 2003, pers. obs.}.

Merlin was not mentioned in the table although it is a California Species of
8pecial Concern and has been found just west of this site {LeBaron 2003).
Long-billed Curlews (a California Species of Special Concern) were not
mentioned. They are regular spring and late summer migrants and winter
residents in this area and were found on this site during the 2003 Lincoln
Christmas Count {LeBaron 2003, pers. obs.).

Loggerhead Shrike was described as “knoton to occur in the vicinity of the
project site”. In fact, this area harbors large numbers of Loggerhead Shrikes
in winter {LeBaron 2003) and this species is regularly found on site in the
breeding season [pers obs.).

. Tricolored Blackbirds (a state AND federal Species of Special Concern) forage

on this site in winter (LeBaron 2003, pers. obs.).

. In addition, Yellow Warblers and Willow Flycatchers are regular spring and

fall migrants along Pleasant Grove Creek.

10.Two statements on page 4.7-43 suggest that “suitable nesting sites” ex:st on

_site for Perruginous Hawk. This species does not normally nest in California
(Johnsgard 1990, Small 1994}, As noted in Table 4.7-2, 1t is present on this
site in winter {(LeBaron 2003).

Inadequate mitigatior: of impacts on Special Status bird species:

In general, the DEIR assumes that meeting the minimal necessary standards
imposed by the regulatory agencies is sufficient to mitigate the impacts to all

the Special Status species to less than significant. This is simply inadequate

[
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under CEQA. Mitigations may need to go well beyond the level required by the
agencies t¢ achieve impacts that are less than significant.
¢ Swainson’s Hawk : ' :

1. Swainson’s Hawk numbers in California have declined by over 90% in
the last century (Bloom 1980). Therefore, extraordinary measures must
be taken to insure that this species is not extirpated from our state. The
declines in this species are due to both loss of riparian breeding sites
(Katibah 1983) and loss or degradation of foraging habitat (England et al.
1997). Mitigation must address both types of impacts. '

2. There may be no more than a half dozen or so breeding pairs of
Swainson’s Hawk left in Placer County {pers. obs.). The fact that as many
as three of those breeding pairs may use this project site calls for great
diligence in mitigating the loss of this particular patch of habitat,

3. Table 4.7-4 significantly underestimates the impact on foraging habitat, —
One must assume that all of the grasslands on this site will be impacted
by development. This includes the Remainder Area and the areas
designated as Open Space within the development. The action '
anticipated by this project will almost certainly result in the development
of the Remainder Area. The on-site retained open space is unlikely to
support Swainson’s Hawks due to its small size, fragmented nature and 20-36
indirect effects of dense adjacent residential development. Although this
species is known to be more tolerant of human activity near its nest site
than many other raptors (Estep 1989, England et al. 1995), there is no
evidenice that it would forage in such small areas of highly impacted

~ habitat (Berry et al. 1998). Therefore, the actual acreage of foraging
habitat impacted is closer to 5000 acres (nearly 3000 acres of the WRSP
and nearly 2000 acres of the Remainder Area). _ —

4. The mitigation ratios proposed are inadequate to mitigate the impacts of R
this project. First of all, we must keep in mind that a 1:1 mitigation raiio
really means that there will be a net, acre-for-acre, loss of Swainson’s -
Hawk habitat in the near term. Mitigation of less than 1:1 {as proposed

‘here} in the context of the dramatic declines in this species is
inadequate. This will increase, not decrease the species trend toward
extirpation. Mitigation at 1:1 of similar habitat should be an absolute
minimum standard. Even 1:1 mitigation should be accompanied by a
management plan to enhance the habitat value of the mitigation lands
{e.g., planting of alfalfa, grain or hay crops- Schmutz 1987, Bradbury
2002, Woodbridge 1991) to increase its ability to support Swainson’s
Hawk breeding success. Indeed, Noss et al. (2002} emphasize the critical
need for specific types of active agriculture to preserve this species,
stating that Swainson’s Hawks “cannot be protected through the
conservation and preservation of grasslands, vernal pool, or other natural
habitats. Nesting density, a strong indicator of an area’s carrying capacity,
is as much as 6 times greater on cultivated agricultural londs than on
grasslands.” '

5. The reduction of mitigation ratios for land more than one mile from a
nest site shown in Table 4.7-4 is based on incorrect information
concerning nest site distances. Apparently only the older off-site nest site
locations were used (ECORP 2003}, ignoring the fact that Miriam Green 1 20-58
Associates {Miriam Green Associates 2000) found an active nest site on
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the property itself (not “adjacent to the WRSP Areq” as the DEIR states on
page 4.7-17}. From the general description of the location of this nest, it
is likely that nearly the entire project site is within a mile or so of this
‘nest. :
- Reducing the mitigation ratio for land more than one mile from the nest
sttes is not justified. In this particular case, the locations of current and
historical nest sites just to the east of this project means that birds using
those sites are likely to be especially dependent on the project site since
- the areas to the east and south of those nest sites are now highly
“urbanized and essentially worthless as foraging habitat. While the notion
of reduced value for habitat more than one mile from the nest site may
have some theoretical validity for perfectly circular, nest-centered home
ranges (with fairly homogeneous habitat quality), it does not apply in this
case,
. The size, location and nature of the proposed mitigation lands are
inappropriate and inadequate. Average home range size for a single pair
of Swainson’s Hawks in Northern California has been estimated to be .
between 6800 and 9000 acres, with some home ranges as large as
20,000 acres {Estep 1989, Babcock 1995, Woodbridge 1991).

a. As explained above, the 600+ acres of fragmented on-site Open
Space cannot be counted toward mitigation. _

b. The proposed mitigation land is spread throughout the county in
separate blocks, none of which is large encugh to support

~ breeding Swainson’s Hawks.,

¢. The sites are largely surrounded by land that is unprotected from
future development and, therefore, may become useless islands of
habitat in the future.

d. The sites do not necessarily contain suitable Swainson’s Hawk
foraging habitat.

e. The sites do not necessarily have suitable nesting sites for
Swainson’s Hawk. '

f. The mitigation plans do not specify any management activity to
enhance or maintain habitat value for Swainson’s Hawk on these
sites and no funds are allocated for this purpose.

. The means by which these mitigation lands would be acquired are vague
and speculative. From page 4.7-69 of the DEIR, “Areas within Yankee
Slough and other as of yet an undermined (sic??} southern Placer County
site (possably (sic) Reason Farms) would be preserved (see Figure 4.7-4 )
Up to 400 acres of the 486.66 additional Off-site Conservation Easemertt
acres are proposed to be located at Reason Farms. Acquisition of the

~ preservation acreages in two areas near Sheridar in southwestern Placer
County detailed in Table 4.7-4 and Figure 4.7-4 would reduce impacts due
to loss of grasslands to less than significant’. In other words, to
compensate for the loss of nearly 5000 acres of documented Swainson’s -
Hawk foraging habitat {(see item 3 above), Table 4.7-4 proposes 690 acres
at one specified location and another 468 acres of largely speculative
preservation at some number of other sites yet to be determined.

. There is no mitigation proposed for possible loss of Swainson’s Hawlk
nesting sites. All mitigation for Swainson’s Hawk refers to grassland and
foraging habitat preservation, not riparian nesting site preservation. It is

9
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likely that construction will result in loss of potential or actual nest site
trees and appropriate habitat must be preserved to mitigate for this
foreseeable occurrence.
10.There is no mention of active management of the mitigation areas to
enhance or maintain suitable Swainson’s Hawk habitat.,
11.There is no funding or financial plan discussed for acquiring or
managing the mitigation properties. _ g '
12.The 350 foot construction activity buffer around active nest sites is
inadequate. Although this species is well-known to be tolerant of regular
human activity around nest sites (Estep 1989, England et al. 1995},
Stahlecker {1975} found that Swainson’s Hawks may desert nest sites
due to loud, irregular activities. This past spring construction activity
near an active Swainson’s Hawlk nest caused it to be abandoned (M.
Bradbury, pers. comm.). A minimum constructien buffer around nest
sites should be % mile. _
13.The limited activity period from February through August may not be
adequate to protect recently fledged Swainson’s Hawks. This species
‘breeds later than most other raptors (England et al. 1997) and it is
possible that dependent, fledged birds may still be in the vicinity of the
nest site past the end of August. For this species, a March through mid-
September period might be more appropriate (M. Bradbury and W. Holt,
pers. comm.). : _
14.There i no mention of any plan to monitor the success of the mitigation
plans for Swainson’s Hawk. There should be detailed descriptions of how
the mitigation lands will be managed, what criteria will be measured to
determine success, what steps would be taken if those criteria are not
met. Further, there should be a budget to fund these activities with the
source of funding identified. Without this information, it is impossible for
decision makers to know if the impacts of this project will actually be
mitigated. In addition, without success criteria, monitoring and plans for
-adaptive managernent, this project is.out of compliance with the
requirements of Public Resource Code Section 21081.6.

Burrowing Owl = | | |

1. In contrast to Swainson’s Hawks, which are relatively tolerant of human
proximity and forage readily in areas of active agriculture, Burrowing
Owls have been severely impacted by residential and urban development
and intense agricultural practices (Holroyd et al. 2001).

2. In Placer County, only a handful of Burrowing Owls are known to persist

{pers. obs.). This site is one of perhaps two or three Placer locations that
still support this species. The finding of at least three pairs on this site
{Miviam Green Associates 2000) is of considerable local significance.

3. Mitigation for Swainson’s Hawk will NOT mitigate for loss of Burrowing
Owl habitat or habitat of the other grassland species impacted by this
project. The following statement on page 4.7-69 of the DEIR is simplistic,
naive and patently untrue, “Mitigation for Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat would concurrently mitigate for loss of habitai for a number of
other wildlife species in the region such as burrowing owl, red-tailed
hewk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike among
many others.” As noted above from Noss et al. {2002), Swainson’s Hawks
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in Califernia, while still utilizing grasslands to forage, have become
highly dependent on areas of more active agriculture. Thus, effective
mitigation for Swainsen's Hawk should involve creation and/preservation
of land other than just grassland. Much of that land is likely to be
unsuitable for most of these other species. In fact, activities to enhance
the habitat value of Swainson's Hawl mitigation lands will likely be

‘detrimental to Burrowing Owls. _ :

4. The DEIR proposes no specific mitigation for loss of Burrowing Owl

habitat. Requirements for Burrowing Owls differ from Swainson’s Hawk

- and some other grassland species in terms of needs for intensity of
grazing, presence of California Ground Squirrels and soils with the
properties necegsary to support burrows {Haug et al. 1993, Holroyd et al.
2001). :

9. There is no assurance that the land contemplated for Swainson’s Hawk
mitigation contains any appropriate habitat for Burrowing Owls.

6. On-site open space, even if it contains Burrowing Owl nest sites, should
not be counted toward mitigation requirements. This type of fragmented
habitat in close proximity to human activity (disturbance, pets, etc.) is
uniikely to retain habitat value sufficient to support Burrowing Owl
reproduction (Millsap and Bear 2000, Haug et al. 1993 and references
therein), =~ . : _ -

7. Efforts should be made to find and preserve suitable Burrowing Owl

‘habitat elsewhere in Placer County. K that is not feasible, attempts
should be made to enhance existing off-site habitat to promote use by
Burrowing Owls following the guidelines of Holroyd et al. {2001).
However, studies on success of varions management strategies are
equivocal (Haug et al 1993 and references therein, Holroyd et al. 2001,
Martell et al. 2001},

8. Given the importance of the few remaining Burrowing Owls and the
uncertainty of mitigation, it is highly unlikely that impacts of this project
could be mitigated to less than significant. ‘

9. Steps outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.7-6 may not be sufficient to avoid
take of Burrowing Owls during construction. As mentioned above in
point number 1 under the Special Status Bird Species heading,
Burrowing Owls are likely using this area year-round. On page 4.7-68
the DEIR specifies further steps that would be taken ONLY if Burrowing
Owls are found on site during construction. Those additional steps - _
should be taken in any case. Field work on this site has already showed
that this species is present. All burrows should be protected. The fact
that Burrowing Owls are probably present on this site year round and
that they use burrows for roosting all year, one cannot avoid harming
them by simply avoiding the breeding season. Further, the 350 foot
construction buffer may be inadequate. Millsap and Bear (1988) found
lower reproductive success for nest sites near new home construction.

10.Recent studies of Burrowing Owl home ranges in the Central Valley by
Gervais et al. {2003} show that they typically exceed 1000 acres.
Mitigation for this species (given the minimum of three nesting pairs
found on site} will require a large area of appropriate habitat. The areas
planned for Swainson's Hawk mitigation will not suffice for Burrowing
Owl mitigation because they are too small (even for Burrowing Owls) and
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do not contain adequate areas of appropriate habitat. In addition, active
management to improve those areas for Swainson’s Hawk will most lkely 20-58
make them unsuitable for Burrowing Owl.

» * Other Special Status bird species ~ White-tailed Kite, Northern Harrier,
Ferruginous Hawk, Prairie Falconi, Merlin, Short-eared Owl, Loggerhead
Shrike, Horned Lark and Tricolored Blackbird _

1, The following statement appears on page 4.7-69 of the DEIR, “Mitigation
Jor Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat would concurrently mitigate for loss 20-59
of habitat for a number of other wildlife species in the region such as
burrowing owl, red-tailed hawk, white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and
loggerhead shrike among many others.” As noted above, this statement is
simply false and reveals a blatantly simplistic assumption about the
habitat needs of this diverse set of species. '

2. For example, the influence of grazing on habitat quality differs markedly
between these species. While White-tailed Kites, Ferruginous Hawks and
Loggerhead Shrikes do well in areas with little or no grazing (Bechard
and Schmutz 1995, Reuven 1996), Burrowing Owls and Northern - [ 20-80
Harriers do much better with fairly heavy grazing (Holroyd et al, 2001, o
Serrentino 1987} and Horned Larks {Beason 1995) actually prefer
relatively barren areas, even those that have been heavily over-grazed. —

3. Habitat needs vary widely within this group. Merlins are habitat

- generalists and are frequently found in areas of relatively dense .
woodland (Sodhi et al. 1993), White-tailed Kites are a species mainly of
savannah habitats (Johnsgard 1990}, Loggerhead Shrikes use open areas
with scattered trees or shrubs (Reuven 1996), Northern Harriers
generally prefer areas with some marshlands {Machwhirter and Bildstein 20-61
1996, Serrentine 1987}, Short-eared Owls make use of grain
stubblefields and marshes for roosting as well as foraging in winter
(Clark 1975}, while Prairie Falcons, Horned Larks and Ferruginous
Hawks are birds mainly associated with completely open country
(Beauvais et al. 1992, Steenhof 1998, Beason 1995, Bechard and
Schmutz 1995 and Johnsgard 1990). —_

4. Unlike Swainson’s Hawk, both Ferruginous Hawks and Prairie Falcons
have been shown to be sensitive to even very small degrees of nearby
urbanization (Berry et al. 1998). Therefore, choice of location of
mitigation lands needs to meet very different criteria for these species.

5. The size of winter home ranges for Prairie Falcons {at least in Eastern
Colorado grasslands) averages over 7500 acres and can be as large as
17000 acres {Beauvais et al 1992). Therefore, large contiguous areas of 20-63
open country are needed to mitigate impacts on this species.

6. Mitigation for Loggerhead Shrike breeding and wintering habitat is -
particularly important. This species is in significant decline throughout
its range {Robbins et al. 1986, Droege and Sauer 1990) with California
showing among the highest rates of decline {Sauer et al 1995). However, 20-64
this will be difficult because our lack of understanding of the exact
reasons for its decline and exact habitat needs {Reuven 1996 and
references therein). - ' '

7. One possible strategy for mitigation that might aid multiple species ]
would be to focus on maintenance of some high quality Horned Lark 20-65
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habitat (summer AND winter) on grassland mitigation sites. Studies show
- Horned Larks to be an important prey species for two of the raptors on

this list, Prairie Falcon {Enderson 1964, Parker 1972) and Merlin

(Hodson 1978, Becker 1985). _ o

8. Besides the blanket statement that Swainson’s Hawk mitigation will
address their needs, the DEIR is silent on mitigation measures for all
these additional Special Status Species. Appropriate mitigation land
should be identified and described. Management measures to maintain
and enhance that habitat should be spelied out and a financial plan to
acquire and manage those lands should be described,

9. As noted above under the Burmvmng Owl discussion, activities to :
enhance the habitat value of Swainson’s Hawk mitigation lands will likely
be detrimental to most or all of these other species.

10.There is no mention of any plan to monitor the success of the mitigation
for any of the other Special Status bird species. There should be detailed
descriptions of how the mitigation lands will be managed, what criteria
will be measured to determine success, what steps would be taken if
those criteria are not met. Purther, there should be a budget to fund
these activities with the source of fundmg identified. Without this, it is
impossible for decision makers to know if the impacts of this project will
actually be mitigated. In addition, without success criteria, monitoring
and plans for adaptive management, this project is out of compliance

‘with the requirements of Public Resource Code Section 21081.6.

This project, through direct and indirect impacts, is likely to prevent Placer
County from being able to complete its Habitat Corxservatlon Plan /Natural
Communities Conservation Plan:

US FWS has expressed its concern that Roseville cooperate with and not
frustrate the potential viability of the Placer County HCP/NCCP effort (US

FW§S /Roseville MOU of 2000, NOP comment letter from US FWS and the June
28, 2001 letter from US FWS to Mr. Mark Morse of City of Roseville). The June -
28, 2001 letter inciudes the following, “Habitat eveluations and analyses
developed in the context of the Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan will need
to be considered, as well as any other available scientific information pertinent to
long-term regional conservation needs of vernal pools in the planning area. This
document should state that the plan must be compatible with the habitat

- conservation planning efforts on adjacent lands.” Therefore, impacts from this
project may not only preclude the Placer County HCP effort, they may prectude
Roseville from meeting its obligations under the Roseville/ 1S FWS MOU. It its
comment letter on the NOP for this project US FWS states, “Development of the
project site as proposed could preclude Placer County’s ability to develop a
regional conservation strategy.” The NOP comment letter from California
Department of Fish and Game expresses a similar concern and asks that
Roseville, “Describe measures that will assure that these proposed projects are
consistent with a long term conservation sirategy for west Placer Caunty” We
can find no such description in the DEIR.

The recently issued Draft Conservatlon Strategy for the Placer County
HCP/NCCP (Phase One: Western Placer County Draft Conservation Strategy
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Overview, September 8, 2003} shows that build out to current city and county
General Plan limits will impact over 40% of the remaining vernal pool and
annual grasslands in the area {page 14) with the West Roseville project alone
impacting at least another 6-8% (page 15}. Page 9 of that report states that
sufficient land may be available for a viable conservation strategy at General
Plan build out and suggests a ratio of nearly two acres conserved for every acre
impacted as necessary for the strategy to succeed. On page 3 of this report is
the following statement, “The present extent of the resources is nonetheless so
limited compared with its former distribution that essentially all of the present
biological value, but not necessarily all of the present land acreage, will need fo

be conserved in order to meet the conservation goals and regulatory requirements

of the Plan.” From these observations it is clear that further development
beyond the current General Plan limits will make the conservation goals
difficult or impossible to meet. Specifically with regard to the vernal pool and
annual grassland habitats, the conservation ratios required make it almost
certain that further loss of these grasslands will make it physically impossible
to have a viable conservation strategy for the many special status species that
use these habitat types.

Fajlure of Roseville to meet its obligations under the May 2000 MOU with the
US Fish and Wildlife Service:

As part of its obligation to mitigate indirect, growth-inducing impacts of the
Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant, the City of Roseville signed a
Memorandum of Understanding with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS)
agreeing to prepare a Habitat Conservation Plan or its equivalent. To date no
such plan has been prepared. The City could have met this obligation by
participating in the Placer County HCP process, which it has refused to do.

Although the proposed project is outside of the area specified in the MOU {City
Limitsj, the existence of this project is precisely the sort of indirect impact that
was supposed to be mitigated by that HCP or equivalent. The June 28, 2001
letter from US FWS, appears to relax the HCP requirement somewhat since very
little vernal pool habitat remained within the City at that point. However, this
proposed annexation would bring thousands of acres of high quality habitat
within the City’s control. The City of Roseville has already destroyed (at a
landscape scale) many thousands of acres of vernal pool grasslands. The City
built a wastewater treatment plant that directly and indirectly impacts even
more vernal pools. Now, instead of mitigating for the indirect impacts of that -
plant (as required under the MOU}, the City wishes to annex several more
thousands of acres of vernal pool grassilands so that they can be destroyed ag
well. These actions are completely out of compliance with both the spirit and
the letter of the MQU. : :

Further, the MOU requires the creation of specific plans for operation and

active management of the small areas of vernal pools that have previously been

preserved within Roseville developmenis. It is clear from the June 28, 2001

letter that the City has still not complied with that requirement. Most or all of

these preserves still have no operation and management plan that meets US
FWS standards.
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The June 28, 2001 letter includes the following, *Habitat evaluations and
analyses developed in the context of the Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan
will need to be considered, as well as any other available scientific information
pertinent to long-term regional conservation needs of vernal pools in the planning
area. This document should state that the plan must be compatible with the
habitat conservation planning efforts on adjacent lands.” Therefore, impacts from
this project may not only preclude the Placer County HCP effort, they may
preclude Roseville from meeting its obligations under the Roseville /US FWS
MOU. . _

Given this history, the public has no reason to believe that the City of Roseville
will ensure that even the minimal mitigations proposed in the DEIR will actually
be implemented and managed in a manner that will reduce the impacts of this
project. : '

Impacts on riparian, vernal pool and other wetland impacts:

We hereby incorporate by reference the comments William ID. Kopper filed on
behalf of Mr. Michael Catalano, Mr. Rob Collins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr, Greg
Bain, and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning with regard to impacts
and mitigation of impacts on vernal pools, vernal pool species and other
wetlands,

~ Further, the “maintenance and enhancements® of restored or preserved wetlands
‘needs to be described in some detail and a budget must be prepared and source

of funding for those activities defined. Without this information, it is impossible -

for decision makers to know if the impacts of this project will actually be

~ mitigated. In addition, without success criteria, monitoring and plans for

adaptive management, this project is out of compliance with the requirements

of Public Resource Code Section 21081.6.

In considering the potential effectiveness of mitigation measures, decision
makers must look at the historical track record of the responsible jurisdictions
with regard to similar past mitigations. The evidence from previous Roseville
developments suggests that wetland and riparian mitigations proposed here will
not be adequately implemented and enforced. For example, vernal poot
resources within the Sun City Roseville development have not been managed
and monitored to determine if the species they were designed to protect have
been protected. The June 28, 2001 letter from US FWS implicitly confirms this

~ in pointing out that, with regard to Roseville’s template’ plan for operation and
- maintenance of vernal pool reserves, “The Service has a number of concerns and
suggested modifications to this plan®. .

One need only lock at the current state of the vernal pool reserves and other
wetlands reserves within Sun City Roseville and Woodcreek Qaks developments
to see evidence of mis-management. The upland areas are overgrown with
invasive non-native plant species like star thistle and there is evidence that

contamination from summer irrigation run-off from goilf courses and homes has _

altered the surrounding vegetation and the overall hydrology of the preserves.
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Roseville's existing riparian reserves are not being managed to preserve
biological values. One good exarnple is the riparian reserve along the south
branch of Pleasant Grove Creek through the Woodcreek Oaks development.
Although there are signs stating that dogs are not allowed in the presérves, at 50-79
almost any time of the day one can see people walking dogs on and off leash
throughout this area. There is apparently no attempt to enforce restrictions
designed to protect the wildlife value of these preserves. Given this, we cannot
- eXpect that restrictions applied to riparian preserves in the West Roseville
_Specific Plan will be any more effective. : -

Air Quality impacts analysis is inadequate:

1. {p. 4.4-7) The list of toxic air contaminants (TACs} should be expanded to . 20-80
include Diesel-powered vehicles. Diesel exhaust particulate contributes over = -
‘70% of increased cancer risk to residents of urbanized areas in California
(SCAQMD MATES II Study, March 2000}. _ R

2. {p. 4.4-10) The discussion of the Federal Clean Air Act requirements should
be expanded to include a summary of the transportation conformity
requirements of Section 176(c) and the impacts that a failure to demonstrate
conformity would have on federal transportation funding for the Sacramento
region. . : _ _

| 20-81

3. (p. 4.4-18) The discussion of Placer County Air Pollution Control District
' Rules and Regulations applicable to control of fugitive dust from
construction activities should be updated to include the applicability to - 20-82
amendments to Rule 428 adopted on April 10, 2003 to projects in western =
Placer County. -

4. (p. 4.4-18) The discussion of fugitive dust control measures should be
expanded to include many that are not listed under MM 4.4-1 and 4.4-2.
One of the more comprehensive lists of best management practices for dust
control is contained in the Construction Activities Notebook including the 3
Section 95 Handbook by Clark County (Nevada) District Board of Health 20 - 83
{August 24, 2000}). The adoption of additional measures from this. -
Handbook can reduce fugitive PMic emissions from construction activities to
levels less than the significance level, even when more than 40 acres are
being graded simultaneously. . _ ' —

5. (p. 4.4-21) The discussion of NOx control measires for Diesel-powered
construction equipment should include the combined use of post-1996 _
equipment and emulsified fuels such as PuriNOx fuel, which has been 20-84
certified by the California Air Resources Board to redice NOx emissions
from all off-road vehicles by 14%. _

6. (p. 4.4-22) The analysis of project operational emissions from motor vehicle
use should be updated to use EMFAC2002 emission factors to correct the
output of URBEMIS7G as EMFAC2002 factors have superceded EMFAC7G 20-85

- emission factors, and EMFAC2002 emissions factors will demonstrate
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highér ernissions tevels for the project than are reported in Table 4.4-6 and
clsewhere in the DEIR. - 20-85

7. (p. 4.4-22) The analysis of project opcrationai emissions from motor vehicle
use should be include a discussion of the impacts of these emissions on the
demonstration of transportation conformity for the Sacramento Regional

Qzone Nonattainment Area’s portion of the SACOG Metropolitan
Transportation Plan and the potential for any loss of federal transportation
funding. The analysis of impacts from project operational emissions should
also include & discussion of the cumulative impacts ot regional ozone air
quality and any adverse impacts on achieving the national 1-hour 0zone
standard in the ponattainment ared by 2005, as required by the federal

Clean Air Act.

20-86

8. (p. 4.4-24) The discussion.of operational emission mitigation should include
the feasibility of setting an emigsion reduction target such as those adopted
and implemented by the County of Sacramento {General Plan Policy AQ-15)

and the City of Sacramento North Natomas Community Plar) to reduce

operational emissions in sirnilar mixed use development by 15% and 35%,
_ rcspectively. '

20-87

9. p. 44 28) The discussion of TAC impacts from Diesel-powered vehicles at
schools should be expanded to identify the diminution of Diesel exhaust
particulaie at increasing distances from highway and arterials carrying high

traffic levels, and evaluate as & mitigation measure the requirement for a
puffer zone of at least 500 feet between any school, or other sensitive
receptor, and any highway oF arterial road. The evaluation should includea (2088
modeling analysis 1o determine the aumber of heavy duty truck trips that
would cause the 10 in a million increased cancer rigk threshold to be
exceeded at 500 feet, and adjust the depth of the puffer zone to meet this
standard according to the maximum projected truck traffic levels for each
affected highway of arterial. _

The is i i ation and is _difﬁcult 1o follow.

e When the City conducte of traffic counts in April
and May 200 1, afew roadways that now exist were not constructed. Growth
in the surrounding area, the openings of Galleria and the Casino have all 20-89

changed the traffic situation significantly. The LOS at intersections appears
to be all based on 2001 data. he DEIR states that egame’ traffic counts
were collected 2002-2003. HoweveT, for this analysis t0 have meaning, it

| must be based primarily on recent data.

. The Regulatory section does not provide enough detail about applicable >0 -90
policies for the reader 10 follow analysis from point A to point C.

P—

« LOS impacts are pased on the Sept. H002 CIP — what about the “ntcrsection§20 -91
analysis done for the DEIR? - |
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-« The CIP apparéntly does not include WRSP.

_ influence that are vacant, undeveloped or underdeveloped. One alternative that

‘project area, there is ample land in smaller blocks within Roseville to
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¢ Traffic model was updated for 2002 CIP -~ Which was used to assess
April/May 2001 Traffic counts?

¢ Trip generation was estimated using CIP rates.

¢ The concluswn ‘that 30% of trips would be contamed within WRSP is hard to .
believe.

¢ The DEIR concludes that some roadways are speculative so details and
cross-sections are not assumed, but new LANES were assumed and
forecasts made based on them. Why were those assumptions not also
considered speculative?

« What is the basis for assuming Fiddyment mdened adjacent to the site if
" that widening is not in thc Cip?

» Throughout this section the DEIR suggests mitigation that cannot be
enforced ~ deferring a large part of the responsibility to Placer County and
other jurisdictions. With so many impacts left as significant and
unavoidable, do the benefits really outweigh the cost? How can thiS be
con31stent with Guiding Principles 6 and 13?

¢ The NOP included a multi-modal transit center, Why has this been
removed?

» The document itself states that it is designed inefficiently from a transit
standpoint (page 4.3-76, first full paragraph). At the same time, traffic
impacts of the proposed project are by and large “significant and
unavoidable.” The “fair share” mitigation fee should reflect that. Further,

_ since it is clear even from this discussion that this plan’s inefficient use of
land creates an inhospitable environment for transit, and traffic impacts
without transit will be significant and unavoidable, it does not seem that
paying a “fair share” towards. transit improvements will be sufficient - a
more aggresswe approach to land use den51ty (i.e., the Increased Intenmty
Alternative) in addition to a more aggressive approach to transit is
necessary. This would reduce the transit impacts, and could reduce traffic
impacts as well, ag an elficient transit system could absorb many of the
trips currently pro_}cctcd to be made by automobiles.

Incomplete consideration of Alternatives:

The DEIR has not analyzed one particular alternative that deserves carcful
consideration. LAFCO policies state specifically that the highest priority for
urbanization should be given to areas within a city’s boundaries or sphere of

was not considered was one which would use existing land within the City of
Roseville. Although there is no contzguous open land of similar size {o the

iB
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accomplish nearly all the project objectives through a combination of infill, re-
development of land currently zoned residential and re-zoning of unused or
underused industrial land. For example, areas that could be considered for
infill, re-zoning or re-development are:
» east of downtown Roseville along Atlantic
¢« west of downtown Roseville along Vernion
* areas (including areas currently zoned industrial) north of the railroad yard
- »  within downtown Roseville itself '
- Other such areas probably exist throughout the City.

Such an alternative could meet all or nearly all of the project goals and _
drastically reduce the environmental impacts compared to the proposed project,
By increasing average density, the project could further such goals as

increasing the city’s affordable housing base. An alternative of this type should
be thoroughly analyzed. - _ : '

Inadequate consideration of cumulative imnacts:

It appears from Table 5-3 that the cumulative impacts section did not analyze
impacts from the proposed Placer Ranch and De La Salle projects. Given the

- fact that the Placer County Board of Supervisors have given planning staff
direction to process applications for these projects, the substantial impacts of
these developments (which are immediately adjacent to the Project Area} must
be analyzed and the DEIR recirculated.

The number of dwelling units assumed for Placer Vineyards is 7,657 {Table 5-
3). However, the total number of units being considered for Placer Vineyards is
actually in excess of 14,000 {Placer County Planning Department).

Inaccurate assessment of impact of Alternative 5:

The conclusion on page 6-164 that Alternative 5 would not be environmentally
superior to the proposed project is based on a grossly inappropriate analysis.
Specifically, the cumulative impacts of Alternative 5 were not considered. Since
the development of Placer Vineyards is assumed in the cumulative impacts
analyzed for this project, Alternative 5 would essentially negate all the
cumulative impacts attributable to the proposed WRSP/SOI amendment
project. That fact is simply igriered in this analysis.

Incomplete assessment of gzowth-iﬁducing impacts:

The DEIR grossly underestimates the growth-inducing impacts of this project,
- This project will bring urban impacts that will likely lead to the complete
urbanization of Western Placer County south of Pleasant Grove Creek to the
- Sutter County bhorder and north of the project area at least to Sunset Blvd, This
is supported by the following: ' : o

» Report to Placer County Board of Supervisors by Placer County Planning

. Department, October 9, 2003.

19

20-100

20-101

20-102

20-103

20-104



Comment Letter 20

» Statements made by the proponent (Marcus Lo Duca) of De La Salle
University project at the October 13, 2003 Agricultural Commission

meeting and at the October 20, 2003 Placer County Board of Supervisors

meeting to the effect that their proposed project was not an example

- sprawl because it is adjacent to the WSRP development and would be an

extension of that area’s services and infrastructure. This clearly shows

- that the mitigation impacts of the ‘open space’ buffers on the boundaries

of the WRSP project will be ineffective and that this project, even in the -
proposal stage, is having powerful growth-inducing impacts.
¢ Statements made by the proponent {Eric Bryant) of the Placer Ranch -
project at the October 20, 2003 Placer County Board of Supervisors
. meeting that their project is also not spraw! because it is adjacent to the

northern border of WRSP area. _ '
It is clear from these statements that the development community sees this
project, or even the possibility of this project, as a key to further expansion of
development into the West Placer agricultural areas and that the growth
inducing impacts have been underestimated in this document.

Lack of a financial plan for implementation of mitigation measures:

The DEIR generally describes numerous mitigation measures that will be very |

expensive (e.g., traffic mitigation, habitat preservation and restoration, etc.).

However, there is no financial analysis, no projected budget and no specific -

 mechanisms to ensure funding of these mitigation measures. Without a
reasonable budget and the financial plans to meet its requirements, policy

- makers lack the required substantial evidence to allow them to certify an EIR

~and approve this project. ' '

Inédequate opportunity for full public review of the DEIR:

As ekplained in the attached letters to Roseville, the extraordinary size and

complexity of the DEIR and the fact that many critical documents were difficult

to access should have required a review period longer than the 45 days
provided. Numerous requests for this were denied or ignored.

'R@gue#t and Recommendations:

Based on ali the above comments we believe that this project should not be
considered for approval by Roseville. o

¢ Itis in direct contradiction with many of the Guiding Principles adopted

by the City Council. _

s There is no need for annexation and conversion of agricultural open
space to meet local growth needs for the foreseeable future,

» The project does not have a reliable, long-term source for water.

¢ The project is inconsistent with the spirit and intent of the
Roseville /USFWS MOU.
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The project inherently has powerful growth- mducmg elements that will
result in the urbanization of much of the remaining open space in West
Placer County.

At a minimum, the DEIR needs to be substantially re-written and re- -circulated
for public review.

L

Impacts due to future development of the Remamder Area were not
adequately analyzed in the DEIR,

Inadequate and incorrect information was used in analyzing impacts on

- Special Status Species and determining the nature and effectiveness of

mitigation measures. _

Evidence needs to be provided that Roseville is in compliance with the
USFWS MOU requirement to produce an HCP or equivalent.

Air Quality impacts need to be re-analyzed as noted abave.

Traffic impacts and mitigations need to be re~ana1yzed using more
current data.

Cumulative impacts and growth-inducing impacts need to be re-
analyzed, especially in light of the Placer Ranch and De La Salle
proposed progects and the apparent underestimate of the number of
dwelling units in Placer Vineyards.

Alternative 5 impacts need to be re-analyzed in light of the lack of net

- cumulative impacts of this alternative.

A new Alternative with infill, re-development and re- zonmg of various
(non-contiguous) areas within the current city limits or Sphere of
Influence needs to be developed and thoroughly analyzed. '

- The new DEIR must include a detailed financial plan with budgets for all

mitigation and clear, realistic and venﬁable means to fund those
mitigations.

The public must be given an adequate opportumty to thoroughly review
the new DEIR.

Best Regard

oy,

Ed Pandolﬁno Ph.

Chair, Placer Conservation Committee
Sierra Foothills Audubon Soc:tcty
5530 Delrose Court

Carmichael, CA 95608

/.-—

M.,,_,-d"',

|
*

’_u\)\-” I e \_.._f ,

Terry Davis

- Conservation Ceordinator
Sierra Club Mother Lode Chapter
1414 K Street, Suite 500
Sacramento, CA 95814

21

20-107

20-108



Comment Letter 20

Babcock, K.W. 1995, Home Range and Habitat Use of Breeding Swainson’s
Hawks in the Sacramento Valley of California, J. Raptor Res. 20:193-197.

Beason, R.C. 1995, Horned Lark (Eremolphila alpestris) in Birds of North
America, no. 195 (A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.) The Academy of Natural Sciences,
Ph11ade1ph1a, PA and the American Ornithologists’ Union, Washmgton DC

Beauvais, G., Enderson, J.H. and Magro, A.J. 1992. Home Range, Habitat Use
and Behavxor in Prairie Falcons Wintering in Eastern Colorado, J. Raptor Res.
26:13-18.

Bcchard M J. and Schrnutz J.K. 1995, Ferruginous Hawk {(Buteo regalis), in

Birds of North America, no. 172 (A. Poole and F. Gil], eds.) The Academy of
Natural Sciences, Ph11ade1ph1a PA and the American Ornithologists’ Umon,
_Washmgton, DC.

Becker, D.M. 1985. Food Halnts of Richardson’s Merlin in Southeast Montana,
Wilson Bull, 97:226-230

Berry, M.E., Bock, C.E. and Haire, S.L. 1998. Abundance of Diurnal Raptors on
Open Space Grasslands in an Urbanized Landscape, Condor 100:601-608.

.Bloom P.H. 1980. The Status of Swainson’s Hawk in California, 1979. Wildlife
Mngmnt Brnch, Nongame Wildlife Invest. JOB Ii-8.0, California Department of
Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA. .

Bradbury, M.A. 2002. Swainson'’s I-Iawk Adaptation to, and Dependence on
Specific Agricultural Practices and Crop Types in California’s Central Valley,
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee paper, North American
Ornithological Conference, New Orleans, LA, unpublished. '

Clark, R.J. 1975. A Field Study of the Short-eared Owl Otus flammeus in North
America, Wildl. Monogr. 47:1-67. :

- Droege, S. and Sauer, J.R. 1990. North American Breeding Bird Survey Annual
Summary, 1989, US Fish & Wildlife Service Report 90:1-22.

ECORP 2003. ECORP Consuiting Inc. West Roseville Specific Plan~Swainson’s
. Hawk Mitigation Memorandum February 3, 2003.

Enderson, J.H. 1964. A Study of Prairie Falcons in the Central Rocky Mountam
Region, Auk 81:332-352.

England, A.S., Bechard, M.J. and Houston, C.5. 1997. Swainson’s Hawk {Buteo
swainsornii), in Birds of North America, no. 265 (A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.) The
Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA and the American
Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, DC. .

22



Comment Letter 20

England, A.S., Estep, J.A. and Holt, W.R. 1995. Nest-site Selection and
Reproductive Performance of Urban Nesting Swainson’s Hawks i in the Central
Valley of California, J. Raptor Res. 29:179- 186.

Estep, J.A. 1989. Biology, Movements and Habitat Relationships of the
Swainson’s Hawk in the Central Valley of California, 1986-1987, Calif. Dept. of
Fish and Game Nongame Bird and Mammat Sec. Report.

-Fix, D. and Bezener, A. 2000. Birds of Northem Cahforma Lone Pine
Publishing, Renton, WA.

Gervais, J.A., Rosenberg, D.K. and Anthony, R.G. 2003. Space Use and
Pesticide Exposure Risk of Male Burrowing Owls in an Agricultural Landscape,
J. Wildl. Mngmnt. 67:155-164.

Haug, E.A., Millsap, B.A. and Martell, M.S. 1993. Burrowing Owl (Speotyto

_ cunmdana} in Birds of North America, no. 61 {A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.) The
- Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA and the American

Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, DC. '

Hodson K.A. 1978. Prey Utilized by Merlins Nesting in Short Grass Prames n
Southern Alberta, Can. Fld. Nat. 92:76-77.

Holroyd, G.L., Rodriguez-Estrella, R. and Sheffield, S.R. 2001. Conservation of
the Burrowing Owl in Western North America: Issues, Challenges and
Recommendations, J. Raptor Res. 35:399-407.

~Johnsgard, P.A. 1990. Hawks, Eagles and Falcons of North America,
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC and London, UK.

Katibeh, E.H. 1983. A Brief History of Riparian Forests in the Central Valley of
California. Pp. 23-29, in California Riparian Systems: Ecology, Conservation
and Productive Management (R.E. Warner and K.M. Hendrix, eds.) Univ. of
California Press, Berkeley, CA.

LeBaron, G. 2003. Audubon Christmas Bird Count 103, Historical Results,
http: / /audubon. birdseurce.org/ CBCQutput /review. htinl?PspeciesByState=false
&yr=103&circle=81030472.

Machwhirter, R.B. and Bildstein, K.L. 1996. Northermn Harrier (Circus cyaneus)
in Birds of North America, no. 210 (A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.}) The Academy of
Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA and the American Ormthologxsts’ Union,
Washington, DC.

Martell, MS., Schlandweiler, .J. and Cuthbert, F. 2001. Reintroduction of
Burrowing Owls in Minnesota, J. Raptor Res. 35:331-336.

Millsap, B.A. and Bear, C. 1988, Cape Coral Burrowing Owl Population

Monitoring, Annual Performance Report, Florida Game, Freshwater Fish
Comm., Tallahassee, FL.

23



Comment Letter 20

Millsap, B.A. and Bear, C. 2000. Density and Reproduction of Burrowing Owls
along an Urban Development Gradient, J. Wildl. Mngmnt. 64:33-41 .

Miriam Green Associates 2000. Results of Surveys for Special-status Spec1es in
the Fiddyment/ Placer 1600 Project Area, July 18, 2000.

Noss, R., Amundson, R. Arnold, D. Bradbury, M., Collinge, S. Grewell, B.,
Grosberg, R., McKee, L., Northen, P., Swanson, C. and Yoshiyama, R. 2002.
Report of Scxence Admsors Solano County Habitat Conservation Plan/ Natural .
Commumues Conservatlon Plan, p. 37

Parker, R.S. 1972. Prairie Falcon Management in Washmgton State Proc. West.
- Assoc. Game Fish Comm. 52:394-408.

Reuven, Y. 1996. Lo_ggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludocivianus), in Birds of North
America, no. 231 {A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.} The Academy of Natural Sciences,
Philadelphia, PA and the American Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, DC.

‘Robbing, C.S., Bystrak, D. and Geissler, P.H. 1986 The Breeding Bird Survey:
Its First 15 Ycars, 1965 1979, US Fish & Wildlife Service Resource Publ.

Sauer, J.R., Orsillo, 8. and Peterjohn, B.G. 1995 Geographlc Patterins and
Population Trends of Breeding and Wintering Loggerhead Shrikes in North
America, Proc. West. Found Vert. Zool. 6:128-141.

Schmutz J.K. 1987 The Effects of Agriculture on Ferruginous and Swamson S
‘Hawks, J. Range Mngmnt. 40:438-440.

Serrentino, P. 1987. The Breeding Ecology and Behavior of Northern Harriers in
Coos County, New Hampshire, M.S. Thesis, Univ. of Rhode Island, Kingston, RL

Small, A. 1994 California Birds, Their Status and Dlstnbuuon, Ihis Pubhshmg :
Company, Vista, CA.

Sodhi, N.S., Oliphant, L.W., James, P.C. and Warkentin, 1.G. 1993, Merlin
{Falco columbarius), in Birds of North America, no. 44 {(A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.)
The Academy of Natural Sciences, Philadelphia, PA and the American
Ornithologists’ Uniion, Washington, DC.

Stahlecker, D.W. 1975. Immpacts of a 230kV Transmission Line on Great Plains
Wildlife, M.S. Thesis, Colorado State Univ. Fort Collins, CO.

Steenhof, K. 1998. Prairie Falcon {Falco mexicanus) in Birds of North America,
no. 346 {A. Poole and F. Gill, eds.) The Academy of Natural Sciences,
- Philadelphia, PA and the American Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, DC.

Webb, B. 2003. Birding in Placer County,
http:/ /www.geocities.com/placerbird/ placercobirding. htm

24



Corhment Letter 20

Woodbridge, B. 1991. Habitat Selection by Nesting Swainson’s Hawks: A
Hierarchical Approach, M.S. Thesis, Oregon State Univ. Corvallis, OR.

Yeager, F. 2003. West Placer County Land Use Issues, Memorandum to Placer
. County Board of Supervisors, October 9, 2003.

25






Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chopier (Terry Davis), and Sierra Faothills Audubon Socisty (Ed
Pandoifino) {October 28, 2003}

Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills
Audubon Society (Ed Pandolfino} {October 28, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This commenl contains general information and 1s not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

nao further response is required.

Respense to Comment 2

This EIR has been prepared at two levels of specificity. Consistent with Section 15146 of the CEQA
Guidelings, this FIR examines the project-specific impacts of implementing the proposed WRSP (which
includes implementation of the WRSP, amending the City's sphere of influence to include the WRSP
Area, and annexing the WRSP Arca to be within the City's jurisdiction) and also examines the
programmatic effects of amending the City's sphere of mfluence outside of the WRSP area to include the
Remainder Area. While no specific development plan is provided for the Remainder Arca, assumplions
regarding potential land uscs in lhe Remainder Area were necessary in order to complete the
programmatic environmental analysis. Although the WRSP and Remainder Areas arc at different slages
of planning, they are related geographically and as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions.
Therefore, by providing a dual level of analysis (project level for the WRSP and programmatic level lor
the Remainder Area), the effects of developing both areas are fully considered, allowing all foresceable

impacts to be disclosed, rather than providing segmented and separate analyses.

[n addition, Seclion 1.3 (Type of EIRY of the Tinal EIR states that, “With respect to future development
projects that may be proposed in the Remainder Arca, Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states
that subsequent activitics should be examined in light of the Program EIR to determine whether
additional environmental documentation must be prepared. If a later activily would have significant
cffects that were not examined in the Program EIR (or if new or different mitigation measures or
alternatives become available to reduce previously disclosed impacts), subsequent environmenlal
documentation must be prepared, consistent with Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines;
in effect, the subsequent environmental documentation would be “tiered” from the Program EIR. As
established by Scction 21068.5 of CEQA, ticring refers to coverage of general matters and environmental
effects in an environmental impact report prepared for a policy, plan, program, or ordinance foltowed by
narrower or sile-specific environmenlal documents that (1) incorporate, by reference, the discussion in
any prior environmental impact report; and (2) concentrate on the environmental cffects that are capable
of being mitigated or were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment in the prior

cnvironmental impact report. Further, prior to the City’s consideration of specific development proposals
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cnvironmental impact report. Further, prior to the City’s consideration of specific development proposals
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Chopter 13 Responses to Comments

in the Remainder Area, specific plans must be prepared and the area must be annexed into the City's

jurisdiction.”

Because the analvsis for the Remainder Area is provided at a programmatic level, rather than a project
level, as provided for the WRSI” Area, the specificity provided in the mitigation measures s also broader,
although performance standards have been established, where possible. 1L s anticipated that the
environmental analysis and development of mitigalion measures would be provided with greater
specificity as specific plans arc submitted for this arca. Also, worth noting, no entitlements are being
requesled or considered for the Remainder Area, and approval of the WRSP does not provide any de facto

entitloments to the Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 3

The proposed project is consistent with Guiding Frinciple 3, which states that, “Any development
proposal west of Roseville shall not conflict with the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment I’lant
(PGWWTP) and future Power Generation Facility.” The proposed project does not conflict with the
operation of either of these facilities. The proposed land use plan includes a 1,000-foot non-residential
buffer arca that surrounds the PGWWTP, which was identified to ensure an adequate separation
between residential uses and the PTGWWTP. The buffer arca is anticipated to provide an adequate
separation between sensitive land uses, Although the comment states the opposite opinion, it does not
provide any evidence or information to support the opinion. Further, odor impacts are analyzed in

Impact 4.4-6 (Exposure to Objectionable Odors) in the Final EIR.

The PGWWTP is designed with stale-of-the-art odor control facilities (biofilters). All odor-producing
arcas of the plant are covered and have positive air exchanges directed to the odor control facilities,
Nuisance odors will be signiticantly minimized as a result of the biofilters. The DCWWTT installed
biofilters in 1999, and odor complaints reduced from approximately 2 per week to less than 10 per year.
The closest neighbor to the DUWWTP is approximatcly 500 feet from the odor producing facilities. At the
PGWWTP, the closest WRSP residence in the direclion of the prevailing southerly winds would be
located at a distance of approximately 2,500 feet, across an arterial roadway (Blue Oaks Boulevard) and

significant open space (north of Pleasant Grove Creek).

All of these measures were established 1o ensure land use compatibilily and consistency with the City's

Guiding Principles, Design Cuidelines, and General Plan policies.

Response 1o Comment 4

The City is in compliance with its MOU with the USFWS. The mitigation measures in the Rescville

Regivpal Wastewater Treatment Service Arven Muster Plom EIR, prepared by Invironmental Science
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Response to Commenf Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society {Ed
Pandolfine} {Ociober 28, 2003)

Associates in May 1996, were adopted by the City and must be implemented pursuant to the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program in July 1996 for the PGWWTP expansion project. The duty to

implement these miligation measures is mdependent of the MOU between the City and USTWS.

Response to Comment 5

CEQA doces not require a fiscal analysis as part of the environmental review process (Section 153131 (a) of
the CEQA Guidelines: Evonomic or social cffects of o project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environnient). However, as part of the project analysis, MuniFinancial ran a fiscal analysis (MuniFinancial,
September §, 2003} to ensure that adequate public services could be provided. The first tier of the analysis
was completed in February 2002 as part of the Feasibility Analysis lhat the City prepared prior to
proceeding with the Specific Plan process. The results of Lhe Fiscal Analysis were made available to the
public. As part of the Development Agreement process for the WRSD, the City of Roseville will ensure
that, at a minimum, the WRSP will be fiscally neutral, which is consistent with the Guiding Principles
that are proposed as policies in the General Plan as part of this project. Copies of the West Roseville
Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis (MuniFinancial, September 8, 2003) are available at the City of
Roseville Planning Department. An operations and maintenance plan will guide open space
management efforts, and a community facililies district or other similar measure will provide funding,.
Implementation of the Project will include [ormation of a Melio-Roos Community Facilities District tor
services that will, in part, pay for these ongoing maintenance costs. Final formation of the CFD cannot
take place until the WRSP is annexed to the City. In sumumary, and at a minimum, the proposed project

will be fiscally neutral with respect to the operaling budget of the City of Roseville.

Response to Comment &

The project will increase traffic volumes on State Highways by one to two percent. The Final EIR
identities the need for regional cooperalion in dealing with increased traffic volumes on the States
Highway system. While the City is open to discussions regarding a regional raffic fee program to fund
improvements such as this, the development of an improvement program for regional roadway
improvements cannot be relied upon as mitigation because agency approvals necessary to develop such
a program have not been granted at this time. Development within the City of Roseville already
participates in two regional traffic impact tee programs and would be open to discussions regarding a fee
program for the State Highway System that ldentitied fair share obligations for proposed improvements
and identified tunding for existing deficiencies. The WRSI® will participale in a third regional traffic fee to
fund improvements in the county. However, because such programs are not carrently in place, these

impacts have been identified as significant and unavoidable. Although Guiding Principle 6 encourages
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development proposals that aid in regional traffic solutions, it docs nol prevent the City from approving

proposals that provide significant community benefits.

Response o Comment 7

Development of the proposed project would not preclude any Placer Parkway alignments although it
could increase the cost of the project if an alignment through the project is sclected atter entitiements are
granted. The cost increase could be subslantial if the alignment selection occurs after development
occurs. Nevertheless, an increase in cost is not considered an environmental impact. Further, the
proposed project is not reliant on Placer Parkway as mitigation. Model runs with Placer Parkway were
done as an alternatives analysis, and show that tratfic would improve. It was not included as part of the
project, because it s more conservative to assume it 1s not in place, in order to reqaire mitigation as part

of the project.

As part of the alternatives analysis, the Final IR provided additional information on the compatibility of
Placer Parkway should an alignmenl be built along the northwestern boundary of the project. In
addilion, as parl of the development agreement, the City is requiring that all purchasers of lots or
residential units Jocaled within the WRSD be nolified that there is a “potential for a proposed Placer

Parkway wilhin the WRSP Boundaries.”

Response to Commeni 8

The proposed project does not provide for nor preclude the extension of new roadways to connect with
the two proposed projects (Placer Ranch and De La Salle University) referenced in the comment at this
time. Pleasant Grove Boulevard is proposcd o lerminale approximately 100 feet prior to the project’s
western border and Blue Qaks Boulevard would end at West Side Drive. The existing Phillip Road weuld
continue in its current alignment west of West Side Drive and Blue Qaks Boulevard. The decision to
extend the roadways may be a policy decision in the future, but is not part of this project. Tn fact, as
indicated on page 2-50 of the Final EIR, as part of this project, the City is amending its General Plan
Growth Management policy {Policy 11 —Growth Management) to create a {ransitional open space area to
establish the Citv's edge. The proposed amendments (Policy 9) will also cncourage the County to

establish an open space arca to enhance and augment the City’s western open space.,

Response to Comment ¢

The impacts of [he proposed project on intersections and roadway segments are analvzed in Section 4.3
(Transporlation and Circulation) of the Final EIR. Where feasible mitigation was identified, it was
included as a mitigalion measure for the significant impacts of the project. Where no feasible mitigation
was idenlified, the Final EIR identified this impact as significant and unavoidable.
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mofher Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothifls Audubon Society (Ed
Pandaolfino) (Ocfober 28, 2003}

Response to Comment 10

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a complete discussion of the waler supply strategy (or

the proposed project, including a discussion of water reliability and groundwalcr use.

As indicated in the Final EIR, the proposed WRSI® would provide a secure and reliable scurce of surface
water. In addition, the proposed water supply stratesy includes the use of recycled water, as well as
conservation measures. Therefore, an assured source has been identified and the proposed project is

consistent with Guiding Principle 7.

In addition, the City currently uses groundwater as a backup to available surface waler in drier and
driest years. Use of groundwaler as a backup supply is consistent with existing General Plan policies.
The Guiding Principals state: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall secure and provide a
new scurce and supply of surface water and should include reduced water demand through the use of
recycled water and other offsets.” The WRSP is (1) bringing 3,200 AF/vr of new surface water supplies
from 5JWD during normal/wet vears; (2} expanding the use of recycled water to a greater extent than
currentiy undertaken in the City; and (3) providing other water conservation opporlunities (ie.,

contribution 1o the meter retrofit program) to the City.

Because the region has a limited supply of surface water in drier and driest vears, the use of groundwater
in a conjunctive use manner allows the City to utilize available resources in normal/wet vears to reduce
impacts in the drier and driest years. Impacts to the groundwater basin are further mitigaled by Jand
fallowing at Reason Farms, which augments the groundwater levels in the basin. Through a diversified

water supply stralegy, 1he Applicant has met the intent of the Guiding Principles.

The results of the environmental analysis for the Remainder Area, as it pertains to water supply, are
provided in Impact 411-1 (Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand in Wet Years), and lmpact
4.11-2 (Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand in Diy Years), which conclude that water supply
impacts would be significant and unavoidable because a suificient source of surface water has not been
identified al this time. Development in the Remainder Area could not be approved unless an adequate
and secure source of water is identified, consistent with Guiding Principle 7 and the requiremoents of
Senate Bills 610 and 221, as codified in Sections 10910 through 10915 of the Calilornia Waler Code. Usc of

groundwater as a back up and in dry years is consistent with current practice in the City,

Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IV} for a discussion of the use of groundwater

for the proposed project.
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Response fo Comment 11

Refer to Topical Response £ (WRSP Open Space Management FPlan) and Topical Response F
(Gity/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) tor a discussion of the projecl’s

consistency with Guiding Principle 11,

Response to Comment 12

Pages 7-20 through 7-23 of Section 7 (Planning Considerations} of the Final IR provide a consistency
analysis of the proposed project with the City’s Guiding Principles. Guiding Principle 13 states that any
new specific plan must bring a benefit that is realized by the rest of the community that goes beyond the
mitigation of impacis. Delermining an acceptable level of public benefit is within the discretion of the
City Council. Advancing money so that a major public improvement can be installed is one example of a
public benefit that can occur more quickly as the result of a specific plan project {(e.g., contribution
toward early construction of an interchange, early construction of a major park facility, contribution
toward water meter retrofits, etc.). A partial listing of project benefits includes the following:

m Payment of $10,310,000 in Pubtic Benefit Fees

m Payment of $8.4 million in General Fund Contribution

m Payment of 512.3 million in lacer County Capital Facilities Fees

B Payment of $7.5 million_in City Public Facilities Fees

m City-wide and neighborhood park fees totaling $36.2 million

® Payment of $49.2 million in RJUHSD fecs

m Constraction and full payment for 4 clemenlary schools and 1 middle school for the Rosevitie City
School District

s Payment of $27.2 million in City [raftic Mitigation Fees

a Payment of $7.6 million for improvements to Highway 65

» Payment of $7.9 million in south Placer Regional Transportation fees

» Payvment of $4.2 million in new City-County Roadway fees

m Payment of $969,450 to the Cily’s waler meter retrofit program

m Payment of 540.000 for Transit Master Plan Funding

m Pormanen! preservation of open space without cost to the City of 699 acres

® A variety of housing Lypes including affordable and senior housing

m Parks including two city-wide/regional parks, 10 neighborhood parks and seven pocket parks
totaling 270 acres

m Approximately 12 miles of Class [, paved bicycle and walking palhs and 28 miles of Class I bike
lanes and Class III bike routes

a On-site and oft-site roadway improvements costing $80.6 million
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Response to Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier {(Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfine)} {October 28, 2003)

m [Provision of land for a new fire station, a new electrical substation
m Project is fiscally positive o City and will provide $2.3 million annually in engoing contribulions

to City General Fund
SOURCE: Wast Ruseville Specific Plan, Finuncing Flaw, Econamic & Florming Systems, draft, Octeber 15, 2003

Response fo Comment 13

The SACOG Blueprint holding capacity projections identified in the Yeager October 20, 2003, report to
the Placer Board of Supervisors show Roseville’s build out population at 139,429, including the
population generated by development of the WRSP. The WRST provides an appropriate place to develop
housing because it is adjacent to existing City services and infrastructure, which are proximate to jobs in
south Placer County. SACOG projections from 2000 show that the six-county region will grow by 80,000
people by the year 2020 and that employment will almost double in Placer Counly during this period,
with the vasl majority of new jobs being created in the Soulh Placer. The City recognizes Lhat Lo meet the
SACOQG growth projections outlined in the Blueprint Project for Placer County by the year 2050, 141,000
additional units must be provided in Placer County alone. This growth will be accommodated through a
combination of greenfield and infill development. 'The City is an active participant in developing SACOG
Blueprint alternative scenarios to accommodate regional growth in a manner that facilitates transit
options, provides atfordable housing, and preserves open space. The WRSP would provide 8430 market
rate and atfordable residential units that will improve the regional housing stock for all income levels

and, in hurn, help balance the supply and demand for housing in the region.

With respect to intill development, as indicated on page 6-6 of the Final EIR, an Infill Alternative was
considered but rejected as infeasible because most land within the City has been entitled, developed, or
designated as park or open space. Available infill sites within the existing City limits were not large
cnough to accommodate clements of the proposed project, including the proposed park and open space
network, lighl indusirial uses, age-restricted  residential units, and the Village Center, all in a

comprehensively planned land use plan.

‘The City of Roseville is unusual in that it has eight existing Specific Plans and 28 associated development
agreements, which provide entitlements over a large portion of the City. Of the approximate 20,000 acres
of incorporated land, over 12,000 acres are in Specitic Plan Areas. Of that, the remaining 8000+ acres
includes 500 acres that are part of the Hewlett Packard Master P'lan and development agreement. Hence,
63 percent of the City is entitled and governed by specific plans and/or master plans and development
agreements {refer to Roseville General Plan Table U-1, page II-7, technical amendment version 1-8-03,
Regolution 03-01). The remaining 37 percent is in mdustrial or infill areas, or in open space, parks, or
public/quasi-public uses. While there are some opportunities for infill development/redevelopment, the

sites would provide only a small fraction of the 8,430 units proposed by the project or the parks and open
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space, business professional, light induslirial, commercial, and Village Center fand uses proposed in the
project. [n addition, the units would be noncontiguous, which would preclude a sense of community and
place that is otherwise provided by a master-planned development. Noncontiguous development of
smaller size do not achieve the project’s objective of providing a master-planned community and
providing the City with public benefits. Further, development of the infill sites is constrained by land use
designations, which would not accommodate the project. Refer to Response to Comment 20-12 for a

discussion of project benefits.

The City is considering proposals to rezone a portion of the North Industrial area to residential use (two
applications arc currently pending: the 140-acres Longmeadow Project and Fiddyvment 44). In addition,
the Cily has senl out Requests for Proposals for consulling firms to examine a Specific Plan for the
Riverside Corridor between Douglas Boulevard and Darling Avenue that could allow some additional
residential use if approved. However, other areas cited by the commenter such as Atlantic and Vernon
already have existing land uses, such as businesses, residences, and other uses. These areas are older and
the infrastructure is not designed to accommodate more intensive development without substantial
upgrades. Moreover, areas zoned industrial near the rail yard are not compalible uses for new residential
development due to noise levels, diesel engines, hazardous materials use, and other activities common to
a rail vard. The City also has fiscal concerns with converling commercial arcas Lo residential use and Lhe
potentially negative effect that would have on the General Fund and the City’s ability to provide
services. In addition, as stated on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 of the Final EIR, the Cily anticipates buildout of
its current residential land use allocation belween 2005 and 2007, Turthermore, a large portion of the
unentitled land includes open space. Devejopment that eliminates open space or parks within the City
would not meet the City’s objectives of providing 9 acres of parks and open space per 1,000 residents. For

these reasons, the Infill Alternative was not considered feasible.

Response tc Comment 14

'The Cortese-Knox-Hertzbers Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 states that, “The Legislature
finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to encourage orderly growth and development which
are essential to the social, fiscal, and economic well-being of the state.” One of the objectives for the
WRSP Area is lo “Provide a logical and orderly extension of the City of Roseville compatible with
surrounding land uses that complements the pattern and intensity of existing development in the City
and provides new benefits to the City.” Similarly, one of the Remainder Area objectives is to “provide a
platform for orderly and systematic future development consistent with General Plan policies, the
Guiding principles, and the natural features of the land.” Both of these objectives are consistent with the
goals of the Cortese-Knox-Tlertzberg Act (and both objectives are found in Section 2.3 [Project Objectives|

of the Final EIR),
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Response to Commenf Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierro Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfine) [October 28, 2003)

The Act recognizes that the “logical formation and determination of local agency boundaries is an
imporlant factor in promoting orderly development and in balancing such development with sometimes
compeling state interests of discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural
Jands, and efficiently extending government services”. Further, as stated in the Act, the Legislaturc
“finds and declares that this policy should be effected by the logical formation and modification of the
boundaries of local agencies, with a preference granted to accommodating additional growth within, or
through the expansion of, the boundaries of those local agencies which can best accommodate and
provide necessary governmental services and housing for person and families of all incomes in the most
efficient manner feasible.” The proposed project is able to provide all necessary governmental services, in
a manner that is fiscally neutral to the City of Roseville, while also providing housing for all income

levels. In this manner, the proposed project is also consistent with the Act.

As reflected in Major Provisions of AB 2838: “The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorquanization
Act of 20007 (Governor's Oftice of Planning and Rescarch, www.opr.ca.gov/planning/I’DFs/
AB2838_summary.pdt, November 8, 2003}, the following arc the major provisions of the Act as it relates
to orderly growth and resource protection, followed by a discussion of the project’s consistency with

those provisions:

® Requires pre-zoning for territory proposed to be annexed to a city to ensure clear knowledge of
plans and potential impacts. The Project Appreouls (provided on page 2-64 of Final EIR) include pre-
zoning of the WRSP area consistentt witl the WRSP land use plan. The zoming identified on the WRSP
land use plan is the pre-zoning request for the purpose of e LAFCO application.

m Requires LAFCO to update spheres ot influence at least onee every five years, As part of the MSR
requirement, LAFCQ is currently reviewing sphere of influence boundaries.

m Requires LAFCO to initiate periodic regional or sub-regional service reviews at least every five
years to determine local government service needs and adequacy. LAFCO is currently undergoing
reviews in compliance with this provision.

m  Requires counties to consult with atfected cities prior to approving any development or land use
change within a sphere of influence. Requires LAFCOs to give “greal weight” to any agreements
reached between cities and counties on development within spheres of influence. The City/County
MOU for the Transition Area, which includes the project site, is a formal agreement Hat was developed to
promete Interagency coovdination and foster cooperative land use planning.

w Requires LAFCOs Lo ensure that a proposal to extend services to previous unserved territory
within an unincorporated arca is consistent with the policies of the Act, including promoting
orderly development, discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural
Jands, providing housing for persons and familics of all incomes, and the efficient extension of
governmental services. As previewsly discussed, objectives for both the WRSP and Remainder Arens
specifically address te need for orderly development. The proposed project preseroes approximately 940

wcres of open space on site and approximately 1,159 acres of open space off site. Witlh respect to prime
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agricultural lands, a total of 22.4 acves (out of a total of 40.2 acres) of Prime Farmiond would be converted
fo urbmi uses. The entive areq of Prime Farmiland located on site occurs as an “island” located in the

novtheast corner of the project site, surrounded by nrban uses to the east and south, with no contiguous

farmland to the north or west. Mitigation has been provided to redirce this impact to tHhe maxinaum extent

possible, ncluding the provision of 50-foot sethacks to separate agricullural lands from development and a
requirement for off-site acquisition of conservation ensements af a ratie of 1:1 for impacts to prime farmiand.
In terms of housing, of the 8,430 dwelling units, approximately 10 percent are planned to meet affordabilify
criterin for very low— low-, and middie-income houscholds, and parcels in the WRSP Aren would be
destgnated with affordable units. A component of the plan incudes the establishiment of a Village Center,
locating residents, goods, and services tn a compact arer as well as adoption of the pedestrian district
overlay (o promote “smart growth” principles and Hmit “sprawl.” Lastly, the project proposes an efficient
extension of govermmnental services, which will be independently verified by Placer LAFCQO during its
review of tHhe Municipal Services Review.

Defines “prime agricultural lands” more precisely. The area designated as Prime Agricultural Lands in
the WRSP Area is consistent with botlr the Slate Department of Conservation's definition of Prime
Farmland and the refined definition of Prime Farmland provided in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act. No
Prime Farinland exists according fo both definitions in the Renmminder Aren,

Requires LAFCO to censider existing data on timely availability of water supplies, regional
housing needs, information from landowners, and land use designations in boundary change
decisions. Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) of the Draft EIR indicales that water will be available to service
the proposed development, In reviewing the proposal for armexation, Placer County LAFCO will consider
the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s Regionnl Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region as
well ws the input from affected landowners.

Allows LAFCO, when making a decision, to consider regional growth goals and policies adopted
by a formally established collaboration of local elected officials. As part of Plucer LAFCOs review of
the annexation application, it is within the Agency’s jurisdiction to consider regivnal growth goals and
policies adopted by a formally established collnboration of local elected officials, If such « hody exists ot the

thme of the vevice of the application.

In summary, as demonstrated above, the proposed projecl is consistent with the provisions of the

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

Response fo Comment 15

The €

ortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 does not reguire that

development be sleered away from Prime Agricultural Land, lnstead, the Act seeks to balance

development with natural resource protection, as further discussed in Response to Comment 20-14. Refer

also 1o Response to Comment 20-14 and 24-32 for a discussion regarding Prime Farmland within the

project site.
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chopter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 16

Governmenl Code section 65352.5 requires a public water system to provide a local governiment agency
wilh waler supply information when the system is notified that the local government is planning
substanlial revisions to its general plan. Because the City here is both the water system and the local
government agency with respect to the project, the City has complied with section 63352.5 by considering
the requisile water supply information in the course of preparing the Draft EIR and the technical reports
on which the Draft EIR was based. The comment is incorrect insofar as it argues that section 633525
requires “timely availability of water supplies”; section 63352.5 includes neither that phrase nor any
similar substantive requirement. In any event, Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) of the Final EIR indicates that
sutticient water supply is available to serve the proposed WRSP project, as well as existing water
demand on the City. This fact is further confirmed in Appendix R (Utikties Technical Memoranda) and

Appendix 5 (Waler Supply Assessment [5B 610 and 221 Analysis]).

Respeonse to Comment 17

Refer to Topical Response D (Affordable Housing) for a discussion of the projecl’s contribulion towards,
or affect on, afferdable housing in the region. Refer to Response to Comment 20-13 for a discussion of an

Infill Alternative.

Response to Comment 18

Refer to Topicai Response G (Water Supply) for a complete discussion of the water supply for the
proposed project, including a discussion of waler reliability and groundwater use. In addition, in
response to the comment provided, the following text will be added as a new paragraph 4 on

page 4.11-16 and 4.11-17 of the Final EIR:

in addition, other statutes that address water supplies include the California Environmental Quality

Act {Public Resources Code 21151.9), the Coriese-Knox-1lertzbery Local Government Reorganization

.and Ilanning and Zoning Law (Government Code

Seclion 653251,

Response to Comment 19

Refer to Topical Response G {Water Supply) for a discussion of existing and proposed water supplics for

the proposed project.

The comment describes water supply planning requirements imposed by statutes other than CEQA.
CLQA, as interpreted by the courts, does not require a lead ageney commil o a parlicular water supply

to serve the proposed project. Rather, an environmental document must identify the candidate waler

West Rosevitie boacid
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sources on which the project may rely and evaluale the reasonably foresecable environmental impacts of
reliance on those sources. 5B 221 {Government Code section 66473.7), cited in the comment, invoelves a
ditterent standard. The determination of whether the project complies with that standard must occur not
when an EIR is prepared, but when a local government agency issues a final subdivision map for the
project. Accordingly, here, it is premature to conclude that the project cannot comply with the SB 221
standard. The comment provides no basis for importing the 5B 221 standard to determine the adequacy

of a CEQA document, which is governed by an existing and well-established body of case law.

As determined by the Water Supply Assessment (WSA), prepared pursuant to Scction 10910 through
10915 of the California Water Code and provided in Appendix S of the Final EIR, the City has established
that adequate waler supplics exisl to serve the proposed project in addition to buildout of the existing
General Plan during single-dry years and multiple dry years. In fact, page 14 of the WSA states that
“Based upon the City’s total projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry vears over
a 20-year projections, as demonstrated by this WSA, the City will have sufficient waler to meel projected
water demands for proposed WRSE in addition to meeting the exisling service arca’s planned Nhuture

demands. This determination is based on the information provided in this WSA.”

The WSA requires an evaluation of existing water supply entitlements, water rvights, or waler service
contracts held by the water supplier or relevant to the identified waler supply for the proposed project. Tf
the public water supplier includes groundwater supplies, the W5A must describe all groundwater basins
from which the proposed project will be supplied. If the WSA concludes thal addilional waler supplics
are necessary, lhe public water supplier must submit plans for acquiring the additional water supplies,
selling forth the measures that are being undertaken to acquire and develop those supplies. The future
water supply projects and programs discussion may be based upon proposed methods of financing,
estimated costs, Information related to federal, state, and local permits, and the estimaled timeframes
within which the public water system expects to be able to acquire the additional supplies. The WSA
assessment does not require a determination thal existing supplics alone are sufficient to provide water
to a proposed project. Therefore, the WSA for the proposed project fully evaluates the use of both

existing and future sources of waler, including the reliability of any future sources of water,

The water supply strategy for the WRSP, as described in the Tina! EIR, the technical documents on which
it is based, and Topical Response G {(Water Supply), meels the 5B 221 slandard. Those documents
provide substantial evidence supporting the City's conclusion thal a sufficienl waler supply exists to
serve the WRSP in addition to other City demand, even in dry years, The spoecific documenlalion
required by SB 221 and SB 610 {e.g., “written conlracts or other proof of valid rights to supplics”) ciled in

the comment is not relevant to the adequacy the CEQA analysis.
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Response to Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter {Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Sociefy (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

As demonstrated in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Seclion VILa), cxisting surface water
entitlements of 35,700 AFfyr can meet the City’s wet year demands 51,620 AF, leaving a surplus surface
water supply of 4,080 AF. In addition, the City has provisions in place to receive up to 39,800 AT/yr of
supply in the driest years. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IT} indicales thal
during dry, drier, or driest years, the City’s maximum diversion will decrease from 54,900 AF/vr to
39,800 AF/yr with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project providing replacement water to the river equivalent to
Roseville’s diversions abouve baseline conditions (1993 levels of diversion =19,800 AF/vr plus 20,000 AT/vr
resulting from an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs). However, il
is acknowledged that in certain extreme conditions, or potenlially in successive dry years, it is possible,
although highly unlikely, that Roseville’s diversion from the American River could drop below 39,800
AF/fyr. The likelihood of this scenario is remote, but if it should occur, Roseville would be required to

supplement water supplics with groundwater, recycled water, and additional conservation measures.

As discussed on pages 4.11-31 through 4.11-38 of the Final EIR and in Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Scction 1), the WREP Area, along with buildout of the City’s existing General Plan, will be supplied in
driest vears with a combination of surface water, 1'ec3-’clcd waler, and groundwaler, The wse of
groundwater to supplement surtace water supplies during dry vears is consistent with the City’s existing
practices. In addition, the City is currently using recycled water, In fact, 2,200 AT/yr of recycled waler (as
shown in Table T [Water Supply Strategy Report]} is the volume of waler identified in the Cily's existing
Urban Water Management Plan, which does not include Phase 3 recycled water projects or the WRSP.
The volume of recycled water indicated in Table 1 represents the annual demand of the City’s Phase I
recycled water customers as identified in the City of Ruseville Recycled Water Distribution System Feasihitity
Study, dated April 2000 and prepared by Hydro Science Engineers, Ine. To meet the City's WFA
commitments, the City intends to provide 3,000 AF/yr of recycled water to customers within the City. As
documented in Lhe Hydro Science report, the City can potentially serve up to 4500 AF/vr of recycled

water through the City’s Phase 1l customers within the existing General Plan arca,

Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TV) and Appendix M (Groundwaler Impact
Analysis) of the Final EIR for further information regarding groundwater supplies and/or the use of

groundwater.

Response fo Comment 20

Under the Water Torum Analysis, the City anticipated needing 55,700 AF/vr of water supplies during
normal/wel vears, As part of the re-evalualion of the water supply for the City and the WRSP, water
demand factors were evaluated and revised, as discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section

I}, By applying the Spink demand factors for pre-1992 development and the modified demand tactors to

W
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existing development completed after 1992 and all future development based on land usc; the projected
demand for the City was determined to be 51,620 ATFjyr (normal/wet year). The ditference between
55,700 AF/yr and 51,620 AF/yr is 4,080 AT/yr. The 4,080 AF/yr was allocated between the WR5P and the
remaining MOU Area, allowing the WRSP Area to receive 2,316 AF/yr (or 57percent) and the Remainder
Area to receive 1,746 AF/yr (or 43 percenl). Fxcess surface water supplies are available because the
anticipaled utilization rate of the supply is less than originally projected. Refer also to Topical Response

G (Water Supply, Section I) for a discussion of the reliability of existing and proposed water supplies.

Compliance with Government Code Section 66473.7 and California Water Code Section 10910(d)(2)1(A, B,
and C} is provided on page 10 of the WSA. In summary, the proposed project fully compliances with the

indicated statutes.

Response to Comment 21

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a discussion of the water supply strategy for the
proposed project. Refer to Response to Comment 20-19 for a discussion of compliance with Governunent
Code Section 66473.7 and California Water Code Seclion 10910(d)(2)(A, B, and C). The WSA has been

prepared in full compliance with Sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code.

Response to Comment 22

Page 4.11-35 of the Final EIR slates “Groundwater could be used to supplement supplies for the WRSD
Area during dry and driest vears, consistent with existing City (and regional) practice. As illustrated by
Table 4.11-7, 1f 2,848 AT/yr of groundwater (in addition to the 7,400 AF/fvr of groundwater included in
the Citv’s WFA drv-year supply) is used to make up the shortfall crealed by the WRSP, there would be
sufficient water to meet the needs of both the City and the WRSP Arca. Based on 70 yvears of historic data,
which included the 1977 drought of record, the resuits of hydrologic modeling suggest that groundwaler
would only be required in 12 of 70 vears, or 17 percent of the time.” In addition, the assumption of 7,400
AFfyr of groundwaler included in the City’s WFA dry-vear supply is also discussed in Appendix M
(Groundwaler Impacl Analysis), which contains the Groundweater Impnact Annlysis for the Proposed Reasons
Farm Land Refirement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June 2003) and Topical Response G (Water

Supply, Section V).

The groundwater modeling that was conducted to analyze the WRSP included the 7,400 ATfyr of
currently planned extraction during dry years, as well as 2,848 AF/yr of other planned extractions in the
region. At the time of this analysis, the proposed De La Salle University was not being considered.
Further, the Placer Counly Board of Supervisors, at their meeting on October 20, 2003, to discuss the

Placer Ranch and De T.a Salle University proposals, directed the projects to use surface waler supplics
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Response to Commenf Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Dovis), and Sierra Foothills Avdubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

rather than groundwater supplies. The De Ta Salle University will analyze the use of groundwater as an
interim supply in its EIR. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IV) and Response to

Comment 29A-16 for an additional discussion of groundwater supplies.

Cumulative impacts to groundwater are summarized on pages 5-77 through 5-81 of Section 5.5.3 (CEQA
Considerations, Cumulative Impact Assessment) of the Final EIR. The cumulative analysis of
groundwater impacts associated with the proposed project substantially relied on the EIR prepared for
the Water Forum Agreement {(WFA}Y. The Water Forum includes a diverse group of approximately 39
water agencies, business groups, agricultural interests, environmentalists, citizen groups, and local
governments that were assembled to evaluate the water needs and supplics im the Sacramenlo arca,
including parls of Sacramenle, Placer, and E! Dorado countics, through the vear 2030, The signalories to
the WFA include Arden-Cordova Water Service, Associated General Comntractors, Building Industry
Association, Carmichael Water District, California-American Water Company, Citrus Heights Water
District, City of Folsom, City of Roseville, City of Sacramento, Clay Water District, County of
Sacramento, Del Paso Manor Water District, El Dorado County Water Agency, El Dorado lLrrigation
Districl, Tnvironmental Council of Sacramento, Fair Oaks Water Districl, Tlorin County Water District,
Friends of the River, Galt Irrigation District, Georgetown Divide Public Utility District, League of
Women Voters, Natomas Central Mutual Water Company, Omochumne-Harinell Water Dislrict, Orange
Vale Water Company, Placer County Water Agency, Rancho Murieta Community Services District,
Regional Water Authority, Rio Linda/Elverta Community Water District, Sacramento Association of
Realtors, Sacramento Counly Alliance of Neighborhoods, Sacramento County Tarm Burcau, Sacramenlo
County Taxpavers League, Sacramentoe Metro Chamber of Commerce, Sacramento Municipal Utility
District, Sacramento-Sierra Building & Construction Trades Council, Sacramento Suburban Water
District, San Juan Water District, Save the American River Association, Inc., and Sierra Club-Mother Lode

Chapter.

In summary, the WEFA FIR linked the Integrated Groundwater Surface Water Model for Sacramento
County to the groundwaler moedels of San Joaquin and Sutter/Placer Counties to analyze Lhe impacts of
the Water Forum Project (WTP} on groundwaler in Lthe region. The EIR concluded that regional impacts
Loy gmund\-vatur FOSOUTCRS, inciuding g,r(_)und\-x-'atcr qualt[y, the rale of movemenl of gmundwaler
contamination, land subsidence, and reduced efticiency or discontinued operation of wells, would be less
than significanl, and no mitigation measures were required. While groundwater levels are expected to
continue lo deching, ullimale stabilization of the water table is projected under the sustainable yield
recommoendations of the Water Forum Project. Groundwater management would be facilitated through
maintaining basin-specific sustainable yields and through implementation of conjunctive use programs

or similar ¢fforts designed to maximize the efficent use of available surface water and groundwater
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supplies. 'the WFA FIR is available at the City of Roscville Permit Center and online at

www.waler f(_)l'i.l m.oTg.

Response to Comment 23

The commenter indicates that Table 4.7-2 (Special-Status Species Polentiaily Occurring in the Wesl
Roseville Specific Plan Area) contains inaccurate information and omissions, but dees not provide any

specific examples.

The commenter refers to an informal survey of winler bird use of west Placer in 2002-2003, known as the
2002 Lincoln Christmas Bird Count, a bird count conducted by tocal birdwatchers on December 27, 2002.
The Tincoln Christmas Rird Count includes a listing of a variety of bird species. The Placer County
Habitat Bird data is presented in the draft Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Communities Conservation Plan {HCP/NCCP) (Placer Legacy, 2003). Informalion from these two surveys
was not considered in the preparation of the Draft FTR. Rather, the Final HIR ralicd on a series of
biological surveys, listed on page 4.7-1, prepared specifically for the project site. Many of the species
findings of the Chrislmas Bird County and the Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan are consistent
with the findings of the surveys prepared for Ihe project site. Neither of the surveys mentioned by the
commenter affecls the analysis of biological impacts in the Dratt EIR. Many of the species identified in
those surveys are not considered specics of concern and thus, are not required for evaluation under
CEQA. Tn addition, existing mitigation measures will similarly reduce impacts to all the bird species that

utilize the site.
Refer lo Responses to Commends 17-2 and 17-7 regarding revisions to Table 4.7-2.

Response 1o Comment 24

While the burrowing owl typically only nests and breeds between March and August, it is recognized
that the burrowing owl is a year-round resident to this area. Burrowing owls were observed during

surveys of the WRSP Area.

Ag stated on page 4.7-18 of the Final EIR, "Ihree pairs and three individual burrowing owls have been
observed during surveys of the WRSP Area.” Further, page 4.7-46 of the Final EIR states that “To ensure
that legally prolecled birds-of-prey are not taken during project construction, MM 4.7-6 requires that,
when teasible, excavation near potential burrowing owl burrows occur during the period when these
species arc not nesting (September through February). I construction or excavation near potential
burrowing vwl burrows during the nesting season is unavoidable, pre-construction burrowing owl
survevs shall be comducted to determine whether or not legally protected raptor nests are present in

arcas designated for removal, or in areas slated for grading or other excavation. In the event that nests
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier {Terry Davis), ond Sierra Foothills Auduben Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

are present, appropriate protocols shall be developed, which could include avoidance in consultation

with CDFEG.”

Response to Comment 25

The short-cared owl (Asio flammeus) is a California species of special concern. It was formerly a resident
found locaily throughout the state, excluding higher mountainsg. The short-eared owl is now found as a
widespread winter migrant, found primarily in the Central Valley, in the western Sierra Nevada
toothills, and lecally in the southern desert region. Short-eared owls are expected to occur as winter
visitants to the project area during migration. No short-eared owls were observed during species surveys
of the site. During migralion, any number of birds can visit the project site. The commenter indicates that
short-eared owls have been observed north and west of the sile. Because short-cared owls are unlikely to
nesl in the area, they were not evaluated in greater detail in the Draft EIR. EIRs generally evaluate
specics of concern only if they make significant use of a project site. Impacls Lo the species” habitat have

been addressed and mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Response fo Comment 26

The praivie falcon (Faleo wexicanus) is a California Species of special concern. lhe prairie falcon is an
uncommon permancent resident and @ migrant that ranges from southeastern deserts northwest along the
inner Cloast Ranges and Sierra Nevada., As described on page 4.7-21 of the Final EIR, that although
suilable habitat for this species occurs on the project site, it was not observed during field surveys of the
project site. During migration, any number of birds can visit the project site. The commenter indicates
that prairie falcon has been observed on the site in the winter. Because prairie falcons are unlikely to nest
in the area, they were not evaluated in greater detail in the Draft EIR. EIRs generally evaluate species of
concern only if thev make significant use of a project sile. Specific surveys for praivie falcons, therefore,

are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final IR,

Response to Comment 27

The merlin (Falco colwmbaring) is a California species of special concern. The maorlin is an uncommon
winter migrant {rom September to May scldom found in heavily wooded arcas, or open deserts. 1t
frequents coastlines, open grasslands, savannahs, woodlands, fakes, wetlands, and edges. The merlin can
be found in annual grasslands to ponderosa pine and montane hardwood-conifer habitats. No merlins
were observed during special surveys, Table 4.7-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special stalus migrant
bird species that has the potential Lo visit the project sile, During migralion, any numbcer of birds can visit
the project site. The commenter indicates that the merlin has been observed west of the project sile.

Because merlins are unlikely Lo nest in the area, they were nol evalualed in greater defail in the Draft ETR.
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EIRs generally evaluate species of concern only if they make significant use of a project site, Specific

surveys for merling, therefore, are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 28

The long-billed curlew (Numemus wnericanusy is a California species of special concern. The long-billed
curlew is an uncommon to fairly common breeder from Apri! to Seplember in wet meadow habitat in
northeastern California in Siskivou, Modoc, and Lassen counties. The fong-billed curlew’s preferred
winter habitat inciudes large coastal cstuaries, upland herbaceous areas, and croplands. No long-billed
curlews were observed during special surveys. Table 4.7-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special status
migrant bird species that has the potential to visit the project site. During migration, any number of birds
can visit the project site. The commenter indicates that the long-billed curlew has been observed on the
site during the 2002 Christmas Bird Count. Specific surveys for long-billed curiews are not required for
an adequale analysis in the Final EIR because impacts to the species’ habitat on the project site have been

addressed and mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 29

The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludevicianus) is a California species of special concern and a federal special
concern species. The loggerhead shrike is a common resident and winler visitor in lowlands and foothills
throughout California that prefors habitats with scattered shrubs, trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or
other perches. As described on page 4.7-21 and listed on Table 4.7-2 of the Final EIR, no loggerhead
shrikes were observed during the 1999-2000 surveys, although suitable habilat for the species ocetirs on
the project site. Loggerhead shrikes are known to occur In the vicinity of the project site. The commenter
indicates that loggerhead shrikes have been observed on the site during the breeding season. Specific
surveys for loggerhead shrike are not required for an adequale analysis in the Final EIR because impacts

to the specics” habilal have been addressed and mitigaled to a less-than-significant leve!.

Response to Comment 30

Tricolored blackbirds (Agelains tricolor) are a California species of special concern and a federal special
concern species. The tricolored blackbird typically nests in dense stands of cattails and tules, or in upland
sites with blackberries, nollics, or thistles. The tricolored blackbird was observed on the site during
Spring 2000 despile the fact that there s no suilable nesling habitat in the project arca. They are known to
torage in the area throughout the year. Because tricolored blackbirds are unlikely to nest in the area, they
were not evaluated in greater detail in the Final EIR. ETRs generally evaluate species of concern only if

they make significant use of a project site. Specific survevs for tricolored blackbirds, therefore, are not




Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Auduboen Sociely (Ed
Pandoffine) {October 28, 2003)

requiired for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR because impacts to the species’ habitat have been

addressed and miligated to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 31

The yellow warbler (Dendroica petechin is a California species of special concern and the willow
flycatcher (Empidonax trailii) is a state endangered species (1991). Both birds are regular spring and fall
migrants in the project area. Table 47-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special stalus migrant bird
species that has the potential to visit the project site. During migration, any number of birds can visil the
project site. The commenter indicales bolh birds are regular spring and fall migranls along Pleasant
Grove Creck. Because yellow warblers and willow flycatchers are unlikely to nest in the area, they were
not evalualed in grealer detail in the TFinal EIR. EIRs generally evaluate species of concern only if they
spend substantial amounts of time at a project site. Specific surveys for yellow warblers and willow

flycatchers, therefore, are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 32

Ferruginous hawks (Bufeo regalisy are a California species of concern and a federal species of concern. As
shown on Table 4.7-2, the habitat for ferruginous hawks consists of various upland habitats. Ferruginous
hawks were observed during surveys of the WRSP Area, as noted by the commenter and as listed in
Table 4.7-2. Impact 4.7-5 describes impacts and mitigation measures (MM 4.7-6) for Swainson's hawk,

burrowing owl and other legally protected raptors, including ferruginous hawks.

Response to Comment 33

The mitigation provided in the Final EIR is consistent with Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A) and 15126 4(a)(4)(B),
which requires an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental
interest and that the mitigation must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project. The
miligation provided for impacts to biological resources exceeds agency standards in many cases, In those
cases where The mitigation meels agency standards or requirements, those standards and requirements
have been developed, in part, for the purpose of providing guidance as to proportionality between an
impact and proposcd miligation, cither on a general basis (L.e., “no net loss” of wetlands) or on a project-
specific basis (i.c., the federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation process completed for the
proposed project). Further, a requirement that the project complics with applicable environmental laws
or regulalions may serve as adequate mitigation of environmental impacts (refer to Teonoff v Mowterey
Cownfy Bd. of Supervisors (1990 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1355, 272 Cal.Rprt. 372; Sundstrom o Counly of
Mendocinoe (1988) 202 Cal App.3d 296, 308, 248, Cal Rprt. 332).
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Respense to Comment 34

The commenter correctly indicates that the mumber of Swainson's hawks declined over the last 100 years
(refer to page 4.7-18 of the Final EIRY, Impacl 4.7-5 (Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and
Other Legally Protected Raptors) addresses impacts that would occur to the Swainson’s hawk as a result
of disturbance of riparian habitat {(breeding sites) and foraging habitat (grasslands). MM 4.7-6 addresscs

impacts to breeding sites, and MM 4.7-8 addresses impacts to foraging habitat.

Respense to Comment 35

The California Natural Diversity Database (2002) lists two relatively recent records of nesting by this
species in the south Placer County area, both in the Roseville vicinity. Department of Fish and Game

(2001) surveys located seven aclive nests in western Placer County.

Response to Comment 36

The commenter provides an opinjon regarding the information in Table4.7-4 (Swainson’s hawk
mitigation). Table 4.7-4 has been updated to retlect the Swainson’s hawk nest site ncar Fiddyment Road
and MM 4.7-9 has been revised to include performance standards for oft-site preservation mitigation
requirements. Refer to Responsc to Comment 7-6 regarding the nest site near Tiddyment Road and
related mitigation requirements. Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation T.ands) and Responses

to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 for a discussion of the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats.

The project applicants have consulted with USEFWS, USACE, USEPAC, City slaff, and CDFG staff during
planning of the open space preserve areas to ensure thal they would provide maximum biological
function and value, Approximately 699.3 acres of open space are designated for preservation within open
space preserve areas in the WRSP. The open space preserve areas account for approximately 20 percent
of the plan arca and incorporate grasslands, creek corridors and floadplains, seasonal wetlands, and cak
woodlands. Uses within open space preserve areas are limited to activities authorized under 404
permit(s) (West Roseville Specific Plan, September 12, 2003, page 4-18) and would inclade, but not be
limited to, bike paths, ulilitics, drainage, flood control facilities, drainage facilitics, and passive recreation

uses.,

The commenter indicates that the on-site retained open space is unlikely to support Swainson’s hawk
due to its small size, fragmented nature. The on-site retained open space totals 699.3 and consists of 399
acres of open space preserves, which provide suitable foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawlk. These
open space areas are contiguous and continuous within the WRSP plan area. In addition, the two largest
on-site preserve parcels (W-81 and T-80), the only preserve parcels that recelve credit in the final EIR for

on-site Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat preservation, are situated such lhat they could complement
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Response fo Comment Letfer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Auduben Society (Ed
Pandolfine) (October 28, 2003}

larger landscape preservation etforts being undertaken in the County. Should this occur, the City would
comsider allowing a [PA to own/maintain these preserve areas in conjunction with the larger landscape
preservalion effort. The WRSP General Plan Amendment recommends that the County consider
cstablishing an open space arca to enhance and augment the City’s western open space. This parce! is
already contiguous with the Reason Farms property to the north, a 1,500-acre site that will remain mostly
undeveloped as a flood contre] retention basin. Parcel W-81 and F-80 may also benefit from additional
preservation areas that could further expand and link these parcels depending on the outcome and

processing of tuture development plans within the proposed sphere of influence area.

In other instances in Roseville, the CDEG has considered smaller areas of grassiand habitats located in
urban settings to be foraging habitat for state listed threatened species, including $wainson’s hawk. For
example, in a letter from CDFG lo the Roseville Planning Department dated October 11, 2002, the CDTG
contends that a 36-acre parcel proposed for development containing vernal pool/grassland habitat was
considered sultable toraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. This parcel is Tocated in a developing portion
of the City, surrounded almost entirely by existing development, including Highway 65. The property
was comparably much smaller and more isolated than the WRSP open space network and was not

managed for wildlife benefit.

On-site open space preserves consisting of approximately 620 acres of grassland would provide foraging
opportunities for a variety of nocturnal and diurnal raptors, including Swainson’s hawk (Estep, pers.
comm,, 2003). Approximately 620 contiguous acres of grasslands, 399 acres (parcels W-81 and F-80) are
proposed for Swainson’s hawk foraging habilat mitigation credit. The remaining on-sile open space
parcels, although fragmented and in some cases noncontigtious, may not provide the same foraging

benefit as larger parcels, bul would, nevertheless, be available for foraging,.

Nonnative annual grassland, the predominant habitat of Lhe site, is not the optimal habitat for
owainson’s hawk. The project site is characterized by scasonally dry grassland that is not perennially
green and herefore does not produce significant seed, which would result in high populations of
granivorous noclurnal, or “night active,” rodents, rather than herbaccous divrpal or “day active”
rodents. Swainson’s hawk prefers divrnal rodenls as prey, Although the quality of the grassland is less
than ideal for the Swainson’s hawk, the two large on-site preserve parcels are large enough in size (167
acres and 132 acres in size) to represenl realistic foraging arcas for lhe hawk (Estep, personal
communication, 2003). The distance belween the on-site preserve arcas o the polential nest sites is within

the same range as the distance between the impact areas and the existing nest sites,
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Commenis

Response to Comment 37

Mitigation for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat have employved mitigation ratios established
and commonly used in the region and by CDFG to address impacts to Swaingon’s hawk (refer to Revised
Table 4.7-4 [Swainson’s hawk Grassland Habitat Mitigation Plan]). The proposed mitigation (both on site
and off site) is consistent with CDFG’s 1994 mitigation guidelines for the Swainson’s hawk. Refer to
Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and revised MM 4.7-9 for a related discussion of off-site
miligation requirements and Responses to Comments 7-4, 7-5, 7-9 and 7-10 for a discussion of additional

mitigation discussed with CDFG since the date of issuance of the CDEQ [etter.

Response to Comment 38

Refer to Response to Comment 7-6 regarding the nest site near Fiddyment Road and related mitigation
requirements. The commenter suggests that only the older off-site nest site locations were used. Refer to

revised Table 4.7-4 for revised mitigation requirements, which accounts for all of the nest sites.

Response to Comment 3¢

The commenter states that the locations of nest sites to the east require that the birds using lhose sites are
likely to be especially dependent on the project site since the areas to the east and south of those nest sites
are urbanized. Refer to Response to Comment 20-37 regarding mitigation ratios. Swainson’s hawks that
are dependent on the project site for foraging will have approximately 620 acres of contiguous open
space within the WRSP for foraging, of which 399 acres are contained in two large open space grassland
parcels. Refer also to Topical Response A (Off-5ite Mitigalion Tands) and Responses to Comments 7-5

and 7-6 regarding the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats.

Response fo Comment 40

The commenler slates that the size, location, and nature of the proposed mitigation lands are
inappropriate and inadequate. The commenter states the 600 acres of open space on site cannot be
counted toward mitigation. Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responses to
Comuments 7-5 and 7-6 regarding the function and viability of on-sile grassiand habitats, performance

standards, and mitigation credit.

The commenter states the proposed mitigation land is spread throughout the County in separate blocks,
none of which is large cnough to support the breeding of Swainson’s hawks. Refer to Topical Response A
(Off-5ite Mitigation T.ands) and Response to Comment 7-15 regarding the suitability of the proposed

mitigation lo support Swainson’s hawks.
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Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chopter (Terry Davis}, and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

The commenter states that the sites are largely surrounded by land that is unprotecled from future
development. The Yankee Siough site is Jocated north of Coon Creek, southeast of the town of Sheridan.
The site is zoned for agricultural uses and is not in the path of urbanization. Relative to the project site,
the Yankee Slough site is less likely to urbanize. Refer to Response to Comment 7-12 regarding the
suitability of the Reason Farms site for mitigation. The City of Roseville is in the process of acquiring the
Reason Farms site for the purpose of open space preservation, stormwater retention, and habitat

preservation.

The commenter states that the sites do not contain suilable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat or nesting
sites. Refer 1o Response to Comment 7-11 regarding the suitability of the Yankee Stough site for off-site
miligation and Response to Comment 7-12 regarding the suitability of the Reason Tarms site. Refer to
Topical Response A (Off-Site Miligation Lands) and revised MM 4.7-9 for a discussion of off-site

grassland preservation mitigation performance standards.

Refer to Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) and Topical Response A (Off-Site

Mitigation Lands) for discussion of the management aclivities and acquisition of the off-site lands.

In June 2003 the Applicants contracted with Conservation Resources, T.1.C to purchase 731 acres of which
690 acres would be in Swainson’s hawk habitat and 43 acres of vernal pool restoration habitat on the
Yankce Slough property. The Applicants made an initial payment of $2,200,000 to Conservation
Resources, LLC for this habitat and the balance of the purchase price which constitutes 50 percent of the
total purchase price is due to be paid in February 2004. Tn addition, the applicants have purchased the
East Sheridan property from Wildlands, Inc. to compensate for wetland impacts. An initial payment of

52,150,000 was paid with the remaining 30 percent to be purchased in February 2004,

The Yankee Slough and Hast Sheridan mitigation property and acquisition has been approved by the
USFWS as refiected in their Tinal Biological Opinion (letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS to Tom
Cavanaugh of LSACE November 20, 2003). All management and maintenance obligations for the
restoration and preservation components of this off-site mitigation property will be fully funded by
Conservation Resources and Wildlands, Inc. pursuant to the terms and conditions of the foregoing
mitigation agreements as approved by the USFWS. Additional mitigation properly conservation
easernents will be acquired in accordance with MM 4.7-9 prior to cach phase ol the development of the
project in connection with a phasing protocol that has been acknowledged as acceptable by the CDEG's

letter of October 24, 2003.
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Chapter 13 Responses ta Comments

Response fo Comment 41

The commenter states that the ineans by which the mitigation lands would be acquired are vague and
speculalive, Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands), revised MM 4.7-9, and Response to

Comment 20-44 regarding acquisition of the mitigation properties.

The measures proposed Lo address impacls Lo Swainson's hawk mcecet Lthe definition of mitigation under
CLQA Guidelines section 15370, That section states that ‘mitigation includes (a} avolding the impact
allogelher by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (5) minimizing impacts by limiting the
degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; {¢) rectifying the impact by repairing,
rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted envirenment, (d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time
by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and (¢} compensating for the

impact by replacing or providing substitule resources or environmentls,

Response to Comment 42

Commenter states that there is no mitigation for loss of Swalnsen’s hawk nesting sites instead of riparian

nesting site preservalion.

Except for two proposed road crossings that will resull in free removals, the exisling riparian woodland
will largely be preserved. Through the implementation of nalural resource agency approved buffers, the
existing riparian habitat will remain preserved. The off-site mitigation areas also have suitable Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat {i.e., open grassland and croplands) and nesting habitat {i.e., riparian woodland
adjacent Lo open lands). In addition, as reguired by MM 4.7-6, “To ensure that legally protected birds-of-
prey are not taken during project construction, MM 4.7-6 requires that, when feasible, tree removals, or
excavation near potential burrowing owl burrows occur during the period when these species are not
nesting (September through February). If removal of trees or excavation near potential burrowing owl
burrows during the nesting season is unavoidable, pre-construction raptor nest/burrowing owl surveys
shall be conducted to determine whelher or not legally prolected raptor nesks are presenl in trees
designated for removal, or in arcas slaled for grading or other excavalion. Tn the event that nests are
present, appropriate CDTG protocols shall be followed in consullation with CDECG and followed during
the removal or relocation ot those nests.” All mitigation of oak woondlands will occur tn oak woodland
prescrvation arcas identified around Pleasant Grove Creek, thereby maintaining the overall size of the

pak woodland and riparian area on the WRSP.
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Avdubon Society {Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003}

Response to Comment 43

The commenler states that there is no active management of the mitigation areas to enhance or mainlain
suitable Swainson’s hawk habitat. Refer to Topical Response E (WRST Open Space Management Plan)

and Response to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 regarding managemen! of Swainson’s hawk toraging areas.

Response to Comment 44

The commenter states that lhere is no funding or fimancial plan discussed for acquiring or managing the
mitigation properties. As discussed in Response to Comment 20-34, an Operation and Management Plan
is required for both the on-site and off-site mitigation areas. Refer lo Topical Response A (Oft-5ite
Mitigation Lands) and Response to Comment 20-40 regarding funding to acquire the Swainson’s hawk
mitigation areas. Refer also to Responses to Comments 20-42 and 20-43 regarding the management of the

mitigalion properties.

CEQA does not require a tiscal analysis as parl of the environmental review process (Section 15131(ay of
the CEQA Guidelines: Econoimnic or social effects of a project siall not be treated as significant effcots on the
environment). The Specific Plan, however, contains a full program of implementation measures {including
financing measures) to ensurc the provision of all infrastructure, facilitics, public services, and/or
mitigation measures that are necessary to support the proposed development. These implementation
measures are described in Section 11 (Implementation and Administration) of the Specific Plan and

Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Tmplemoentation) of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 45

The commenter states that the 350-foot construction activity buffer around active nest sites is inadequate.
The 350-foot nest bujfer is within the range of routinely approved distances by CDFG tor projects in this

area.

Response to Comment 46

The February through August period is generally the active period for nesting raptors, including
Swainson’s hawks. Tf an aclive raptor nest is tound, regardless of the date, measures will be undertaken
to prevenl nest failure resulting from construction activilies, as previously described in this response in

the discussion of MM 4.7-6.

Response to Comment 47

Refer o Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) for a discussion the Operation and

Management Plan. A Long-Term Monitoring Program will be prepared and implemented for the on-gite
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Chapier 13 Responses to Comments

and off-sife mitigation areas, respectively. Refer to Response to Comment 35C-3 regarding cost estimatcs

for on-site mitigalion.

Response 1o Comment 48

The commenter notes an opinion that burrowing owls have been severcly impacted by residential and
urban development and intense agricultural practices and does not provide a direct comment on the
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required with respect to those
statemenls, Impacts to burrowing owls are further discussed on pages 4.7-45 to 4.7-47 and pages 5-65 Lo

5-67 of the cumulative impacts seclion of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 49

The conumenter states a personal observation that in Placer County, only a handfui of burrowing owls
are known to persist. There is no detailed information on populalion trends in burrowing owls in Placer

County because of the lack of baseline dala (Placer Legacy, Specics Database, 2003).

The commenter states an opinion that the finding of three pairs on the site (Green 2000} is of considerable
significance. As described on page 4.7-18 of the Final EIR, three pair and three individual burrowing
owls have been observed during surveys of the WRSP. Impacts to burrowing owls are further discussed

on pages 4.7-45 to 4.7-47 and pages 5-65 to 3-67 of the cumulative impacts section of the Final ETR.

Response to Comment 50

Text on page 4.7-70 describing the mitigation approach for a number of species refers to Impact 4.7-5
(Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and Other Legally Protected Raptors) and includes
MM 4.7-6{a) through (h). MM 4.7-6(a) through (£} applies to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and other
raptors, while the remaining subparts of the miligalion measure, {g) and (h), apply directly to the
burrowing owl. MM 4.7-8 (Off-site and on-site preservation of grassiand habitat) addresses impacls to

grassland habilat for several spedes, including burrowing owl.

The mitigation provided pursuant to MM 4.7-8 would follow CD¥FG guidelines (1995), which have the
objective to avoid and minimize impacls to burrowing owls at a project site and preserve habitat that will
support viable owl populations. The CDFG Guidelines {1995) recommend mitigalion measures that
result in the avoidance of occupied burrows during the nesling season (February through August); allow
for the crealion of artificial burrows and passive relocation techniques and provide guidance for
preservation of {oraging habitat to offset burrowing owl impacts. MM 4.7-6 and MM 4.7-8 are gencrally
consistenl with CDFCG Cuidelines (1995). Revisions are made to MM 4.7-6 (Avoid nesting site) to increase

the nondisturbance buffer around occupied burrows during the breeding season from 300 to 350 fect:
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Response to Commeni Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapfer {Terry Dovis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

MM 4.7-6 (g): Avoid nesting sites (hnpact 4.7-5 wud Impact 4.7-8 — WRSP)

The applicant shall avoid all potential burrowing owl borrows that may be
disturbed by project conslruction during the breeding scason between
February 15 and August 30 (the period when nest burrows are typically
occupied by adults with eggs or young). Avoidance shall include the
establishment of a 388-feat350-foot diamoeter nondisturbance buffer zone

around any occupied burrows, The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly

visible temporary construction fercing. Disturbance of any occupied burrows

shall only occur outside of the breeding season (August 30 through February

15).
Within the WRSP, 620 acres of open space will be preserved in a contiguous open space network. Of the
620 acres, 399 acres are located within two large parcels located on the north and west sides of the
project. Open space preserves will provide on-sile preservation of suitable burrowing owl habitat, where

burrowing owls have been observed during surveys of the sile.

Mitigation lands will be acquired off site at Yankee Slough and other areas for the preservation of
Swainson’s hawk habitat. The Yankee Slough site is currently dry farmed and will be restored to its
natural condition of vernal pool/grasslands, a habitat condition which is suitable habitat for burrowing
owls (if ground squirrels are present, and grass is managed to be short in height). Burrowing owls can be
found in annual and perennial grasslands, deserts, and arid scrublands characterized by low-growing
vegelation as well as landscape, which include minimal trees and shrubs it the canopy covers less than

30 poercenl of the ground surface (CDFG, Staff Report on Burrowing Owls, 1993).

MM 4.7-6 and MM 4.7-8 will reduce impacts to burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk by preserving
existing Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl habitat and providing off-site mitigation suitable for both
species. On-site open space preserve arcas will be subject to the management practices described in the
Operation and Management Plan (Refer to Topical Response E). The Operation and Management Plan
calls for active management practices imcluding grazing and thatch control to minimize cover on the sile.
In addition, the applicants will work with CDFG by submitting a copy of the Operation and
Management plan, which details the operations and maintenance activities that will ensure that the
mitigation lands are managed appropriately for both the Swainson’s hawk and the burrowing owl. In
discussions between the City and CDFG (November 5, 2003), the City agreed to include feasible and
appropriale management recomumendations from the CDIFG that address species including the

burrowing owl.

Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl are known to inhabit the same habitat although burrowing owls

prefer less dense cover than Swainson's hawk, such as short grasses and plains.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

The measures proposed to address impacls to Swainson’s hawl and burrowing owl mect the definition
of mitigation under CEQA Guidelines section 15370. That scction states that, “mitigation includes:
{#) avoiding the impacl allogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; () minimizing
impacts by limiling the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (¢} rectifying the
impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment, (d) reducing or eliminating
the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operalions during the life of the action;
{¢) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.” The

proposed mitigation mecls the definition of mitigation subsections under (s, (¢j, and {d).

Response fo Comment 51

The commenter states Lhat the Draft EIR propoeses no specific mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl
habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-50 regarding Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl miligation.
The Final EIR proposes MM 4.7-8 (Off-site and on-site preservation of grassland habitat) for loss of

burrowing owl habitat,

Response to Comment 52

The conunenter states his opinion that there is no assurance that the land contemplated for Swainson’s
hawk mitigation contains any appropriale habitat for burrowing owls. Refer to Response lo Comment 20-
50 for a discussion of on-site preservation of burrowing owl habitat. Approximalely 620 acres of open
space will be preserved, including habitat in which the burrowing owf has been observed (Green studies,
2000). The suitability of the project site for burrowing owl habitat has been demonstrated through the
observation of burrowing owls on the project site. In addition, as part of the Operation and Management
plan, the grassland habitat will be managed and artificial burrows will be constructed as needed. The
Yunkee Slough off-site location is suitable for burrowing owl habilat, because after restoration, it will be
managed to contain low growing vegetation and grassland complexes similar to the project site. The
project does not contemplate relocale the burrowing owls off site. Nevertheless, the Off-Site Mitigation

Lands will provide additional habital for lhe burrowing owl.

Response to Comment 53

Refer to Response to Comment 7-5 regarding retained open space and Lhe value of open space for habitat

preservation. The commenter states that the habitat is fragmented and in proximity to human activity,

The CDTCG Staff Report on Burrowing Ow!l Mitigation {October 17, 1993) recommends a minimum of 6.5
acres of foraging habitat (foraging radius around the burrow) per pair or unpaired resident bird to offsct
the loss of foraging and burrow habitat. In the WRSD, three pairs of burrowing owls and three single

burrowing owls were observed (Green studies, 2000). Approximalely 40 acres of foraging habitat would
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Response to Comment Letier 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothilis Auduboan Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

be required (six [three pair and three single owls} x 6.5 acres/per pair or single = 39 acres). Within the
WRSE, the smallest area of contiguous open space preserve is 44.4 acres (parcels F-86, F-87, F-88 and W-
82}, which exceeds the CDFG's requirements for burrowing owl habitat. Other discrele conliguous arcas
of open space are larger and would accommodate Targer burrowing owl populations including open
spaces that measure 267 acres (parcel W-81), 132 acres (parcel F-80), 77.2 acres (parcel W-83), and 162.5
acres (parcels F-83, F-84 and F-83).

Response fo Comment 54

The commenter states that efforts should be made to find and preserve suitable burrowing owl habitat

elsewhere in the County.

Off-site mitigation areas are not necessary lo reduce impacts to burrowing owls. The preserved
grasslands on site are of adequate acreage, according to CDFG guidelines, to meet burrowing owl
foraging requirements. Refer to Response to Comment 20-53 regarding the ability to provide adequate
foraging habitat on site. Additional burrowing owl habitat will be provided with the off-site mitigation
sites at Yankee Slough and additional off-site mitigation properties acquired by the Applicants in

conjunction with their development phasing,.

Refer to Topical Response A (Otf-Site Mitigation Lands) for additional information. Theretore, because
the mitigation proposed is consistent with the CDFG's 1995 guidelines, impacts are reduced to a less-

than-significant lovel.

Response to Comment 55

The commenter states his opinion that it is unlikely that the impacts of the project can not be mifigated to
a less-than-significant level. As stated in the Final EIR, however, adequate mitigation is being provided
to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. MM 4.7-8 requires off-site and on-site preservation
of grassland habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-53 regarding the ability to provide adequate

toraging habitat on site,

MM 4.7-8 will reduce impacts to burrowing owl by avoidance and preserving and enhancng cxisting
burrowing owl habitat on site, and providing off-site mitigation suitable for both Swainson’s hawk and
burrowing owl. The measures proposed to address impacts to Swainson’s hawk and burrewing owl
meet the definition of mitigation under CEQA Guidelines section 15370 and provide substantial evidence
that the impact to burrowing owls afler mitigation will be less than signiticant. Thal section slates that,
“mitigation includes: (a) avoiding the impact allogelher by not taking a certain action or parts of an
actiory (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implemenlation;

{c} rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitaling, or restoring the impacted environment, (d) reducing

Yoot
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action; fe) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.”
The proposced mitigation avoids habitat, minimizes the impacl by limiting the degree of development,

and provides substitute resources or enviroruments.

Response tc Comment 56

MM 4.7-6(f) requires the Applicants immediately prior to construction activity, through surveys,
determine if burrowing owls ave occupying the project site. If burrowing owls are occupying the site
prior to construction, they will be identified in these surveys and MM4.7-6(g) and (h) regarding
. avoidance will apply. MM 4.7-6(g) and (h) require that burrows be avoided during construction during
the breeding scason and that preconstruction and non-breeding seasom exclusion measures be
implemented to preclude burrowing owl occupation of the site prior to site disturbance (one-way doors}.
The protocol outlined in MM 4.7-6 is consistent with the requirements of the CDFG Guidelines (1993).
Consistent with CDFG protocol, in the cvent that a burrowing owl is encountered during construction in
the non-nesting scason, construction would stop and the owl would be relocaled through accepted

passive relocation techniques.

CDEFG Guidelines {1995} consider an impact to burrowing owls to be disturbance within 50 meters (160
feet) of owls al occupiod burraws, destruction of natural and artificial burrows or destruction and/or
degradation of foraging habital adjacent (within 100 m/320 feet) to an occupied burrow. The 350-fool

requirement in MM 4.7-6(b) substantially exceeds the CDFG Guideline.

Response to Comment 57

The commenter slates thal mitigation for burrowing owl impacts will require a large area of appropriale
habitat and that the areas planned for Swainson’s hawk habitat will not suffice for burrowing owl. Refer
10 Response to Comment 20-33 regarding the ability to provide adequate burrowing owl foraging and
nesting habitat on site. Refer also to Responses to Comments 20-50 and 20-52 for information regarding
the suitability of on-site and off-site mitigation to provide burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk
mitigation. Refer also to Response to Comment 20-56 for information regarding the range of foraging

habitat called for in CDTC Cuidelines.

Response to Comment 58

Commenler slates thal active management to improve areas for Swainson’s hawks will moest likely make
them unsuitable lor burrowing owl. Mitication lands will be managed consistent with the requirements
for the Operations & Management Plans for the on-site and off-site mitigation areas. Refer to Topical

Response B (WRSP Open Space Management Tlan). The Operation and Management plan for on-site




Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter {Terry Davis), ond Sierra Foothills Audubon Sociely (Ed
Pandolfino) (9_::fober 28, 2003)

preserve areas includes active management provisions such as thatch management, grazing, elc, The City
will provide a copy of the Operation and Management Plan to the CDFEG to provide input on appropriate
measures to support burrowing owls. Since past land management practices on the WRSP have
historically included cattle grazing, the Operation and Management Plan includes the use of livestock
grazing to reduce thatch. Such management practices arve consistent with providing continued habitat for
the burrowing owl on sile. Grazing of the site reduces grasses so that prey is visible to Swainson’s hawk.
Grazing also would eliminate dense cover that would preclude burrowing owls from occupying the sitc.
Consistent with the commenter’s slatement in Comment 20-60, grazing is expected to be conducive to
burrowing owls. Grazed land will encourage other species to occupy the site including ground squirrels,
which dig burrows that are later used by the burrowing owl. The management and preservation

activities meet the definition ol Guidelines Section 15370(c) and (d).

Response to Comment 59

The commenter states an opinion that mitigalion for Swainson's hawk foraging habitat would not
concurrently mitigate for loss of habitat for other wildlife species such as burrowing owl, red-tailed
hawk, whitc-lailed kite, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike. The preservation and enhancement of
on-site grassland and grassland/croplands and off-site riparian woodland would provide for ample
toraging habitat for a variely of diurnal and nocturnal birds of prey, songbirds, neo-tropical migrants,
waterfow!, waders, and many others. Because the preserved on-site and off-site lands arc or will be of
similar character to the atfected lands that supporl these species, the mitigation is expected to provide
suitable habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-530 for a discussion of the viable approach for

mitigating for the loss of muitiple species simultaneously.

Response fo Comment 60

The commenter states an opinion that the influence of grazing on habitat quality differs markedly
belween white-tailed kites, ferruginous hawks and loggerhead shrikes and burrowing owls and northern
harriers do much belter with fairly heavy grazing. Refer to Response to Comment 20-32 regarding
ferruginous hawks and Response to Comment 20-29 regarding loggerhead shrike. Tmpacts to the habitat
for these species have been addressed and mitigaled in the Final BIR. The Final EIR cvaluales impacts to
grassland (MM 4.7-8}, wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats.
Potential impacts to woodland and grassland habitats of legally protected raptors such as white tailed
kite, ferruginous hawk, and burrowing owls are evaluated and miligated in Impact4.7-5. The
information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmenlal impact or a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing mitigation

measures address potential impacts to these bird species.
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Response fo Comment 61

The commenter states an opinion that habitat varics widely among merling, white-tailed kites,
logperhead shrikes, northern harriers and short-cared owls, Refer to Response to Comment 20-27
regarding merling, Response to Comment 20-25 regarding short-eared owls, and Response to Comment
20-29 regarding loggerhead shrikes. Impacts to Lhe habitat for these species have been addressed and
miligated in the Final EIR. The Final EIR evaluates impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1),
stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitals, Potential impacts to woodland and grassland
habitals of legally protected raptors such as white tailed kite and northern harrier are evaluated and
mitigated in Tmpact 4£.7-3. Because lhe preserved on-site and off-site lands are or will be of similar
character to the affected lands that support these species, the mitigation will provide suitable habitat. The
information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing mitigation

measures address any polential impacts to these bird species.

Response fo Comment 62

The commenter statcs an opinion that, unlike Swainson’s hawk, both ferruginous hawks and prairic
falcons have been shown to be sensitive to even very small degrees of ncarby urbanization. Refer to
Response to Comment 20-32 regarding ferruginous hawks and Response to Comment 20-26 regarding
prairie falcons. tmpacts to the habitat for these species have been addressed and mitigated in the Final
ETR. The Final EIR evaluales impacts to grassiand (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10),
and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts lo woodland and grassland habitats of legally
protected raptors such as ferruginous hawk are cvaluated and mitigated in [mpact 4.7-5. The off-site
mitigation localions, including Yankee Slough will be similar to the habitat at the project site and will be
located tarther away from urbanization than the project site. Reler to Topical Response A (Off-Sile
Mitigation Lands). The large size of on-site and off-site preservation Tands, up to 700 acres, will ensure
that urbanization does not occur in close proximily to habitat. 'The information presented by the
commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a
previously identified environmental Impact because exisling mitigation measures address any potential

impacts Lo these bird species.

Response to Comment 63

The commenter stales an opinion thal the size of winter home ranges for prairie falcons averages 7,500
acres and can be as large at 17,000 acres, which requires large contiguous areas of open country. Refer to
Response to Comment 20-26 regarding prairie falcons. Tmpacls to prairie falcon habitat has been

addressed and mitigaled in the Final EIR. The Final EIR evaluates impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8),
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Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier {Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Saciety (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts to
woodland and grassland habitats of legally protecled raplors such as prairie falcon are evaluated and
mitigated in Impact 4.7-5. Refer to Topical Response A (OFF-Sile Miligation Lands). The Yankee Slough
location will provide approximately 700 acres off site, The on-site preservation of open space lands, the
off-site location, and other open space arcas throughoul lhe region provide habitat for the prairie falcon.
The information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing

mitigation measures address any potential impacts to this bird species.

Response to Comment 64

The commenler states an opinion that the mitigation for loggerhead shrike breeding and wintering
habitat is particularly important. The commenter further states that mitigation will be difficult because so
litile is known about the species. Refer to Response to Comment 20-29 regarding loggerhead shrike.
Impacts to loggerhead shrike habilat have been addressed and mitigated in the Tinal EIR. The Final EIR
cvaluales impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian
{MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts lo woodland and grassland habitats of legally protected raptors
such as loggerhead shrike are evaluated and mitigaled in Tmpact 4.7-5. 'The Yankee Slough location will
provide approximately 700 acres of off-site mitigation. The on-site preservation of open space lands and
the off-site location are of similar characler to the impacted habitat and are, therefore, expected to
provide suitable habitat. [n addition, other epen space areas throughout the region provide habitat for
the loggerhead shrike. The information presented by the commenter does not result in a new
environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severily of a previously identified environmental

impact because existing mitigalion measures address any potenitial impacls to this bird species.

Response to Comment 65

The commenter stales an opinion that a mitigation approach thal focuses on quality horned lark habilat
15 needed because horned fark are prey species for two of the raptors (prairic falcon and merlin). Horned
larks are an abundant grassland species that inhabits short, sparse, herbaccous vegetation with little to no
woody vegetation. Hormed larks are prey for raptors such as prairie falcon, merlin, and loggerhead

shrike.

The approach suggested by the commenter of creating high-quality grassiand habitat is consistent wilh
what is proposed with the WRSP. Refer to Response to Comment 20-50 regarding the on-site and off-sile
mitigation strategy and Topical Response A (Otf-Site Mitigalion T.ands). Refer also to Response 7-5

regarding rctained open space,
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Response to Comment 66

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is silent on mitigation measures for all these additional Special
Status Species. Reter to Responses to Comments 20-59 through 20-65 regarding (he species deseribed by
commenter. The on-site preservation of open space lands, the off-site locations, and other open space
areas throughout the region provide habitat for the bird species listed by commenter. Refer also lo
Topical Response E {WRSI? Open Space Management Plan) and Topical Response A (Off-Sile Miligation
Lands) for additional information regarding off-site mitigation and the Operation & Management Plan

for on-site preserves,

The information presented by the commenler does not result in a new environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severily of a previously identified envirommental impact because existing

mitigation measures address any potential impacts to these bird species.

Response to Comment 67

The comnienter states an opinion that activitics to enhance the value of Swainson’s hawk mitigation
lands will likely be detrimental to most or all of these other species. Refer te Responses to Comment 20-
52 and 20-58 for a discussion of the viability of mitigating for multiple species simultaneously. The {act
that Swainson’s hawk and the other species described by the commenter currently occur or potentially
occur on the project site together indicates that they are not mutually exclusive species in the setting of
on-site mitipation lands. Refer to Topical Response A {Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responses to
Comments 20-48 through 20-58 for a discussion of the habitat requirements of burrowing owls and
Swainson’s hawks, and how those habitat requirements will be adequately provided in the on-site and

off-site mitigation areas.

Response to Comment 68

The commenter states an opinion that there is no mention of any plan to monitor the success of the
mitigation for any other special status bird species. The commenler states an opinion that there should be
detailed descriptions of how the miligalion lands will be managed. Refer 1o Topical Response E (WRSP
Open Space Management Plan), Responses lo Commenls 7-3 and 7-6 for a discussion the Operations and
Management plans and Long-Term Monitoring Program that will be prepared and implemented for both
the on-site and otf-site mitigation areas. Refer also to Response to Comment 7-6 for a discussion of the

financial teasibility of the proposed mitigation measures,

Response to Comments 6% and 70

While bolh the USTWS and CDFG have encouraged the City to participate in the Placer County

HCP/NCCP program or a related subarea plan, participation is not a requirement. Because of the
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Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society {Ed
Pandolfina) {Qctober 28, 2003)

uncertainties inherent i the timing and completion of the County HCP/NCCD, the City opted to seek
endangered species protection, mitigation, and authorizations independently consistent with the City of
Rosevilie/USTWS MOU, while coordinating these efforls 1o the degree feasible with the County’s
evolving plan. This approach is consistent with Chapparal Greens v. City of Chula Vista {1996) 30
Cal.App.4" 1134, which states that CEQA docs not require consideration of proposed regional planning
efforts. The WRSP project is, however, consistent with Conservation and Development Opporlunity
Alternative 2 of the Western Placer County Drafl Conservation Strategy Overview (September 8, 2003).
The West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Project is depicted within the Alternative 2
Development Opportunity Arca. According to the Draft Conservation Strategy Overview, the intent of
Development Opportunity Arcas is o show where growth may be more reasonably accommodated and
may be compatible with the Conservation Plan's goals and objectives, taking into account existing
general plans of the cities and the County, planned infrastructure and the distribution of biological
resources. The Draft Conservation Strategy further states, “Some places within this area may be more

suitable for conservation and may be incorporated in on-site mitigation or impact avoidance.”

This is the approach laken with the proposed project. The WRSP project was designed to preserve the
highest value and most densely distributed biological resources on site. In addition, off-site preservation
areas were selected based on biological resource mapping generated by the Dacer Legacy HCP/NCCP
project and upon guidance provided by state and federal resource agencies. Additional off-site
acquisitions will be made pursuant to the same guidance, which is consistent with the objectives of the

Placer Legacy HUP/NNCTP projecl.

Response e Comments 71 and 72

Following months of coordination and iterative mapping cxercises completed in compliance with the
City of Roseville/USFWS MOU, the USFWS determined that nearly alt projecls wilhin Roseville that had
vernal pools had received Clean Water Act 404 permits. Consequently, the USFWS determined that
preparation of an FICP for the existing Cily was not needed (Letter from Cae Coude to Mark Morse at
City of Roseville, dated June 28, 2001}, Instead, it was agreed that an equivalent conservation strategy
could be developed and approved by the USTWS al the project level through the Section 7 consullation
process in the context of wetland permitting pursuant Lo section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This is the
process Lhat was followed and has been agreed to by the USFWS and is consistent with the USFWS/City
of Roseville MOU . As stated in the Final EIR, a Tinal Biological Opinion, which was ultimalcely issued on
November 23, 2003, and includes an TTT, both of which are provided in Appendix Y of this Final EIR,
provides consultation from the USTWS to the ACOE regarding the project’s 404 permit and related

mitigation plan.
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This comment suggests that the proposed annexation does nol comply with the City of Roseville/USFWS
MOU. MOLU Section 2 defines the boundaries of the planning area subject to the MOU. This section slates
that MOU boundaries may change to include lands annexed to the Cily, and that these lands can be
incorparated into the MOU planning area. 'The MOU was drafted with the undersianding that the City
may annex arcas west of the existing City. Consequently, the proposed project is consistent with the

annexalion provisions of the MOU.

Response fo Comments 73 and 74

Refer to Topical Response T (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) and
Responses to Comments 20-71 and 20-72 for a discussion of the project’s relalionship to the potential

viability of the Placer Legacy HCP/NCCP efforts.

Response to Comment 75

The commenter states an opinion questioning the City of Roseville’s ability lo ensure that minimal
mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR will be implemented and managed in a manner that will reduce the

impacts of the project.

Section 15097 of CEQA requires that all state and local agencies establish monitoring and reporling
programs for projects approved by public agency whenever approval involves the adoption of an
Environmental lmpact Report (EIR}. 'The mitigation measures in the Tinal IR will be included in the
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) that will be adopted by the City Council if the TIR is certificd
and the project is approved. Mitigation measures will be implemented as enforceable conditions of
approval and the project development agreements require the project’s implementation of the mitigation

measures listed in the MM,

Response to Comment 76

The commenter indicates that they wish to incorporate by reference the comments of Willlam . Kopper
filed on behalf of Mr, Michace! Catalano, Mr. Rob Collins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr. Greg Bain, and Roseville

Citizens for Responsible Planning. Refer to Responses to Comment Letters 25 and 335,

Response to Comment 77

Refer to Responses to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 tor a discussion of the Operalions and Mainlenance Plans
and Long-Term Monitoring Program that are being prepared and will be implemenlted for both the on-
site and off-site mitigation arcas. Refer also to Response to Comument 7-6 for a discussion of the financial

feasibility of the proposed mitigation measures.
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Response fo Commenis 78 and 79

The commenter states an opinion about the polential effectiveness of mitigation measures and suggests
that evidence from other projects in the City of Roseville suggests that mitigation measures will not be

implemented and enforced. Refer to Response to Comment 20-73.

The commenter also refers to several projects that are not the subject of the Final EIR. The commaenter’s
opinions will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and consideration when evaluating the

project. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 80

Diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant is addressed on page 4.4-12 of the Final ETR. The
impacts associated with diesel tuel TACs arc considered under lmpact 4.4-4. With the implementation of
MM 4.4-7, TAC impacts are expected to be less than significant. In addition, in response to this comment,
the second paragraph of the discussion of toxic air contaminants on page 4.4-7 of the Tinal EIR has been

revised as follows:

TACs can be emitled from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, autonobiles,
dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations. Natural source emissions include
windblown dust and wildfites. Research facilitics, farms, construction sites, and residential areas can
also contribute to toxic air emissions. TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical substances.

Lixamples include certain chlorinated hydrocarbons such as solvents, certain melals, and asbestos. In

1998, the CARB identified particulate mattor from diesel-fueled engines as a 1TAC. Compared to

be responsible (or approximately 70 percent of the total ambient air toxies risk throughout California,

In addition, the discussion of the CARB's Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particilate Matfer Emissions from

Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles on page 4.4-12 of the Final EIR has been revised as follows:

As discussed previously, the Fhe-CARB has recently identified diesel particulate matter as a toxic air

contaminant under the 1807 program. Diesel particulate malter is emitted into the air via heavy-duty
diesel trucks, construction equipment, and passenger cars, In October 2000, the CARTD released the
Riskc Redriction Plan to Reduer Farliculale Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Velivles, Fois
planddentifiesdiesel partienlate-mattorasthe predeminant TACn Californiaand propesesmethods

—LFhis plan represents the State’s comprehensive plan 1o substantially

reduce dicsel particulate emissions throughout the state. The plan, conlains the following three

components;

1. New regulatory standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary dicsel-fucled engines and

vehicles to reduce diggel particulate emissions by about 90 percent overall from current levels;
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vehicles where determined.to be lechnically feasible and cosl effective; and

L New phase 2 dicsel fuel regutations to reduce the sulfur content levels of diesel fuel to ne more

[

than 15 parts per nillion to provide the qualily of diesel fuel necded by the advanced dicsel

particulate emission_controls,

Response fo Comment 81

Under Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), no federal agency may approve, accept, or
tund any transportation plan, transportation program, or transportation project unless such, plan,
program, or projecl has been found to conform to an applicable implementation plan in etfect under the
FCAA. In the case of the current proposal, there are no transportation plans, programs, or projecls that
are subject to Federal review and approval, Therefore, development of the 50T Amendmoent Arca as

envisioned in the EIR is not subject to a conformity analysis under the FCAA.

Response to Comment 82

In response to this comment and a review of the new [ugitive dust rule recenlly adopted by the
PCAPCD, the discussion of applicable PCAPCD rules Lhat relate to the SOT Amendment Area on

page 4.4-14 of the Final EIR has been revised as tollows:

Rule 228 Fugitive Dust

301 _VISIBLE EMISSIONS NOT ALLOWED BEYOND BOUNDARY LIN]
allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any

A person shall not! cause or

Active pperation, open storage pile. or disturbed

surface avca (including. disturbance as a result of the raising andior keeping of animals or by

vehicle usel, such thal the presence of such dust romains visible in the atmosphere bevond the

boundary line ol the emission source.

302 VTSTBLE EMISSIONS FROM ACTIY) LATIC
Visible Emissions. a person shall not cause or alloy

[n addition to_the requirements of Kule 202,

fugitive dust sencraled by active operations
an open storage pile, or a disturbed surface areq, such that the fugitive dust is of such opacity as to
obscure an observer's vicw 10 g degree equal to or sreater than does smoke ng dark or darker in

shade as that desivnated as N, 2 on the Ringelmann Char (e 40 percent opacily), as published

by the United States Bureau of Mincs,

303 CONCTNTRATION TIMIT: A person shall not caunse or allow PMie levels to excecd 50
micrograms per cubic meter, 24 houy average, when delermined. by simultaneous sampling, as

the_difference between upwind and downwind_samples collected on bigh-volume pariculate

maiter samplers or other FPA-approved equivalent method for PMu monitoring, Sampling shall

be_conducted in accordance with the. procedures specified in Section 500,

204 TRACK-OUT ON TO PAVED PUBLIC ROALWAYS: Visible roadway dust as a vesult of active

operations "@_p_il_lage f_]'t)m_lransnnrl trucks, and the track-oul of bulk material onto public paved

roadways shall o minimized and removed,

Implementation of MM 4.4-1 and MM 4.4-2 is designed o achicve these standards.
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Response to Comment 83

MM 4.4-1 requires Lhe preparation of a dust contrel plan for construction activities. The plan would be
required lo demonstrate compliance with PCAPCD Rule 228 and any specific feasible dust conlrol
measures that the PCAPCD may recommend at the time of development. The PCAPCD is the agency
respensible for comprehensive air pollution control in Placer County. Preparation and implementation of
the dust control plan would reduce the potential impacts of fugitive dust generated during construction

activities to the maximum feasible level.

Response fo Comment 84

Please refer to the Response to Comment 11-7 for the revision to MM 4.4-3 that addresses emissions from
heavy-duty off-road equipment in a manner recommended by the PCAPCD. The PCAPCIDYs

recommended revisions are consistent with the recommendations of this comment.

Response fo Comment 85

In response to this and olber comments regarding this issue, the operational emissions associated with
the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer modcl
developed for the California Air Resources Board and the trip generation data presented in the traffic
analysis and Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Final EIR. Refer to Response to Comment
11-9 for a discussion of the revised total of operational emissions associated with the WRSP and
Remainder Area, which are subslanlially lower than those shown in the Draft EIR for all emissions with
the exception of Phie emissions generated during the winler. Nevertheless, this impact s still considered

significant and unaveidable even with the implementation of MM 4.4-3 and MM 4.4-6.

Response fo Comment 86

Please refer to Respomse to Comment 20-81 regarding the requirement [or a transportation conformity
analysis. Please also refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the relationship of the proposed
development of the SOI Amendment Area to the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-

attainment Area (SFONA) to attain tederal ozone standards by Novemboer 2005.

Response to Comment 87

Sacramento County, through its General Plan, requires applicants of proposed development projects to
prepare and implement a plan that identifies meastres that will be implemented to reduce the potential
operational air quality emissions of the project by a minimwm of 15 percent. Neither the PCAPCD nor
City of Roseville has such a requirement. Tnstead, the PCAPCD recommends that developers of projects

that have the potential to generale significanl air quality impacts implement an on- and off-sile
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mitigation program. According to the PCAPCD (Comment Letler 11), this mitigation strategy is Lhe
backbone of the PCAPCTYs efforts Lo reduce emissions from land use projects as required by the 1994
State Implementation Plan. Numerous projects throughout Placer County have implemented an on- and
off-site mitigation strategy, thereby reducing lons of emissions from the Sacramento Valley Air Basin
portion of Placer County thal would not otherwise be removed. If the applicants, in consultation with the
City, eiect not lo implement an off-site mitigation program, they can pay an in-licu {ce to the PCAPCIY s
Off-5ite Mitigation Fund. The PCAPCD obtains real, quantifiable ozone precursor emission reductions
from existing sources within the City of Rosevillie and Placer County that are not required to reduce their
emissions by current State law or PCAPCD regulation. These strategics are components of MM 4.4-5 as
revised in this Final EIR. Adopted mitigation measures arc as effective as or more effective than a

percentage largel.
Refer to Responsce to Commaenl 11-9 regarding reductions in emissions after mitigation.

Response fo Comment 88

The CARIYs Risk Reduction Plan lo Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and
Velicles identifies ranges of potential cancer risks associated with seven common sources. One of these is
a low volume, 6-lane freeway that assumes an average of 2,000 diesel vehicles per day, Using year 2000
emission inventorics and factors, Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Maller Tmissions from Diesel-
Fueled Engines and Vehicles identifies a risk range of approximately 90 o 200 chances per million (of
developing cancer) based on 70 years of constant exposure to the diesel fumes at a distance of 20 meters
from the edge of the freeway. The low range of 90 chances per million was calculated using
meteorological data for the City of Concord in northern California. The high range of 200 chances per
million was calculated using meteorological data for the Cily of Anaheim in southern California, Using
this informalion, the potential risks at schools within the WRSP site can be estimated to identify a

poten tal worsl-case scenario.

Two elementary schools would be localed along Hayden Parkway in the northem part of the WRSP site.
Hayden Parkway is proposed as a modified colleclor. As shown in Figure 4.3-10 of the Final EIR, this
roadway would average approximately 2,300 average daily vehicles under year 2020 plus WRSP
conditions. The other school sites would be focated near roadways with lower traffic volumes. Assuming
that diesel vehicles would average approximately two percent of the roadway fleet mix, the 2,000
reference vehicles would be reduced to approximately 46 diesel vehicles or 2.3 percent per day on

Hayden Parkway.

The Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles

assumes 70 years of constant exposure to diesel fumes. However, students would attend the schools for
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six years, or 8.6 percent of the 70-year reference exposure condition. They would also attend school an
average of approximalely eight hours per day, or 33 percent of the 24-hour reference exposure period.
Finally, they would attend the schools an average of 180 days per year, or 49.3 percent of the 365-day
reference exposure condition. Using this Information, the potential worst-case risks to students can be
calculated as follows for the low and high ranges of the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter

Fissions fronr Diesel-I'neled Engines and Vehicles scenario,

a Low Range =90 cases per million x 0.023 x (1.086 x 0.333 x 0.493 = 0.03 cases per million

w High Range = 200 cases per million x {1023 x 0.086 x 0.333 x 0.493 = 0.06 cases per million

Based on this information, the potential cancer risks to students at schools within the WRSE site would
be substantially less than the 10 in one million standard using year 2000 data and the low and high range
scemarios. No buffers or setback distances would be needed to protect the students of the WRSP site from
diescl exhaust emissions. The Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Muatter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled
Engines mnd Velicles identifies programs that will reduce the potential risks associated wilh diesel vehicle
exhaust in California by up to 75 percent by 2020. Therefore, the potential risks {0 everyone in the state

will be substantially reduced from 2000 levels. No further evaluation is required.

Response to Comment 89

The existing conditions analysis was completed in a timeframe corresponding to the release of the NOP
in comphiance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). The Jand use growth and roadway network
improvements that have occurred since 2001 are included in the travel demand moedel for 2020 future
conditions. The 2020 traftic volumce forecasts consider effects of future land use growth and roadway

network improvements and therefore do not result in an underestimation of impacts.

Response to Comment 20

Section 4.3.3 (Transporlation and Circulation, Regulatory Setting) provides an averview of relevant local,

state, and federal regulations.

This commenter does not clarify what addilional detail is needed. Therefore, the comment is
acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenler will be provided to the decision-makers for review

and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 91

The environmantal setting consists of the existing conditions at lhe time that the NOP was issued, as
explained in Response to Comment 20-62. Future (2020) baseline for analyzing the impacts of the project

at buildoul is based on the City’s 2002 CTP. The City’s C1I” assumes buildout of the existing City and 2020
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market rate development outside of the City, and identifies future intersection T.OS and required
roadway improvements necessary to maintain the City’s level of service policies. Section 4.3.4 {lmpacts
and Mitigation Measures) ot the Final EIR analyzes changes to this future baseline scenario with the
addition of the WRSPF and the SOl arca, and identifies impacts to intersections caused by buildout of the

project.

Response fo Comment 22

The commenter is correct in stating the City's current CIP does not include the WRSP. As noted in
Response to Comment 20-91, the City’s current CIP is based on build out of entitled land within the City
limits as they existed in 2002. The Fina!l FIR on page 2-66 notes that the approval of the project would

require an update to the City’s CIP to include the proposed development.

Response to Comment 93

Refer to Response to Comments 20-89, 20-91, and 20-92 for a discussion of traffic impacts and analysis.

Response to Comment 94

The actual estimate of project-generated trips remaining within the project site is about 22 percent, which
is reasonable for a mixed-use project of this size. Refer to page 4.3-38 of the Final EIR. This cstimate is
based on the institute of Transporlation Engineers (ITE} publications. The Final FIR indicates that 110,300
daily “trip ends” would be generaled by the WRSP. About 19,650 daily vehicle trips, representing 39,300
daily trip ends, would remain within the WRSP area (such as travel between the residential development
and the retail uses or schools within the WRSI?). About 71,000 daily vehicle trips would enter or exit the
project site. The trips that have both ends within the proposed project should not be double-counted
when estimating the percentage of trips that remain internal to the project site. For example, for a round
trip from a residential unit in the WRSP to a store in the WRSD, there are Iwo vehicle trip ends at the
residential unit (the beginning of the trip to the store and the end of the trip back from the store} and two
vehicle trip ends at the store. Thus there ave four vehicle trip ends, but there are only two vehicle irips.
The proper calculation of the percentage of project-generated vehicle trips remaining within the project

site is 22 percent (19,650 daily vehicle lrips out of 90,650 total vehicle trips).

Response to Comment 25

A reasonable roadway network was assumed in the Remainder Arca for the purpose of forecasting traftic
volumes associated with future development of that area, Not including these roadways in the travel
demand model could lead to erroneous forecasts. Tt is reasonable to assume that some form of roadway

system would exist in these Jocations for the purposes of the Tinal FIR analysis since the land uses in this
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arca were assumed to be built out in order to create an approprialely conservative analysis of project
impacts. The land uses assumoed for the Remainder Area could not be built out without supporting

roadways.

Response to Comment 26

The improvements to Fiddyment Road identified by the commenter arc included within the City’s CIP.
In addition, the development agreement between the City and landowner obligates the landowner to

construct the relerenced improvements,

Response to Comment 97

The Placer County improvements identified to mitigate impacts from the WRSP are consislent with the
County’s Capital Tmprovement Program or are currently being considered under a joint City/County
Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. Currently there is no mechanism in place for payment of impact fees
trom the City of Reseville to Placer County for impacts to County roadways. Because the development of
an improvement program for regional roadway improvements cannot be relied upon as mitigation this
impact was identified as signiticant and unavoidable. Development within the City of Roseville
parlicipates in two regional traffic impact fee programs and the WRSP would participate in a third fee to
fund roadway improvements in unincorporated Placer County. These programs include the Highway 65
Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and the South Placer Regional Transportation Impacl Fee Program.
In addition, the City and Placer County arc currently working towards a third regional fee program to
fund improvements to Baseline Road and the Fiddvment/Walerga corridor. With regard to Guiding

Principies, refer Lo Response to Comment 20-6 and 20-12.

Response fo Comment 8

A multi-modal transit facility is not included within the proposed project. The plan area will provide
transit services, bikeways, and five park-and-ride lots. Typically, multi-modal transfer stations arce
provided to link alternmalive Lransportation modes with more standard travel modes, ie., trains to
vehicles. Since neither light nor heavy rail is planned in this area, the park and ride lots in the plan will

adequately provide for mode transiers from vehicles or bicycles to buses or carpools.

Response to Comment 99

This seclion of the Final EIR does not state that the plan area is designed inclficienly from a transit
perspective, Rather, it states, "Providing adequate transit service to the SOT Amendment Area could be
difficult economically...” (refer to Final EIR page 4.3-76). Operation, Maintenance, and Capital costs for

transit in Californja are paid through the Transportation Development Act (TDA), which creates in each
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county a local transportation fund (ITT) for the transporlation purposes specified in the Act, which are
first and foremost to provide public transit service. Revenues to the LTT are derived from the '4-cent
sales tax collected statewide. The %1 cent is returned by the Stale Lo each counly according to the amount
of tax collected in that county and distributed to each local agency based on population. As stated in the
Final EIR, the expected TDA funds to be generated by the plan area would not fund 100 percent of the
anlicipaled future transit services for the plan area. As such, the mitigation measure identificd in the
Final EIR will augment the TDA funds to provide {ull funding, i.e., 100 percenl, for anticipated transit

SETVICES,

Response to Comment 100

As indicated on page 6-6 of the Final EIR, an Infill Alternative was analyzed but would be infeasible
because most land within the City has been entitied, developed, or designated as park or open space.
Available infill sites within the existing City limits were not large enough to accommodate elemenls of
the proposed projecl, including the proposed park and open space network, light industrial uses, age-

restricted residential units, and the Village Center, all in a comprehensively planned land use plan.

The Citv recognizes that to meet the SACOG growth projections outlined in the Blueprint Project for
Placer County by the year 2050, 141,000 additional units must be provided in Placer County alonc. This
growth will be accommodated through a combination of greentield and infill development. The City is
an aclive participant in developing SACOG Blueprint alternative scenarios to accommodate regional
growlth in a manner that facilitates transit options, provides affordable housing, and preserves open

space.

The City of Roseville is unusual in that it has eight existing Specific Plans and 28 associated development
agreements, which provide entitlements over a large portion of the City. Of the approximate 20,000 acres
of incorporated land, over 12,000 acres are in specific plan areas. The remaining 8,000+ acres includes 500
acres that are part of the Hewlett Packard Master Plan and development agreement. Hence, 63 percent of
the City 1s entitled and governed by specific plan and/or master plan and development agreement {refer
to Roseviile General Plan Table 11-1, page 1I-7, technical amendment version 1-8-03, Resohition 03-01).
The remaining 37 percent is in industrial or infill areas, or in open space, parks, or public/quasi-public
uses. While there are some opportunities for infill development/redevelopment, the sites would provide
only a small fraction of the 8430 units proposed by the project or the parks and open space, business
professional, light industrial, commercial, and Village Center land uses proposed in the projecl. Tn
addition, the units would be noncontiguous, which would preclude a sense of community and place that
is otherwise provided by a master-planned development. Noncontiguous development of smaller size do

not achicve the project’s objective of providing a master-planned community and providing the City
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Response fo Comment Letier 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier (Terry Davis}, and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

with public benefils. Further, development of the infill sites is constrained by land use designations,

which would not accommodate the project.

The ity is considering proposals to rezone a portion of it's the North Industrial area to residential use
{two applications arc currently pending: the 140-acre Longmeadow Project and Fiddyment 44). In
addition, the City has sent out Requests for Proposals for consulting firms to examine a Specific Plan for
the Riverside Corridor between Douglas Boulevard and Darling Avenue that could allow some
additional residential use if approved. However, other arcas cited by the commenter such as Atfantic and
Vernon alrcady have existing land uses, such as businesses, residences and other uses. These arcas are
older, and the infrastructure is not designed to accommodate more intensive development without
substantial upgrades. Moreover, areas zoned as industrial near the rail yard are not compatible uses for
new residential development due to noise levels, diesel engines, and other activities common to a rail
yard. Tinally, the City also has fiscal concerns with converting commercial areas to residential use and
the potentially negative effect that would have on the General Fund and the City’s ability to provide
services. In addition, as stated on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 of the Final EIR, the Uity anticipates buildout of
its current residential land use allocation between 2005 and 2007. Therefore, the Infill Alternative was nol

considered feasible.

Response fo Comment 101

The Tinal EIR considers the Placer Ranch and De La Salle/AKT University projects in the cumulative
impacts analysis at pages 5-15 through 5-16 (gencral discussion); 5-16 and 5-17 (compatibility with
external land uses); 5-19 (loss of agricultural land); 5-20 through 5-23 (population and housing); 5-23
through 5-54 (transportation); 5-34 through 3-59 (air quality); 5-60 and 5-61(construction noise); 5-63 and
5-64 (geology, solls and seismicity); 5-65 through 5-67 (biological resources); 5-82 and 5-83 (waler
supply); 3-83 and 5-84 (water treatmoent); 5-86 and 5-87 {wastewater); 5-87 through 5-89 (solid waste); and
5-104 and 5-105 (aesthelics and visual quality). The Tinal EIR also considers the development of the
potential Placer Ranch site under the current General Plan designation for that property. The Final EIR

also depicts the potential locations of these developments in Tigure 4.1-2.

The notice of preparation for this project was released in August 2002. An application for the proposed
De La Salle/AKT University project was submitted to Placer County in September 2003, The Coun tv has
not yel received any application for the Placer Ranch proposal. On Oclober 20, 2003, the Placer County
Board af Supervisors held a workshop that included discussion of the proposed university and Placer
Ranch projects, and instructed staff to study various scenarios and potential locations for these proposals.
The stalf was also instructed to bring forward a proposal for a new community plan to be prepared tor

the arca south of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the City of Roseville. Tn a memorandum prepared by
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the County Planming Department on October 22, 2003, following the County workshop, Fred Yeager, the
County Planning Director noted the following direction from the Board of Supcervisors: “The staff may
come back to the Board in the next several months for additional review and dircclion as the proposed
university projects are further defined, as the alternative locations for the support uses, especially the
residential component is relocated and as the necessary acreage of resource/habital areas becomes more

definite.”

Given the very early stages of planning for these proposals, the Final EIR has considered the potential
impacts of these projects to the extent reasonable and practical. It should be noted that these projects do
not fall within the category of “probable future projects” under CEQA. At the time lhe notice of
preparation for this IIR was released, no application had been filed for either project, nor was either
project included in an adopted capital improvement program, general plan, regional transportation plan,
or other similar plan. The standard for consideration of probable future projects is one of reasonablencss.
The Final RIR meets that standard with respect to the analysis of the potential camulative impacts of the
proposed De Ta Salle/AKT University project and the potential future Placer Ranch project. As these
projects take shape and become more focused and specific as to land use and design, and as the County
completes ils Conmununity Plan identificd in the County Planning Department Memorandum dated
October 22, 2003 suggested as a result of the County workshop on October 20, 2003, there will be much
more detailed and comprehensive environmental review of the De la Salle/AKT University and Placer

Ranch proposals.

Response to Comment 102

Phase 1 of the Placer Vinevards project, which is expected to be completed by the year 2020, was
assumed in the project-level analysis. Levels of development beyond the 2020 horizon vear were
cvaluated in the cumulative analysis section of the Final FIR, which considered build out of the entire

Placer Vineyards project.

Response fo Comment 103

With respect to the alternatives analysis, Section 13126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR
shall describe a range of rcasonable alternatives to the projuct, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain mosl of the basic objectives of the project, would avoid or substantially lessen any
of the significant cffecls of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the allernatives.” The
alternatives analysis does not evaluate cumulalive impacts; instead, it is provided to compare the
significant environmental effects of alternatives Lo the significant environmental cffects of the proposed
project. Pursuant Lo Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, "[f an afternalive would cause one or

more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
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Response fo Commeni Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mather Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (C__)cfober 28, 2003)

significant ellects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant cffects of the
project as proposed.” Therefore, the approach to the alternatives analysis was appropriate and the

conclusions remain valid.

There is no validity to the commenter’s assumption that Alternative 5 would necessarily mean that either
the Placer Vinevards Project would never be developed or thal the project site would remain

undeveloped. Thus, no reduction in cumulative impacts can be assumed.

Response to Comment 104

Section 5.2 identifies growth inducement from the project as significant and unavoidable. Further,
Section 5.4 (Growth-Inducing Tmpacts) of the Final EIR discloses the growth-inducing potential of the
proposed project. For example, page 5-6 of the Final EIR states that, “In combination with the
infrastructure systems that may be constructed in association with other projects, the infrastructure and
utility systems that would be constructed as part of the WRSP would introduce major new infrastructure
capacity to an area currently not served by urban systems and could eliminate some of the obsladles to
growth that currently occur in the western Placer County region. However, while the infrastructure
within the WRSP is sized to serve the entire SOI Amendment Area, which includes the WRSP Area and
the Remainder Avea, it is not designed with capacity to serve additional development outside of the City
or the SO Amendment Area.” Page 5-6 of the Final EIR also stales that, “The proposed Placer Parkway
project, currently being considered and evaluated by the Placer County ‘Iransportation Agency, would
bring a major new transportation corridor into the arca, and would connect the WRSP areca to the
regional road system to lThe west, including State Routes 99/70 and the Sacramento International

Airport.”

Growth-inducing impacts are also disclosed on pages 5-6 and 5-8 of the Final EIR, as follows “The
weslern growth pattern could be further reinforced by other jurisdictions in Lhe region. South of Baseline
Road, Placer County has previously approved development in the Dry Creek-West Placer arca and s
currently considering the Placer Vineyards proposal that would extend development south of Baseline
Koad and west of Walt Avenue as far as the Sutter County line. Farther west, in Sutter County, the South
Sutter Specific Plan calls for subslantial urbanization within the Sutter County portion of the Natomas
Basin. Lniversity communitics have recently been proposed immediately west {De La Salle University)
and north (Placer Ranch) of the SOI Amendment Area. In combination with the past and possible fulure
actions of Placer County and Sutter County, approval of the proposed WRSP by the City of Roseville
would remove Fiddyment Road as the long-standing regulatory boundary of development north of

Baseline Road and could stimulate future growth in the wesl Placer County region.”
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Lastly, pages 5-11 to 5-12 of the Tinal TR conclude that “The growth induced directly and indirectly by
the WRSP would contribule (o a number of environmental impacts in the Cily, as well as the greater
Sacramento/Placer County arca, including: affic congestion; air quality deterioration; loss of
agricultural land and open space; loss of habital and wildlife; impacts on ulilities and services, such as
tire and police protection, waler, recycled walcr, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas; and

r

increased demand for housing,

The Final EIR adequately and conservatively discloses direct and indirect growth-inducing impacts;
however, the project, by itself, will not lead to the complete urbanization of western Placer County south
of Pleasant Grove Creek to the Sutter County border and north to Sunset Boulevard. The October 9, 2003,

memorandum referenced in this comment is included as Atlachment 7 to Comment Letter 29 of this Final

EIR.

Response to Comment 105

Section 11.3 of the Specific Plan describes the variety of financing mechanisms that will be ulilized to
tund the construction of public improvements. These include City Impact fees that fund construction of
parks, drainage facilities, sewer and water infrastructure, transportation improvements, and other public
facilities (L.e., first stations), and School Impact {ees that fund the construction of the elementary schools,
middle school, and high school. Other financing mechanisms include the formation of a Community
Facilities District to assist in funding backbone infrastructure and facilities within the WRSP and
developer financing. Other financing mechanisms may also be utilized, such as the creation of private
dislricts or associations to lund maintenance of certain facilities within the WRSP. Specific financing
requirements, improvement obligations, fees, reimbursements, land and casement dedications and
conveyances, maintenance, and other financing and improvement related obligations are detailed in the
Development Agreements, which are part of the entitlement request described in Scction 2 (Project
Description) of the Tinal TIR. If approved, these Agreements will form binding contracts between the
City and the Landowncrs fo ensure implementation of the terms and conditions outlined thercin, The

terms of lhe Agreements would be 20 vears.

Response to Comment 106

Refer to Responses to Comment letters 14 and 16, which were submitted by the Sierra Foothills
Audubon Society to request an extension of the public review period, and Responses to Comment Letter
15, which was submitted by the Sicrra Club to request an extension of the public review pertod. While
the request for an extension was denied, the request was not ignored. In fact, as described in Responscs

to Comment Letters 14, 15, and 16, the City promptly responded with written correspondence explaining
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), ond Sierro Foothills Audubon Seciety (Ed
Pandolfino} {October 28, 2003)

why the extension could not be granted. Moreover, the breadth and complexity of the comments

submilted by this commenler and others indicate that there was sufficient lime to review the Draft FIR.

Response to Comment 107

The commenter summarizes several issucs previously raised in this comument letters. Refer to Responses
to Comments 20-3 through 20-12 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the Guiding Principles.
Refer to Responses to Comments 20-14 and 20-15 for a discussion of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act,
specifically as it rclates to loss of Primme Farmland and local growth. Refer to Responses lo Comments 20-
18 through 20-22 for a discussion of water supplics available to the proposed project. Refer Lo Responses
to Comments 20-69 through 20-74 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the City/USFWS

MOU. Refer also to Responses to Comment 20-104 for a discussion of growth-inducing impacts.

Response to Comment 108

Refer to Topical Response ¢ {Adequacy of Draft EIR) for a discussion of conditions that warrant
recirculation of a Draft EIR, none of which apply to the Draft EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment Project. Wilh respect to the points raised that, in the opinion of the

commmenter, would necessitate recirculation, the i‘ollowing respanses are provided:

w As reflected in Section 2.4.5 (Remainder Area Assumptions) of the Tinal EIR, “Because no
application for development of the Remainder Area has been received, the exact use, intensity, or
nature of development of the Remainder Area is noi certain at this time. Nonetheless, inclusion
within the City's Sphere of Influence would indicate that some type and Tevel of development
similar to that proposed for the WRSP Area could occur within the Remainder Area in the future,
In analyzing the effects of amending the City’s Sphere of Tnfluence, the EIR must reasonably
account tor the development that could oceur, recognizing that no entitlements will be granted at
this time, so future development could differ somewhat from the EIR assumptions.” Further, as
reflected in the Preface to the Final FIR, “Because no specific development plan is proposed for
the Remainder Area at this time, the environmental analysis of the Remainder Area is provided at
a programmatic level. Prior to Cily approvals that would allow devclopment in the Remainder
Area, annexation, preparation of a specific plan, and additional environmental review would be
required...”

m Section 7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR was based on a variety of professionally prepared
documents and studies listed in Section 4.7.1 (Introduction). Because the commenter does nol
provide specific information as to what dala or sources were inadequate or inaccurate, no further
response can be provided.

m Sechion 1.4b of the MOU belween the City of Roseville and the USFWS, which addresses
biological issues associated with construction of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant,
indicates that the parties must “...work cooperatively to develop a long-term Habitat

Conservation Plan ("HCP”) or its equivalent....” Refer also to Topical Response F (City/USFWS
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13.212

MOU Compliance and Placer Tegacy Coordination) for a discussion of the City’s consistency with
the City/USFWS MOLU.

Refer to Responses to Commenls 20-80 through 20-88 for a discussion of lhe air quality issues
raised by the commenler.

Refer to Responses to Comments 20-89 through 20-99 for a discussion of the transportation and

circulation issues raised by the commenter,

Section 5.5.2 (Development Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Final EIR indicates
that both the Placer Ranch and De La Salle University projects are considered in the cumulative
impact analysis. With respect to Placer Vineyards, according to an October 9, 2003, Memorandum
from the County of Placer Planning Depariment to the County of Placer Board of Supervisors, the
Placer Vineyards project includes a total of 14,132 dwelling units, of which 7,632 units would be
provided in Phase 1. These figures are precisely the same as reflected in the Final EIR for the
proposed project. With respect to nonresidential uses, the Tinal EIR reflects approximately 6.5
million square feet of retail, office, and industrial uses, of which 3.6 million square feet would be
provided in the Phase [. The Placer County Memorandum indicates approximately 6.7 million
square feet of non-residential uses, of which 3.9 million square feet would be provided in Phase 1.
While these figures differ somewhalt, they are the result of ongoing planning efforts associated
with this project, which has yet to have a Final EIR circulated for public review or to be
considered tor project approval. Further, the difference is less than one percent when considering
all projects that were considered in the cumulative analysis. Therefore, any changes to the Placer
Vineyards project arc not considered significant new information and, further, they would not
result in a change to any cumulative impact conclusions.

The commenter references Alternative 5, which is an alternative to the proposed project. As
requived by CEQA, the Tinal EIR describes a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project, which would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project while feasibly attaining most the basic objectives, As also required by CEQA, the
Final EIR discusses cumulative impacts, which consist of the impacts associated with the
proposed project in combination with other projects causing related impacts. Because there is a
considerable difference under CEQA in the discussion of cumulative impacts as opposed to
impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of a project alternative, the comment is

unclear and no further response can be provided.

An alternative that considers infill, redevelopment, rezoning, and/or development of mon-
comtiguous parcels within the City is not constdered Feasible because it does not meel a number of
the project’s basic objectives. As reflected in Section 2.3 (Project Objectives) of the Tinal EIR, the
project envisions the creation of an comprehensively planned, residential based communily
balanced by providing a mix of cmployment, commercial, business professional, service,
recreation, open space, and public uses. An objective of the projoct is to provide a logical and
orderly extension of the City of Roseville, compatible with surrounding land uses. Another project
objoctive is to shape the physical form and character of development in a manner that is functional

and creates a sense of place. The development of noncontiguous parcels within the City would not

ol Buosevilie



Boseviblo Seadiil Fian and 300 Sovadw . 0 Aves

Response fo Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfina) (Ociober 28, 2003)

achieve any of the basic project objectives. In addition, the proposed alternalive would also not be
feasible because (1) the proposed land uses could not be provided within the City’s exisling limits,
based on existing plans or regulatory restrictions; (2) existing parcels aren’l uniformly suitable for
the proposed land uses; and (3) the landowners cannot reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise
have access to all of the needed sites. Refer to Responses to Comments 20-13 and 20-100 for
further information regarding the feasibility of an infill alternative.

Refer to Response to Comment 20-5 and 20-105 for a discussion of financing arrangements thal
would ensure implementation of mitigation mecasures and/or public infrastructure and services.
Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) and Topical Response C
{Adequacy of Draft) for a discussion of why the public as had a thorough opportunity to review
the Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter 21

FRIENDS OF THE RIVER

915 20th Streer, Sacramento, CA 95814
916/442-3155 » kAX: 916/442-3396 » E- malI mfo@Frwndsoftherwu Org * www, fncndsotthenver org

CALIFORNIA'S |
STATEWIDE RIVER
CONSERVATION
ORGANIZATION

Ronald M. Stork

- Friends of the River
915 20™ Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

October 28, 2003,

Kathy Pease
City of Roseville, Planning Departrnent
311 Vemon Street

-Roseville, CA 95678

Comments on West ROse_ville Specific Plan EIR
Dear Ms. Pease,

Friends of the River notes w;th appreciation Roseville’s commitment to complym g with the
Water Forum Agreement, as well as its planning commitment to not approve urbanization plans
that would have a negative effect on area groundwater supplies. We also appreciate the time that
City staff has taken to discuss the water supply components of the plan with Friends of the River
and other members of the Water Forum. These discussions have helped to clarify issues of both
agreement and concems, and should continue in the hope that some or-all of thase issues can be
resolved.

L

One of the issues that we wish to highlight is the implications of the San Juan Suburban Water -
District transfer for use by the City of Roseville in the West Roseville Specific Plan area; The
Water Forum Agreement provided a consensus framework for use of water sources and facilities
by San Juan Suburban for use within San Juan Suburban Water District’s retail and wholesale
service areas. These areas do not appear to include the West Roseviile Specific Plan area.

Transfers of water made available by the success of San Juan’s water conservation programs-
were not contemplated by the Agreement to be made available to entities that rely on points of -
diversion upstream of the Sacramento River and are experiencing higher than expected demand.
While there are entities that the Agreement contemplates would have water available to serve this
area of Roseville, San J van Suburban does not appear to be one of them. - -

Sincerely _
Ee@a@e@@f

Ronald Stork

Qﬁ%} A NCNPROFIT TAX DEDUCTIBLE ORGANIZATION  sc@ifinze

21-1

21-2

21-3






Response to Commen? Letter 21

Response to Comment Letter 21
Friends of the River (Ronald Stork) (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment |

This comunent containyg general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) and Appendix Z for a discussion of the
realtocation of San Juan Water and compliance with the Water Form Agreement. In addition, the WRSP

is not within the SJWD retail or wholesale services areas.

Response to Conmment 3

The commenter states that SIWD was not contemplated in the Water Forum Agreemenl to serve
Roseville from their water supplies. However, STWD currently serves portions of Roseville and has since
1977. Further the WEA does not specifically prohibit SWD from providing supplies to Roseville. Refer to
Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TLe) and Appendix 7 for a discussion of the reallocation of

San Juan Water and compliance with the Water Form Agrecment.
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Comment Letter 22

Sun City Roseville Community Association, Inc.

October 20, 2003

City of Roseville
Transportation Commission Cod :
Attn: Robert Jensen, Public Works Director | 5 ?' J
311 Vernon Street P : !! ;
Roseville, CA. 95678 ] i
{ §1€l" i [J " ;“Ei"( ] §1y’f12 NT [

Dear Mr. Jensen:
RE: West Roseyille Specific Plan

The Sun City Roseville Community Association is a community consisting of 3110 single
family homes with approximately 5400 residents. The community is represented by a seven
member resident volunteer Board of Directors. Qur community and the Board of Directors is
very interested in the upcoming public hearings regarding the West Roseville Specific Plan.

Based upon our understanding of this development, the Board of Directors has three
immediate transportation/traffic concerns that we wish to be addressed They include the
following:

1. With the resulting general increase in traffic both during and after development, are™ ]

there any plans for the mtersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Rose Creek
Road. More specifically, as Rose Creek is a fairly heavily traveled street within
our development, will there be a traffic light instalied at this location?

2. We are concerned that Del Webb Boulevard between Fiddyment Road and Blue
Oaks Boulevard will become a shortcut for non-Sun City travelers. What plans are

there to mitigate this negative traffic pattern? _—

3. With development on the west side of Fiddyment Road, there will be aneed for
" residents to drive golf carts between the two developments. Is there a goif cart -
crossing planned across Fiddyment Road-at Del Webb Boulevard?

— i
On behalf of the Sun City Roseville Community Association, we would appreciate the
Transportanon Commission addressing these traffic concerns. If you have any questions
please let us know. - .
Sincerely,
""\-*“L . )—L}/{?J . v .
(,,) . /i .Z/ At /f/azi
Jim Viele Doris Katoff
President ' Vice President
- Sun City Roseville Community Association Stun City Roseville Community Association
C:  Board of Directors

William Petchauer, Executive Director
Nella Luken, City of Roseville, Senior Planner
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Response to Comment Letter 22
Sun City Roseville Community Association, inc. {October 20, 2003}

Response to Comment Letter 22
Sun City Roseville Community Association, Inc. (October 20, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment containg general information and is not & comment on an environmental issuc. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Currently, there are no plans to construct a traffic signal at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard
and Rose Creek Road. However, Pleasant Grove Boulevard will be widened to four lanes under the
proposed project. Other options tor reducing tratfic at this intersection include, but are not limited to,
prohibiting left turns in or out of Rose Creek Road via construction of a raised median on Pleasant Grove

Bouwlevard. No traffic signal is proposed for Ruse Creck Drive,

Response to Conument 3

Village Green Boulevard, which is an extension of Del Webb Boulevard, is not designed as a through
street and will dead end at the Village Center. As such, it is unlikely that Del Webb Boulevard will be
used as a shorleut for through traffic as il is a longer, more circuitous route. The Final EIR evaluated
future lraffic volumes on Del Webb Boulevard with and withoul the proposed project, and the results

indicaled thal the volumes were about the same.

Response tc Comment 4

There are no plans to install a golf cart crossing on Fiddyment Road at Del Webb Boulevard at this time.
This is duc Lo safety concerns associated with high speeds on Fiddyment Road, as well as unfamiliarity of

motorists from outside of the compunity to golf carl crossings.

Response to Comment 5

This commen! contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

1o further response is required.
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Cormment Latter 23

Phcer County
TAXPAYERS FOR 38

- City of Roseville
Planning Department : o
Atin: Kathy Pease A
311 Vernon Street o
Roseville, Ca 95678
(916 774-5276)

* Subject Envirchmental tinpact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of
Inﬂuence Amandmem. .

in the sarly 1890’s, a group of £l Dorado County residents was concermned about the dacling in
the lavel of services, the quality of growth that was accurting and the 1ax consequences ic _
existing residents. Their goal was 1o form a group to comment on the development of the new
Genaral Plan. El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth/ EDCTQG was created. Since
- that time the group has commented on various development projects and at times assisted
various individuals or groups of neighbors in raviewing or commenting on projacts. '

23-1

From time to time, various individuals in Placer County have requested information and
assislance. The time has come to form their own group. EDCTQG is supporting & new
Separate group for Roseville/Placer County 1o use the Quality Growth portion of the name and  93.0
1o use the logo. :

The new group will be known as Roseville/ Placer Gounty Taxpayers for Quality Growth.
EDCTQG was requested to review the WRSP late in the process. As a result the comments -
- will have limited focus on impacis of regional concern. What happens in one jurisdiction can
impact the whole region. The following camments are being made on behalf of. PLACER - 23-3
COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR QUALITY GROWTH. _ ;

Respectfully Submitted for
Placer County Taxpayers
QUALITY GROWTH

Steven Proe (530 823-1662)
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

STATE HIGHWAYS & ROADWAYS

The Specific Plan acknowledges "Significant” Impacts Erom
the SOI, WRSP, and the Remainder Area. No Mitigation
Measures are provided noting they are Significant and
Unavoidable. 1Isn’t the project required to mitigate
impacts? Doesn’'t this approach ultimately put the total
takx burden on existing residents as well as new
development? '

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION: Develop and Implement a State
Highway Impact Fee program.

- Since portions of Hwy 80 & Hwy 65 in the Rogeville area are
the most congested, suggest through possibly a JPA
approach, Roseville take the lead for multi-jurisdictions
(Lincoln, Rocklin, and Loomis) to work toward a regional
solution.

Example and Suggestion: Attachment 1 (10 pgs) is a copy of
the E1 Dorado County Resolution and a Revision for a Stare .
Highway TImpact Fee. Although some help and relief is
pending with improvements to portiong of I-80 and the
Douglas interchange, any additional 1ncrements to Hwy 80
(and Hwy 65) need to be mitigated. '

Doesn’t having an existing State Hwy Impact Fee in place,

" not only mitigate the impacts of new development, couldn’t
it also get a higher preference in the allotment of - funds
from SACOG such as El Dorado County did for the car pool
lanes from El Dorado Hills Blvd to Sunrise?

If this mitigation fee approach is not feasible, please
explain why.

OTHER JURDISDICATIONS , .

Pg 4.3-83 (MM 4.3-3(a-c) & Others: WMitigation is-
identified for various other jurisdictions; such as for
Walerga Road and Watt Avenue, and various Intersections,
etc. However, the EIR notes the City of Rocklin, the
Counties of Placer, Sutter and Sacramento can implement
these various mitigation measures, but may choose not to.
How do these type of comments mitigate the impacts of this
project? Doesn’t these comments make the mitigation
meaningless? How is this project, the growth inducing and
cumulative impacts addressed in a coordlnated reglonal
'approach to planning?

23-4

+ 23-5

23-6

' 23-7

23-8
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The EIR acknowledges improvements addressed in documents
such as the adopted South Sutter County Specific Plan and
projects from Sacramento County in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), but what Funding sources and
mechanisms are in place to insure they occur? What
planning approach/controls are in place to coordinate the
various projects sc they are mitigated?

Shouldn’t major projects that impact the state highways or
~other jurisdictions be limited until the source of funding
and the mechanisms are in place to accommodate reasonable

regional growth? At a minimum, shouldn’t a concurrency
aspect be in place to assure that all of the needed
infrastructure will be available? Shouldn’t this
information be included in the plan so the public can make
meaningful comments? Without this information, how can the
Project be considered mitigated?

PLACER PARKWAY

Figure 2-16 Conceptual Circulation Plan for SOT Amendment
Area - EIR discussion. Only “One” Placer Parkway :
Conceptual Alignment is shown. Why doesn’'t EIR disclose to
the public there is a potential of three conceptual
alignments; one of which could go directly throuch the
WRSP? : :

Doesn’t only showing one conceptual alignment limit the
available options and cause the WRSP to predetermine the
route/alignment? Doesn’t this approach put Federal Funding
at risk?

Attachment 2 is a 2 page info sheet on the Placer Parkway
Corridor Preservation dated June 2003. A key objective of
the Placer Parkway project is to preserve enough land for
central, eastern, and western segments of the corridor.
Couldn’t portions of at least one or more of the segments
go through portions of the WRSP, S80I or Remainder Area?
How can the public comment on these alignments and their
impacts to this project if they are not presented in this
EIR? How will the EIR project site area preserve this
needed corridor?

Since the Development Agreement is not available for review
with this EIR, will this development be required to
contribute to a Placer Parkway Fund? Will this be covered
‘in the DA? o

AL

23-9

23-10

23-11

23-13

23-14
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Since the WRSP and SOI require annexation, why isn’'t
project being delayed until the preferred alignment is
- selected? What requires a jurisdiction to process an

annexation before good infrastructure planning takes place5

At a minimum, shouldn’t the transportation capacity to

serve the existing as well as new development be address
first? Please explain,

At a recent Placer Parkway workshop it was stated; “Tf the
central alignment, which goes through the center of the
"WRSP is chosen, propertles would have to purchased back.”
Isn’'t this approach putting the tax burden on exigting
regidents?

At the same workshop, it was stated early indications are
the conceptual central alignment could do more '
environmental damage and the northern conceptual alignment
might be less damaging. Isn’t the central alignment going
through the center of this EIR’s project site? What are
.those envirommental impacts in the EIR project site? Why
would it be “ok” to put houses/development in the potential
central corridor alignment - but not the corridor?

Attachment 3 1is a newspaper article stating: “Placer
Parkway, a proposed route linking Hwy 65 to Hwy 99-70 in
Sutter County, *must” be studied concurrently with the
planning for new development in west Placer.” Why isn’t
this being done?

GENERAL COMMENTS

Shouldn’t the development agreement be provided for review
with the ETIR?

Aren’t the project’s claims to mitigate the impacts based
on other projects that may or may not happen? 2and, in fact
several lack funding? Wouldn't this approach make the
proposed mitigation flawed?

" As one example please clarify, wasn’t the traffic analy51s
assumption based on additional mitigation of road/lane
improvements {say to Watt Ave) and then how with or without
the EIR project site that impacts Watt Ave? Therefore,
Didn’t the analysis ignore how Roseville streets or the
State Hwy might be impacted if those road improvements were
not made to Watt Ave making them more congested? Couldn’t

1 23-15

23-16
23-17
23-18
- 23-19
23-20
23-21
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traffic patterns change? Wouldn’t the LOS decline on City .
- street and Highways? Isn’t the same true for Basellne 23-21
Road? Please analyze this.

Doesn’'t CEAQ requ1re that there be an enforceable

mitigation with an implementation plan and the detalls _ 23-22
avallable for review?

CONCLUSION

If somethlng was over- 1ooked on cur part which prompted a 0 _0g
question, Please accept our apologles

Why is this project being considered for approval and .
rannexation prior to a State Hwy Mitigation Fee being : 23.24
implemented and the Placer Parkway preferred allgnment

chosen? :

Thank you for your review of these impacts. 523 -

3 Attachments
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OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

* RESOLUTION SETTING A TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

FOR THE STATE SYSTEM'S CAPACITY & !NTERCHANGES

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has recognized a need to fmprove major
thoroughfares In'the Vest Slope area of the County, being that portion of the County focated
~west of the Slerra Divide between the Tahoe Basin and the Sacramentn Valley watersheds; and

WHEREAS, ;L:ursuant tn Government Code Sectlon 66484, the County has g:llepared
the West Slope Traffic Modal and the Traffic C zruﬂation Study which mciuded select [ink

- analyse;, and

W_HEREAS? said stiicles analyzed the impacts of contemplated future development on
existing State public facilities n the West Sope ares, along with an analydls of the need for
new nublic facilitdes and improvements required by the new development, the needed
facilides; and the estimated costs of those improvements; and

 WHEREAS, In accordance with General Plan Goal 3.2, it Is the Board’s alm to provide -
a regional hig‘hway system which supports fand use policies ¢of the County 'and. Cides; and

WHEREAS the Board recognizes the mpact of rew dwefopmem in tne Coumy on
. the existing state infrastructire; and '

- WHEREAS, In accordance with General Plan Objective 3.3.1, it §s the Board’s aim to
improvs {aterchanges afong U5 Highway 30 and the roadway system in the ceneral urban
corridor extending from the Sacramento/El Dorado County Line to Camino; and

WHEREAS, in accardance with General Plan Objective 3.3.2, it Is the Board’s aim to
minfmize traffic impacts on the State highway system and that development projects divectly
or cumulatively affecting State highways shall mitigate Impacts; and

- WHEREAS, Ei Dorado County recognizes that 4 substantlal pomon of the Impacts to
the Stare highway syatem is due to external Influences and are not within the control of the

Caunty; and
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" RESOLUTION NO. 202-96

WHEREAS, U.S. Highway 50 Is a major thoroughfare to the Lake Tahoe Basln and
the State of Nevada, with a substandal number of trips being generated by the Bay Area and

Metropolitan Sacramento residents; and

WHEREAS, E! Dorado County also realizes that ma}or funding Imitations exist Withlﬂ
the State sy; tem, and

WHEREAS, in accordance with General Plan Pollcy 3.3.2.1, it ls the po!ir:y of the

 County to recognize the State highway system within the County as a part of the County’s

Regional Highway System { RHS) and that there is 2 lang-term commitment 1o praviding a safe
and efficlent filghway system; and

_ WHEREAS, it ts the County’s further policy to encourage the parmership between Ei
Dorado County, the State, and the neighboring Jusisdictlons to solve the State highway
problems and funding Nimitations and to commit tocal monles, when availeble, in the pamal

funding of cridcal State highway impmvemems,. and

WHEREAS, a3 part of thls commitment, the County Is pursuing the use of
devaiopﬂe*\t fees from private development as a funding source; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this fee & to finance State highway capaclty and
interchange Improvements to reduce the Impact of wraffic t:ungemon caused by new

_ c:!welupment within the areq; and

- WHEREAS, the traffic fees collected pursuant m.thls resolution shall be used to finance
on!y the public facllisies described or identifled i Exhibit 1 attached; and

WHEREAS sfter considering the swudy and analysls referencad above, and the
testimony receivad at this public hearing, the Board approves sald studies, and incorporates
such herein and Rurther finds that new development in the West Slope area will generate
additional traffic within the impacted area as described, and will contribute to the degmdatmn

of trafﬂa. circulation on r.he RHS In the area; and

WHEREAS, the facts and evidence presented establish that there Is a reasonable

| relationship between the need for the desciibed public facilites and the fmpacts of the types

of developmant dascribed, for which the corresponding fee Is charged, and also there s a
reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and tha type of development for which the fee

‘is char‘gec{ agd;

WH E:.REAS, at the public hearing the fee structure was studied and reviewed; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to adopt the fee structure as presented during

Iy
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REZOLUTION NO, 202-95

the public hearing; |
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:
A, 'The Board hereby adopts the State highway capacity and interchange waffic
Irapact mitigadon {State TIM) fees as follows. The proposed fees are calculated

basad on each area's relative share of trips generated in the county:

EL DORADO HILLS/SALMON FALLS AREA

Project : ' : ' State TIM fee

Single Family Residentlal (/Dwelling Unft) ................. ceeee.. $1,570/DU
Muld-Family Resldendaf (/DU) ... .. .. fa i s e e e ea el $1,103/DY
High-tiip Commerclal {/Square Foot) .. ....... et e Ceae e . $4.16/5F
General Commerdal (/5F) ... o, e e e $1.97/5F
OFfICE (/SF) « vt vetin e ieaniaeenran. e $1,97/5F
Industial (/8F) .. . i e e e B, $0.47/5F
Warehouse (/8F) o invn e rnr i e $Q.24/5F
Gas Station (U] v et v et i e i e i i e $1,738/pump
ol Course (JHOME) ovvr i i it e £1,613/hole
Campground (/Campsite] .o it cienn e ia it $552/site

REGIONAL ANALYSIS ZONE #1

Project _ i - State TIM fee
Single Family Residendal {/Dwelling Unit) . ....... e e $2,724/DU
Multi-Famlly Restdential (/DU ....... e raraeaas e, $1,907/DU
High-trip Comimercial {(/Square Foot) ....... e e ST AB/SF
General Commercial (/5F) oo oo i it i et e iia e s, Ve dsawnae.. 33.54/5F
Office (/SF) .o vvuu. . e e e . $3.54/5F
Cdndustrdal (FSF) ..o e P ... $0.85/5F
Warehouse (/SF) ..... e e e ie ey $0.43/5F
Gas Statlon (/PUMD) & cv v ettt etertoarnonrerorrnniornenses $3,01 5/pump
Golf Courge (/Hole) +....ocvvv e e e $2,899/hole
Campground (/Campshe) ... ......... e e m e aar et $954/5lte

REGIONAL ANALYSIS ZONES #2 THROUGH #5

Seave TiM feo

Project o -
Single Family Residential (/Dweliing Uinlt) .. .. .. ..., oo $2,016/DU
Mulg-Famlly Residential (/DU ... ... (.. PR S $1,411/DLY
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HESOLLTION NO. 202-98

High-trip Commerclal (/Square Foot) ...t iinnnne.. e $5.41/SF
General Commercial (/5F) vt i i i i it e e e e $2.54&/5F
Lo Y o T A e e $£2.54/5F
Industedal (/SF) .. . vvnin e S e e £0.62/SF
Warehouse (/5F) ... it ii et et ene.. s BOT1/SF
Gas Stathon (/PUMP) « oot vtme i e eiaenir e ennn.. $2,426/pump
Golf Course {(/Hola) ..o irn i i i e s s $2,098/hole
Campground (/Campsite} v i o v et e $706/ske
Notss: -

1. The State TIM fee Is to be pald In addition to either the applicable County TIM fee
~or the El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls area road impact fee (RIF).

2. All State TIM fees for residential projects shall be pald at the buflding permit stage.

3. No fee shall be required for remodeling of existing residential units pursuant vo County
- Code Chapter 12.32.030.B. However, the fes may be due 1o bring a restdentlal unit
up o the applicable bullding code specifications if the unit was fuftially built without

the approval of and inspection by the bullding department.

4. The fees other than residential shall be based on the projected use of structures, as
datermined by plans submitted for budlding permits, and pald prior to the issuance of .
a bufiding permit. Pursuant to the terms of Board of Supervisors Poltcy B-3 for fee
deferral, some profects may be eliglble to defer payment of the fee untll kssuance of
the cerifficate of occupancy, or may elect to pay a portion of the fee over a five year

period.

5. Mobile homes on permanent foundations shall be subject to the muld-family fee.

b. Second dwellings as defined uﬁder County Code Chapter 17.15.020 shali be subject
to the multi-family fee.

B. The Improvements to be constiucted are those Im'pmvements'set forth in
' Exhibit 1. ' .

C. - The fees set forth !.n the item “A” above wiil be adjusted annuaily on March
Ist of each year by an Increase or decrease In the Engineering News Record

Construction Cost [ndex.

D. In 1998, and zach five years following 1998, the E! Darado County D.O.T.
shall review the estimated cost of the capital Improverments described in exhibit
1, the continued need for those Improvemants and the reascnable relatlonship
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© RESOLUTION NO. 202-96

between such need and the Impacts of the various types of development
pending or anticipatad and for which the fee Is charged, The County D.O.T.
shall report its findings to the Board of Supervisors at a notced public hearing
and recommend any adjustment to the fee or other action as may he nieeded.

7. Gas pump Edeﬁned) Is a fuel delivery device containing two to three (2-3) hoses (per
customer service focation), which may or may not be located-on an Island or other

ralsed platform.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the Gadnty of £l Dorado at a regular meating

of 52id Board, hefd on the ST day of AUGHST 1996 _ _
. JDHN E. UPTON

Ayes:

ATTESY '
{}!HIE L. FOOTE NOES SUPE?\: TS0RS:; BFADLFY & NY

N
R

Chifenaz, Board of Sumlsors" '

| CERTIFY THAT:
THE FOREGOIMG INSTRUMENT 18 A COFIRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE (N THIS OFFICE.

DATE ' '
A'r'res‘r DIXIE L. FOOTE, Clerk of the Board of Suparvisare of the CQumy of Bt Doredo, Siate of Calilomia,

By .

Deputy Clark

Al Gy
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RESOLUTION NO._ oo

O THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADD

BESOLUTION AMENDING THE TRAFFIC IMPACT FEES FOR THE STATE SYSTEM'S
' CARACITY AND INTERCHANGES o

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has' recognized a need to improve major |
Anoroughfares in the West Slope area of the Gaunty; and _ '

- WHEREAS, on August 20, 1998, the Board of Supsrvisars adopied Resolution 202-96
which established a Transportation impact Fee for the State System's Capaciy and
interchanges in the County's West Slope area for the State roadway systam, and said fees
wers implemented in October 1996; and

: WHEREAS, the Board of Suparvisors on February 24, 1298 wiopied Resolution No. 31-
o8 amending the Transportation Impact Fee for the Slate Systam's Capasity and
interchanges for the increase in the Enginssring News Record Construction Cost Index; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 31-88 providad that said fees shall be acjusted annually on
March 1% of each year by an increase of decrease in the Englneering News Record
Construction Cost [ndex; and o

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisars on March 19, 2002 adopted Resoluton No. 077-
2002 amending the Transperiation impact Fee for the State System's Capacily and
- imterchanges for the increase in the Enginesring News Record Canstruction Gost Index; and

WHEREAS, the Ejoérd of Eupewimr'é on October 1, 2002 adopted Resolution No, 247-
2002 setting an Intedm Transportation 'mpact Fee for Highway 50 Corridor Improvemaents,
thereby amending the Transportation Impact Fee for the State . Systerw's Capaclty and

Interchanges.

WHEREAS, the Engineering News Record Construction Cost {ndex has increased by
4 7% over the last twelve month perfod; and _ :

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been hald to adjust the Transportation limpact Fee for
~ the State System's Capacity and Interchanges pursuant to the Enginsering News Record
Constriction Cost index; and _

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the adjustiment to ﬂae Transporiation impact Fea for the
State Systeny's Capacity and interchanges was studied and reviewed; and o
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RESOLUTION NO. G38-2003 2003 Resolution Amending Stote TIM Fees

' Page 2 of 5

. WHEREAS, the Board has determined to adopt the ameanded Transportatlon krpact Fes

for the State System's Capacily and Intercharges as presented dudng the public hearing,
which shall go into effect sixty days frorm date of adoption.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVEL:

A. The Board of Supervisors hersby adopts the amended fees within the areas of
- benefit as follows: . _ ' :

S.ias.glwfémlly Residential $1.632 $£1.4676
Nnfii-family Residential _ ' i $1,146 $1,177
Iiigh-'l‘rip Commercial (per sq._t‘ﬁo*.) i ' $4.33 $4.45
| General Commercial {per square foot} $2.04 %2.10
Office (per squars fom) 82.04 .. 2.1 |
Industrial (per square foot) | § o 30548 $0.49
Warchouse (per squure foot} $0.25 . 50.24
Charch (per square foof) | $0,25 90,26
| Gas Station (per pump) 51,807 §1,356
Golf Course (per hole) 51,677 ) $1,722
Campgmﬁnd {per campsite) 5874 I $589
Bed and Breakfast (per rented room) $258 3296




RESOLUTION NOU. 038-2003

acT 289 2003 10:25 BUHRB.DF SUPERVISORS

53023982552

. Comment Letter 23

2003 Resolution Amending State TIM Feey

Page 3 of §

Single-family Residential $2,832 $2,908
Multi-family Residential $1,993 $2.037
High-Trip Commercial (per sq. foof) $7.77 | 57,98
Gueneral Commei-cial {per square foot) ~$3.68 $3.78
Office (per square foot) $3.64 5:3*78.
Tudustrial (per square foot) $6.89 $0.91
Warehouse {per square foot) 5044 5{}.45
Chareh {per squéra foat) $0.44 $0.45
Gas Smﬁon (per pump) | $3.134 $3,11%
Goif Cougse (per_ holed _ $3,014 $3,005
Campground {per campsite} $093 31,020
Bed and Breakfast @er rented foon:) 5498 511 |
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2003 Resplution Amending Siate TIM Fees

SESOLUTION NO. 038-2003 : '
' Fage 4 of §

| Bingle-{amily Resitiemiai §2,095 ' : ELiSZ'

il Minlti-familv Residential | 81,467 $1,507
Wigh-Trip Commercial [per 3. .fmJ'l} | $§.63 ) $5.78 "_
Gemersl Commercial (per squﬁye foot) | $Z.ﬁﬁ. §2.73

| Office (per square foot) : $2.66 %273

Imdustrial {per square fool) I$0.é5. C§GGT
Wﬁréhﬂusc (per square foot) $0.32 5033 H:
Church (p.t':'t‘ square foot) 3032 £0.33
CGas Station [pez; Euﬁip) | 52,512 82,590
Golf Course (per hole). $2.174 $2__é33
Campgroand (per campsite}-. 5734 B 5754
Bed and Breakirst (per rented room) $369 $379

Notes:

1,

All State TIM faes shall be paid in addition to efther the applicable County TIM f2a or the
E!l Dorado Hils/Salmon Falls area road Impact fee. ‘ :

All Stata TiM fees for residential projects shall he paid prior to the issuancs of a building
permit for a new dwelling unit. '

No fee shall bs required for remodeling of existing residential units

- pursuant 10 County Cede Chapter 12.32.030. B, Howsver, the fee may be required

when issuing a building permit to bring a residential unit up to the applicatie building
code specifications i the unit was inftially built without a buiiding permit.

 Ths fees for non-residential projects shall be based on the projecied use of structures,

as determinad by plans submittad for building permits, and paid pricr (o the issuancs of
a building pemit. - - -
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2003 Resolution dmending Srate TIM Feey
Puge S'af'5

Pursuant to the terms of Board of Supendsors Policy B-3 for fee deferral, some non-
residential projects may be eligible o defer payment of the fee uniil issuance of the

certificate of occupancy, or may elect ta pay & portion of the fee over a five-year period.

Mohile homes on permanant foundations shall be subject to the single-family residential

fesz,

A sacand dwelling, as defined undsr County Code Chapter 17.15.020 shall be subject
to the multi-family fee, '

Gas pump is defined as a customer service location with a fuel delivery device

coniaining fuel dispensing hose(s), which may or may not be located on an island or
other raised platform. -

An applicant may receive a full or parlial waiver of the Stete TiM fee, or may receive
credils against future fee obligations, if the Direstor of Transportation certifies that the
applicant has constructed improvernents included in the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee
Capital Program ar has provided the required funding for the Traffic Impact Mitigation
Fee Capital Program through other funding mechanisms. The applicant who has
construcied or otherwise funded road improvements identified in the Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fae Capital Program may also be enfitied fo reimbursements from this fee
account ff the value of the improvements exceeds the fees set for this this resclution.

Fees sel forth in the itam “A* above will be adjusted annually on March 1% of each year

by an increase or decrsase in the Enginearing News Record Construction Cost Index.

As part of the General Pian re-adoption process, the El Dorado County Departrnent of
Transportation (DOT) shall review the estimated cost of the capital improvements. DOT
shall also evaluate the continued need for those improvemients; refative to the impacts
of various types of pending or anticipated devatopment for which the fes is charged.
The County DOT shali report its findings to the Board of Supervisors at a noficed pubiic
hearing and recommend any adjustment to the fes or other actian as may be neaded.

SASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supsrvisors of the County of El Dofad
ragular muating of sald Board, held on the _25th  dayof Fghbruia;
“by the foilowing vote of sald Board: o

ATTEST

B EL.FOC&E . ' ong
LCI Wuarﬁofﬁupar 2 7 Absgnts
DAt 5 /W% PAHELNL \ gy B zr
o U Daputy Glaric y / Ghalrman, Board Y Supervisers ESECN

| CERTSFY THAT: ) . :
THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT 15 A CORRECT CORY OF THE ORIGINAL OM FILE IN THIS OFFINE.

DATE . .
ATTEST: BIXIE L. FGOTE, Glark of the Board of Suparvisers of the County of B Dorade, Slata of Catlfornta

By

Deputy Glerk
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PARKWAY

g e mm T e ar g
+ Be PREASET

Placer Parkway is a proposed is-mile long,
east-west transportation corridor that will .
connect rapidly growing western Placer
County with Sutter County industrial
development and the airport to the west—
linking State Highway 65 with State Highway
70/99 (see map). Residents, community
leaders and business representatives are now
discussing where to preserve a corridor for
the future Parkway.

The Parkway is a high-priority regional trans-

portation project. Employment, popuiation

growth, and traffic have become major

issues for many people who live and work

in the area. The amount of lime and

productivity tost has a real impact on the
regional economy and our guality of life. At

\
|
i
|

the same time, preserving agricultural open
space and habitat is also critical.

The Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation
will identify and preserve land for a future
transportation corridor that will offer several
key benefits:

Ease traffic and anhance the fow of

naople and goods

Link rapidly growing areas of wasiers
Placer County and plannad industiia?

development in south Sulter Counyy

Ymprove aofess o the g cowidoy and the

raments hternatinnal Avnan

Provide an alternative 1o haavily travaled

el I )
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A key objettive of the project is to
preserve enough land for a y,000-
foot-wide central segment corridor
and soo-foot-wide eastern and
western segment corridors, Seversl
_concept carridors were identified
via a previous study {ses map}.
Within the corridor, Placer Parkway
would be divided into three
segments:

« Gantral Sutier Pl

Lo Flddymien

acesss {praserving a 1,000 fot

The Placer County Transportation
Planning Agency (PCTPA) is admin-
“istering the project for the South
Placer Regional Transportation
Authority (SPRTA) and Sutter
County. PCTPA is the regional
transportation planning sgency for
Placer County and its six ¢ities.
SPRTA consists of several PCTPA

nrermber frisdictions in westem -
Flacer County.

PCTPA will be preparing a Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement/ -
Environmental impact Report
(EIS/EIR). A Tier 1 document is
used for long-term projects and to
streamline environmental review.
This will help to ensure that the
fand needed for a future transporta-
tion corridor can be preserved now.
The Tier 1 EIS/EIR will address state
and federal environmental require-
ments and will outline public
concerns in enough detail to make
an informed choice about selecting
a corridor alignment. A future Tier
2 environmental review would
address design and construction
issues for the specific aligniment
within the corridor.

SPRTA and Sutter County are
co-lead agenciés for California
Environmental Quality Act
compliance. Caltrans is acting on
behalf of the Federal Mighways
Administration, lead agency for
National Environmental Policy Act
compliance.

PCTPA has programmed about $4.7
miiliion to complete the required
feceral and State environmental
review. SPRTA oversees a regional

" fee prograrn that is expectad to

coltect about $50 million for acquir-

ing a corridor, Actual construction
funding for the transpartation facility
is not anticipated until after 2015,

There will be many opportunities
for the public to provide input into
this environmental review. For more
information about the project and
upcoming meetings. go to:

www.placerparkwavorg

Or contact:

Celiz McAdam, Executive Director,
PCTPA, 550 High Street, Suite 107,
Auburn, CA 95603,

Telephone: 536-823-4030

Fax: §30-823-4016

Email: cmcadam@pcipa.org

PCTPA

550 High St., Suite 107 | Auburn, CA 95603 | tel 530-823-4030 | fax 530-823-4036 | web www.pcipa.org
& : s b e
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Response to Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth {Ociober 29, 2003}

% Response to Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth (October 29, 2003}

Response fo Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Thercfore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Theretore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 3

This comment conlains general information and is not @ comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response o Comment 4

To the extent possible, and consistent with Scction 151264 of the CEQA Cuidelines, the Tinal EIR
described feasible measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts. However, not all impacts
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level, either because mitigation is not feasible or it is under the
jurisdiction of another agency to implement. The proposed project will resull in some significanl and
unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation, as presented in Section 4.3 (Transportation
and Circulalion) of the Final EIR and summarized in Sections 3.3 (Summary of Environmental lmpacts,
Environmental Tmpacts and Mitigation Measures) and 3.2 (CEQA Censiderations, Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts) of the Final EIR. The commenter is incorrect in stating that no mitigation measures
are provided. To address potential impacts related to transportation and circulation, the Final EIR

identified MM 4.3-1 through MM 4.3-9,

CEQA does not require that all impacts be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In fact, Section 15093
of the CFQA Guidelines aliows the decision-making agency Lo approve a project if its benefils outweigh
its unavoidable adverse environmental affects. However, CEQA requires that the lead agency state, in
writing, lhe specific reasons to supporl ils action lo approve a project it such an approval would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts. This is called a “Stalement of Overriding Considerations,” If the
proposed project is approved by the City of Roseville, a Statemenl of Overriding Consideralions must be

prepared to support the City’s action.

wren BIH

Pibe oo iive Pl a7 omislov e s .55 mye 13-219



Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

CEQA does not require « fiscal analysis as part ot the environmental review process (Section 15131 (a) of
the CEQA CGuidelines: Feonomic or social effects of o project shall not be treated as significont effects on the
enprronment). However, with respect to tax burdens, the Specific Plan contains a full program of
implementalion measures (including financing measures) to ensure the provision of all infrastructure,
facilities, public services, and mitigalion measures that are necessarv to support the proposed
development. These implementation measures are described in Section 11 {Impiementation and
Administration) of the Specific Plan and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Implementation) of the Final
ETR. In addition, as parl of the project analysis, MunilFinancial ran a fiscal analysis to ensure that
adequate public services could be provided. The first ter of the analyses occurred in February 2002 as
part of the Feasibility Analysis that the City prepared prior to proceeding with the Specific Plan process.
The results of the Fiscal Analysis were made available to the public. As part of the Development
Agreement process for the WRSP, the City of Roseville will ensure that, at a minimumni, the WRSP wilf be
fiscally neulral, which is consistent with the Guiding Principles that are proposed as policies in the
General Plan as part of this project. An operalions and maintenance plan will guide open space
management cfforts, and a community facilities district or other similar measure shall provide funding,
Implementation of the project will include formation of a Mello-Reos Community Facilities District for
services that will, in part, pay for these ongoing maintenance costs. Tinal formation of the CFD cannot
take place until the WRSP is annexed to the City. In summary, and at a minimum, the proposed project

will be tiscally noutral with respect to the operating budget of the City of Roseville.

Response to Comment 5

Recommending the development of an improvement program for regional roadway improvements is a
good idea, but cannot be relied upon as mitigation because agency approvals necessary to develop such a
program have not been granted at this time. The City of Roseville cannot alone develop a joint powers
authority or a regional or statewide solution. And, the project proponent cannot be required to mitigate
impacts unrelated to this project on a stalewide or regional basis. 'The project by itsclf canmot be expected
to mitigate this impact independently because no financing program exists to collect the project’s fair-
share coniribulion of improvements or the remaining fair share from other projects or contributors.
Further, updating existing traffic impact fee programs in adjacent jurisdictions such as Placer County,
Sutter County, and the City of Rocklin to include new roadway improvements and additional land use
development s beyond the scope of this project and outside the City of Roseville’s authority.
Noevertheless, the City of Roseville can slill choose to enter into a variety of agreements or programs to
provide funding for regional roadway improvements that could include participation by the proposed
project developers. Development within the City of Roseville already participates in two regional traffic

impact fee programs. These programs include the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and




Response to Comment Letier 23
~_Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth {October 29, 2003)

the South Placer Regional Transportalion Impact Fee Program. The project will participale in a (hird

traffic for regional road improvements in the County.

Response to Comment 6

Refer o Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impact mittgalion.

Response to Camment 7

The commenter is correct in neting that some of the traffic-related mitigation measures would be under
the jurisdiction ol other agencies to implement and, turther, that the City of Roseville is not able to ensure
the implementation of such measures since they are outside of the Cily’s direct control. Tor that reason,
those impacts were considered significant and unavoidable, taking a conservative approach in assuming

that the mitigation might not, or could not, be implemented.

Response o Comment 8

Refer 1o Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impacl mitigatiom. Growth-inducing
T P 2 g

impacts of the Project are analyzed in Final EIR Section 5.4.

Respense to Comment @

Refer to Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impact mitigation.

Response to Comment 10

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association of Sacramento Valley
governments formed from the six regional counties - El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and
Yuba—and its 22 member cities. SACOG's primary charge is to provide regional transportation planning
and funding, as well a5 a forum for the study and resolution of regional issues. In this role, SACOG
prepares the region's long-range transporlation plan; approves distribution of affordable housing around
the region; keeps a regionwide database for its own and local agency use; helps counties and cities usc
federal transportation funds in a timely way; assists in planning for lransit, bicycle networks, clean air,
and airport land uses; and is undertaking a new program to link transportation and land development
more closely. Accordingly, regional traffic impacts are primarily managed by SACOCG and implemented
by the State of California Department of Transportation through regional traffic impact fee programs.
Development within the City of Roseville is required to parlicipate in both the Highway 65 Joint Powers
Authority Fee Program and the South Placer Regional Transportation Tmpact Fee Program. There are no
other established regional traffic fee programs that address localized impacts, such as those that might

ocecur in adjacent jurisdictions.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Camments

As described in the Specific Plan and Development Agreements, construction of the WRSP is proposed
over an approximately 10-20 vcar tme frame within four phascs. As development proceeds,
mfrastructure, schools, parks, will be required to keep pace with residential and  commercial
development. The WRSI® Phasing is'desigmrd so that all infrasiructure and public/gquasi-public uses are
in place with each phase before the next phase of Lthe project procecds, Developmenl fees are due at the
time of building permit, which will fund improvements o waler, sewer, recycled water, drainage,
roadway, park and open space, and other public facilitics such as libravics, fire stations, and law
enforcement facilities. The project development agreements set forth the specific timing and scope of

infrastructure and funding cbligations.

Response tc Comment 11

Section 6.2.7 of the Final EIR [dentifies all potential alignments currently being considered for the Placer
Parkway. Page 6-72 through 6-74 of the Final EIR indicates that two of the potential study alignments

would transcct the project area, one of which would bisect the WRSP area from north to south.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion on the construction of Placer Parkway. As parl of the
alternatives analysis, the Final EIR provided additional information on the compatibility of Placer
Parkway should an alignment be built along the northwestern boundary of the project. In addition, as
part of the development agreement, the City is requiring that all purchasers of ots or residential units
located within the WRSP be notified that there is a “potential for a proposed Placer Parkway within The

WRSD? Boundaries.”

Response fo Comment 13

Reler to Response to Comments 5-2 and 23-11 for a discussion of construction to Macer Parkway.

Response to Comment 14

The plan arca, through the development agreement, will be obligated to participate in all existing and
future citywide fee programs. Partial funding for Placer Parkway is included within the South Placer
Regional Transportation Tee Program, in which the City currently participates. The WRSP will be

required to participate in this fee program to fund its proportionate share of this improvement.,

Response to Comment 15

Refer to Response to Commients 5-2 and 23-11 for a discussion of the construction of Placer Parkway.
Placer Parkway is still in the preliminary planning stages. Approval and Lliming are uncertain. The Tier 1

analysis has just begun and is expected Lo take three to four yvears 1o complele. Ultimately, approval and

5922 - e S TS g_.-. . % g.; i



Response fo Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growih {October 29, 2003}

construclion of Placer Parkway may not occur for ten years or more. Therefore, it is premature to hold up
construction ot the proposed projecl. Annexation is only being proposed for the WRSI at this {ime.
Additional environmental revicw will be required prior to consideration of an annexation proposal for

the Remainder Area.

Response fo Comment 16

Refer to Response to Comments 5-2, 23-11, and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.

Response to Comment 17

Refer to Response to Comments 5-2, 23-11, and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.

Response 1o Comment 18

Refor to Response Lo Comments 5-2 and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.
P 3

Response to Comment 19

The development agreemenls for the project have been available to the public during the course of

review for the project. The draft agreements are not required o be circulated as part of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 20

As applicable, Lthe Tinal TIR identifies the uncertainty associated with mitigation funding for potential

improvements, and as a result identifies impacts such as Impact 4.3-3 as significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 21

In forecasting and analyzing future 2020 conditions, the Final EIR transportation analysits had to make
assumptions about the amount and location of future land use development and future roadway
improvements. These assumptions were based on the best available data at the time the analysis was
prepared. The assumptions about improvements to other jurisdictional roadways and Slale highways
are, in general, based on the Tier 1 improvements contained in the Mefropolitan Transportation Plan (MTTF)
for 2025, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 2002, The Tier 1 improvements in the MTT arce those
expecled o be construcled with existing revenue streams. These improvements were included in the
modeling for the Wesl Roseville Specific Plan because the land uses projected to occur by 2020 that

generate the need for these improvements were also included in the model.

Response to Comment 22

As required by Public Resources Code Section 2108.6(a}(1), the City will adopt a mitigation monitoring

and reporting program at the time of project approval. All mitigation measures adopted will be

TR R T L 13-223




Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

enforceable as conditions of approval or incorporated into the project. Mitigation mcasures will be

enforceable through conditions on the approvals and through the development agreements.

Response to Comment 23

This comment contains general informalion and is not a comment on an envirenmental issuce, Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 24

Refer to Response to Comment 23-15 tor a discussion on the construction of Placer Parkway.

Response to Comment 25

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an envirenmental issue. Therefore,

ne turther respense is required.
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‘LAW QFFICE O

5158602014 .

J. WiLLiam YEA‘IlJE'S

8002 CALIFORNIA AVYENUE
FAIR OAKS, CALIFORNIA 95528
TELEPHONE: (915) 850-2000

FACSIMILE: (916) 860-2414
infu@cavi:oqunlit'yluw.cpm

J.WILLIAM YEATES
September 30, 2003

Derrick Whitehead

Environmental Utilities Director -
City of Roseville .
Environmental Utilities Department
2005 Hilltop Circle -
Roseville, CA 95747

Re: West Rqsevf}le Specific Plan

Dear Directér Whitehead:

Sent Via|Facsimile

Y am writing on behalf of Diamond Creek Pariners, Ltd. and Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond

Creek’s, chief financial officer, regarding the West Roseville
Public Utilities Commission’s scheduled hearing this evening

Specific Plant and the Roseville
on the drafi environmental impact

report (DEIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan. Tonight the Public Utilities Commission is

scheduled to receive comments on the Public Utilities section
Plan for the West Roseville Specific Plan. While my client ap
participate in a public forum on the West Roseville Specific P
he is being provided a meaningful opportunity to provide co

the matters that are the subject of the Public Utilities Commis

" The West Roseville Specific Plan was released on September
" Completion on the DEIR was also filed on September 15, 200
review period. The Public Utilitics Commission hearing follo

of the DEIR and Public Utilities

preciates the opportunity to

lan, my client does not believe that
ents on the scope and breadth of

ion hearing.

15,2003. The Notice of
B, triggering a 45-day public
ws within two weeks of the release

of both the specific plan and DEIR. The Public Utilities section (4.11) of the DEIR is 08-pages
inlength. It is also necessary to review the Hydrology, Water| Quality, and Groundwater section

(4.12) of the DEIR, which is an additional 58-pages in length.
DEIR refers to several technical studies, including:

The Fublic Utilities Section of the

Technical Memoraridum 1 - Unit Water Demand Ractor Revision {(Montgomery

' Watson Harza [MWH], November 6, 2002} -

Technical Memorandum 3 — Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth dreas {(MWH,

December 4, 2001}

Technical Memorandum 7 ~ Water Supply Strategy} (MWH, April 10, 2003)

Master Water Study for West Roseville Specific P!
2003) - '

2002 Urban Water Management Plan (City of RoTville)

n Area (Wood Rodgers, May

MARY 1. AKEMNS
KEITH G. WAGNER

24-1

24-2
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Bill Yeates - 9168602014 p.3

Derrick Whitehead
September 30, 2003
Page 2 of 3

Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (HydroScience
Engineers, Inc., May 21, 2003) o
Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasans Farms Land Retirement Plan
{(MWH, June 2003) '

The June 2003 Groundwater Impact Analysis by Montgomery Watson Harza contains twenty-

- three pages of text summarizing attached computer modeling results based on contour maps and
hydrographs, which were run through the North American River Integrated Groundwater and.
Surface Water Model {IGSM). The November 6, 2002 Technical Memorandum 1 prepared by
Montgomery Watsen Harza is 15 pages. The text of the December 4, 2001, Technical '
Memorandum 3 is 21-pages long. Additionally, attached at Appendix S to the DEIR isa
 technical study prepared by Wood Rodgers on September 12, 2003, entitled “Water Supply
Assessment for West Roseville Specific Plan (Fiddyment Rarlch/WestPark Properties). This 14-
page document (attaching Technical Memorandum 1 and other resolutions and agreements) is
not referenced in the Public Utilities section of the DEIR, but is obviously relevant to the
discussion. The remainder of the technical studies referenced in the Public Utilities section of

the DEIR is_ only available for review at the City of Roseville h?ermit Center,
. In addition, the Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater T’ecﬁon of the DEIR references the
following three documents: o )
Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Wood-Rodgers Inc.
(Tune 2003) - ;

Groundwater Impact Analysis, MWH (June 2003) .
City of Roseville Detention Basin Project FEIR ] aéuary 2003 (SCH No. 20020720384)

Again, these documents are only available at the City of Roseville Permit Center.

My client picked up his copies of the West Roseville Specific|Plan and 4-Volume DEIR on

September 18, 2003, He had them sent by courier to my office that same day. My office

attended the Public Workshop on September 23, 2003, where We learned about the immediately

upconting Public Utilities Commission hearing. It is unrealistic to expect that my client can pick

" up documents measuring over 8 ¥ inches in height when stacked on top of one another on
September 18 and be prepared to provide meaningful commﬂ:dto the Public Utilities
Commission by tonight's hearing. The availability of water and how the City plans to provide
water service to the West Roseville Specific Plan area is of great interest to my client, My client
will be providing comments on the DEIR and would like the opportunity to provide comments to
the Public Utilities Commission.| My client, therefore, requests that the Public Utilities
Commission schedule an additional hearing after the ¢lose of the public comment period on the
DEIR to receive public comments on the Public Utilities secti'?n of the DEIR and the Public

" Utilities Plan of the West Roseville Specific P]_;aﬂ_ : .

. !

~ Additionally, I would like to request your Department's assistance in making available the
technical studies that are referenced in Section 4.11 and 4.12 df the DEIR, but are not incliuded in
the artached Appendices to the DEIR. My client will pay whatever reasonable costs your
Department will incur in gathering and reproducing these documents. We will make

24-2
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. " 9158802014 P.4

Derrick Whitehead
September 30, 2003
Page3of 3

arrangements to pick up the documents when they are availablle. Please let me know as soon as :

possible if your Department can expedite the collection of thelse documents for our review. i e4-4

Sincerely,

Bl Yg/a;fs |

cc: Stephen Des Jardins







Response to Comment Letter 24
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on beholf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd.
(September 30, 2003)

L

## Response to Comment Letier 24
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond
Creek Pariners, Lid. (September 30, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting individuals and entities and
also affirms the fact that public testimony was received at the September 30, 2003 Public Utlitics
Commission. Refer to Topical Response B {Adequacy of Public Review Period) for a discussion of the

Adequacy of Public Review Period, including other opportunities for public input and participation.

Response to Comment 2

'The commenter is correct in identitying the date and duration of the public review period tor the Draft
LR, as well as the titles of certain documents (propared in conjunction with the proposed project) that

are available tor review at the City of Roseville Planning Department

Response to Comment 3

Refer also to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy ot
Public Review Period and the many opportunities for public participation. Comments were provided by
Mr. Yeates’ client at the September 30, 2003 Public Utilitics Commission. While a second Public Utilities
Commission meeting was not held, the public was provided an opportunity to comment on any element
of the proposed project at public meetings that have been, or will be, conducted subsequent to the Public

Utilities Commission meeting, including Planning Commission meetings and two City Council meetings.

Response to Comment 4

City staff prepared a list of all of the documents referenced in the Final EIR that were not included as
appendices. This list was submilted to the Commenter’'s client, who, I lurn, requested that the City
provide information on the City’s water model. Environmental Utilities staff provided the water model

information, as requested, on Octobor 14, 2003,

sregl RAPD S0 oo .z"-': CordloaE FE ]3;12?5.
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Comment Letter 25 RECEE‘J ED | *——]

William D. Kopper R AR *

Attorney at Law . | 1 __
ol Davin, CA 55616 PLANNING DEPARTHEN"
;‘i?ﬂk’ N Qé’)’«"‘f”b Fa(; ?:?;{1?78323?25;44 ' _
i~ —) Ly e _ Paralegal
Q\j?““'i‘ i ' _ Kristin Rauh
October 9, 2003

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseviile, CA 95678

RE: West Roseville Snelciﬁc Plan FIR

Dear Mr. Richardson:
Irepresent Mr. Michae!l Catalano, Mr. Rob Coilins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr. Greg Bain, and Roseville |
Citizens for Responsible Planning, a California Association. |am writing to you to ask that the City of
Roseville recirculate the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report forthe West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment for 45 days afier the City releases the proposed development agreements,
financing plan, and parks financing plan. Mr. Jones has been kind enough to release to me the draft West
Rosevilie Specific Plan: parks, bike trails, and paseo’s financing plan. Butas youknow, thisis only asmall
part of the financing plan. : —d
The proposed Specific Plan fails to comply with Government Code Section 65451(a)(4) because
it fails to provide financing measures necessary to carry out the elements of the Specific Plan. Therefore,
the DEIR is incomplete and CEQA review is premature. The Specific Plan and the DEIR must be revised
to cowply with Govermment Code Secticnn 8548 a4 and recireulsted for the requilsite 45 day CEQA

review.

Govemnment Code Section 65451 (a) requires that ““a Specific Plan shall include a text and diagram
or diagrams which specify all of the following in detail”:

(1)  Thedisirtbution, location, and extent of uses of land - - within the
area covered by the plan;

(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of
major components of public and private transportation, sewage,
water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential
facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by the
plan and needed 1o support the land uses described in the plan.

(3) Standards and criteria by which the development will proceed - -




Comment Letter 25

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 9, 2003

. page 2

(4) The program of implementation measures including regulations,
programs, public works projects, and financing measures
necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

The financing measures required by Government Code Section 65451 (a)(4) are planned to be
included in the financing plan, development agreement, and the parks financing plan which do not exist
except for the draft parks financing plan. Itis noteworthy that the Specific Plan states that “the West
Roseviile Specific Pan property owners (West Park Associates and Signature Properties, Inc.) have
executed imdividual developroent agreements with the City of Roseville in accordance with the applicable
state and local codes. The development agreements vest development rights, set forth obligated
infrastructure improvements and dedication requirements, secure the timing and methods for financing
improvements, and specify other performance obligations as related to development of the WRSP.” These
development agreements are clearly an integral part of the specific plan, however, they do not exist and
they are not yet available for public review.

e -

Guiding Principle No. 1 for the West Roseville Development proposals states as [ollows:

Physical Health - - “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall, on
astand alone basis, have an'overal] neutral or positive fiscal impact on the
City’s general funds services.”

The West Roseville Specific Plan states that “the West Roseville Specific Plan is consistent with
and furthers the intent of the guiding principles.” The guiding principles ate proposed to be added to the
City of Roseville General Plan,

Because the tinancing plan and development agreements are not available for review, the public

has no opportunity to determine whether the Specific Plan and the mitigation measures proposed for the
Specific Plan in the Environmental Impact Report are consistent with Guiding Principle No. 1. Frankly,
we would like to have our own ezonomist review the financing plan and the development agreements to

determine whether in fact the deveiopment will pay for itselt and wili be able to pay for the mitigation”

measures. [n other communities developers have prevailed upon the City Counctl to provide modifications
to financing plans se that the burden of development has fallen on the City’s General Fund. This type of
situation has occurred in North Natomag and throughout the Greater Sacramento Area.

We believe there are several legal reasons why the City should recirculate for 45 days after the |

financing plan and development agreements are available. Firstly, CRQA requires an agency to address
specific economic considerations related to mitigation measures to determine if they are feasible or
infeasible. (Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3); Federation of Hillside and Canyon
Associations v. City of Los Angeles (“Federation”} (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 1252, 1259, 1260.) In
Federation the Trial Court addressed the adequacy of an EIR with respectto a Specific Plan. The DEIR
analyzed the environmental impacts of the Specific Plan and a Transportation Improvement Mitigation Plan
(1IMP). The DEIR stated that the TIMP would reduce the traffic impacts of the Specific Planto a Level
of Insignificance. The TIMP discussed the needed traffic improvements as well as the financing of the

!
o
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Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 9, 20603
page 3

traffic infrastructure.

The City released the TIMP in February 1995, afler it circulated the Specific Plan and DEIR. The
City did not circulate the DEIR and TIMP after the February 1995 release date. (Federation, supra, 83
Cal.App.4th at 1256-1257.) Petitioners contended that the City’s failure to recirculate the DEIR and
- TIMP invalidated lht: EIR. 'TheTrial Court concluded that the City was required to recirculate the TIMP.,
{d.)

in this case the financing plan is necessary to deteriine it the oifsite road widenings, open space
maintenance, and other infrastructure improvements can actually be built without imposing a burden on the
General Fund of the City of Roscville. Ifthe mitigation measures cannot be built or maintained then the
mitigation measures are not feasible. Moreover, in order to comply with the guiding principles the financing
plan isnecessary to determine whether the needed firefighters, police officers, park maintenance people
-and other personnel can be supported by the tax based to be generated by the new development. The
DEIR concludes the Project is consistent with the Guiding Principles, however, the information has not been
made available to the public to evaluate whether the determination of consistency is correct.

CEQA requires that a project description must be accurate and consistent throughoutan EIR. “An |

accusate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient
EIR.” (County of Inye v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.) Without the financing
plan and the development agreements the Project is not complete because the fmdncmg planis partofthe
necessary elements of the West Roseville Specific Plan.
Thank vou for your consideration of these matfers.
Sincerely,
7 / {
o !
WILLIAM D. KOPFiR

WDK:kgr
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Response to Comment Leffer 25
William D. Kopper, AHarney af Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 9, 2003)

P

£ Response to Comment Letter 25

William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins,
Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain, and Roseville Citizens for Responsibie Planning
(Octoher 9, 2003)

Response o Commernt |

This commenl provides introductory fext that identifies the comunenting individuals, organizations,

and/or experls. Refer to Topical Response C {Adequacy of Draft EIR).

Response to Comment 2

The Specific Plan contains infrastructure plans, phasing, and financing to ensure the provision of all
facilitics, public services, and mitigation measures that are necessary Lo support the proposed
development. These implementation measures are described in Section 11 (Implementation and
Administration) of the Specific Plan and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Implementation) of the Final
EIR. The Specific Plan is in compliance with Government Code Section 65451(a}{4) and the Final ETR

contains adequate information such that recirculation is not required.

Rasponse to Comment 3

The commenter correctly quotes page 1-3, paragraph 2 of the Specific Plan. To clarify, the past tense
{"have exccuted”) was used in reference to the execution of the Development Agreements to minimize
the need for future revisions in lhe event that the Specific Plan is approved and all Development
Agreements are exccuted. The decision to write the specific plan using past tense in no way reflects the
likelihood of an action in favor or against the project. The Cily has used Lhis approach in writing the last
eight specific plans. If the ultimate decision is to deny a specific plan project, the language in the
document is pot approved and changes to the documents are not needed. If the decision-makers approve
the project, further revisions are not required to change verb tenses to reflect that approval. Lastly, the
Development Agreements are integral Lo ensure implementalion of the Specific Plan. Copics of the
Development Agreements and Tinancing Plan arce available from the City of Roseville Planning
Department. 'lhe decision-makers and public have the opportunity to obtain these documents prior Lo
consideration of the proposed project for approval or denial. The Development Agreements and

Financing Plan have been available for public review since late October 2003

Response to Comment 4

The commenter is correct in indicating the contents of Guiding Principle 1. The commenter is also correct
in indicating that the 5pecific Plan is consistent with and furthers the intent of all 13 of the City's guiding

principles. The Guiding Principles are included as text amendments to the proposed Ceneral Plan, as

EAamandoent Avea U000 13227
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indicated on page 2-533 through 2-59 of the Final EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 23-3 for a

discussion of the Development Agreements.

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 25-3 for a discussion of the Development Agreements,

Response to Comment &

Refer to Responses to Comments 25-1 through 25-3 for a discussion on the availability of {inancing
informalion in the Specific Plan and why the Draft EIR docs nol need to be recirculated after the

Development Agreements (and Financing Plan) are executed.

The commenler references Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83
Cal. App.4™M.1252. This case involved the approval of a general plan framework (GPT) by the City of Los
Angeles. After the City circudated the proposed General Flan and Draft EIR on the General Plan, it
completed a Transportation Impact Mitigation Plan (TIMP), which it subsequently circulated. The TIMP
inchuded several proposals 1o improve transportation infrastructure at a cost of approximately $12 billion
over 20 yvears as mitigation for the GPF. The TIMP also stated that “lhe City’s portion of the cost would
far exceed its anticipated revenues” (refer to Federation at page 1257). In its decision, the Court relied on
the fact that “The City acknowledged in the TIMP that there was great uncertainty as to whether the
mitigation measures would cver be funded or implemented. Although the City adopted the mitigation
measures, it did not require that they be implemented as a comdition of the development under the GPF
and made no provision to ensurc that they will actually be implemented or {ully enforceablie” (refer to
Federation at page 1261). The Court, Lherefore, concluded that there was “no substantial evidence in the
record to support a finding that the mitigalion measures have been ‘required in, or incorporated into” the

GPE in the manner contemplated by CEQA..." (vefer to Federation at page 1261).

Unlike the situation in Federation, the City of Roseville has required that the mitigation measure in the
EIR will be fully enforceable as Conditions of Approval or are incorporated into the project as reflected in

the Development Agreements and Financing Plans.

Response to Comment 7

The commenter correctly cites CEQA and Commty of Inyo v. City of Les Angeles (1977) 71 Cal App.3d
185with respect o CEQA's requirements for an EIR project description. The County of Inye case was one
in a series of cases involving long-standing legal disputes between the County of Inyo and Los Angcles
with regard lo the extraction and exporting of groundwater from the Owens Valley in Mono and Inyo

Counties. In delermining that the FIR was inadequate for this project, the court concluded that (he




Response to Comment Letter 25
William D. Kopper, Attarney at Law, on behalf of Mr, Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 9, 2003}

project descriplion changed and varied throughout the EIR, and the court reasoned that the fluctuating
project description confused the public and undermined the EIR's usefulness as an informaltional too! lor
public participation. In the FIR under discussion in the County of Inyo case, the project description varied
quite substantially from a narrow reading of groundwater extraction in the Owens Valley to a much

broader analysis of water operations throughout the entire Los Angeles Aqueduct system.

The project description in this EIR has not varied and has remained consistent throughout. The
commenter’s particular reference to the financing plan and Development Agreement does not reflect any
change in the project descriplion. The Project Description contemplates Signature and Westpark entering
fnto Development Agreements and financing districts for the financing of all public improvements (refer
to the Final TIR, pages 2-49 and 2-50). The Development Agreements will be available for review and
consideration by the decision makers and the public prior to consideration of the proposed project for

approval or denial.

The project description provided in the Final EIR is fully consistent with CEQA’s requirements for a
project description, which are outlined in Section 13124 of the CEQA Guidelines. For example, as
described in Response to Comment 253-2, the project’s implementation measures are described in
Section 11 (Implementation and Administralion) of the Specific Plan and Section2.4.3 (Project
Description, Implementation) of the Draft EIR CEQA docs nol require thal the Developmeni Agreements

and Financing Plans be fully executed prior to public review of the Draft EIR.
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Comm.ent Letter 26

Richard Hanes
P.O. Box 668
Cedar Ridge, CA 95924

October 14, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease,

I have the following comments on the draft EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere
of Influence Amendment: '

A, Section 4.6: the soils are named but nat described. The “Soil Characteristics” in this section
are actually interpretations of the soil characteristics. For example, “Permeability” is an
interpretation based on soil characteristics, such as texture, structure, porosity, horizon thickness,
depth, etc.

Without a description of the scils, the environmental setting is not described and the public
cannot understand or estimate the significance of the impacts.

A description of the soils is extremely important because it is soil characteristics that are
responsible for the existence over 1,000 vernal pools.

B. 4.6,4 Standards of Significance: any loss of topsoil will have a significant impact. Grading
2,400 acres will not only have a significant impact, but it will be #rreversible and cannot be
mitigated.

The hazard of erosion is only “slight” until the soil is disturbed, then the hazard may increase to
moderate or high. Until the area is stabilized with concrete, asphalt, lawns, etc., the grading of
2,400 acres will increase the hazard of erosion significantly because grading will remove
protective vegetation and organic matter,

C. Table 4.6.1: This table is very cryptic and without a narrative interpretation it is unintelligible
to the general public. It is taken out of context from the soil survey report. For example; what
does it mean to have a rating of “Severe (Low Strength, Shrink-Swell)” under the column for
Buildings? What is the depth to rock that contributes to “severa” limitations for shallow
excavations?

The draft EIR is incomplete and should be withdrawn until enough soils information is included to
allow the public to understand and estimate the significance of impacts, and determme the
adequacy of mttigatzon measures, '

Sincerely,

/] g &
M%ﬂ’./ %’ P

Richard Hanes
Soit Scientist

L
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Response o Comment Letter 26
Richard Hanes (October 14, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 26
Richard Hanes {(October 14, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment requests clarification on the charactertstics of the project arca soils. The description
(physical characteristics) of each soil type in the 50! Amendment Area is provided in Table 4.6-1 on
page 4.6-9 of the Tinal FIR. Tor darification purposes the first paragraph under Soils on page 4.6-7 of the
Tinal FTR will be replaced by the following paragraph, which contains explanatory text regarding Table

4.6-1 and the relationship belween soils, and vernal pool formation.

table under the heading “Physical Properties,” As illustrated in Figure 4.6 2, the SOT Amendment

Area consists predominantly of Cometa-Fiddvment complex (soil unit 141) and San Joaquin Cometa

sandy loam (soil it 182} These two units arc characterized by the NRCS as having very slow

permeability, low to high shrink-swell potential, slow_runoff, and slight crosion hazard. The

combination of these characteristics with the low topographic relief of the area contributes to the

formation of vernal pools at the ond of the rainy scason. Vernal pools are discussed in Chapter 4.7

Biological Resources, of this FIR.

Response to Comment 2

As stated on page 4.6-19 of the Geology, Soils, and Seismicity section of the Final EIR, a significant impact
would occur because development proposed in the SOT Amendment Arca could increase erosion or loss
of lopsoll substantially through site distuwrbance, i.c. grading, trenching, construction, or similar activities.
This impact is analyzed in the Final EIR on pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-21. Implementation of the City's
Grading Ordinance will include measures to prevent crosion, including sediment retention basins and

energy dissipaters.

Soil erosion caused by construction is a water quality issue. Accordingly, erosion caused by grading,
dewatering, and road and building construction is discussed in Section .12 (Hydrology, Water Quality,
and Groundwater) beginning on page 4.12-42 of the Tinal IR, As stated there, project construction
conlractors would be required by state law to obtain and comply with the State General Construction
Aclivity Slormwater Permit. Compliance with the pormit would involve the implementation of Best

Managoemenl Practices to eliminate erosion and watcer gquality impacts. Contractors would be required to

ifie Pian and 54

P 13-231




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

prepare and retain on site an Erosion Control Plan in accordance with Sections 2 and 11 of the City of
Roseville's Improvement Standards to ensure that construction-refated sedimentation would be reduced

to less-than-significanl levels.

Response to Comment 3

This comment refers to the readability of Table 4.6-1. To clarify the table, and to allow a greater fevel of
mterprelation, the last paragraph of the Soil Characleristics section on pages 4.6-7 through 4.6-10 of the

Final ETR will be revised as follows:

Suil, characteristics _and engineering properties that. could constrain development jn. the SO1

Amendment Area were identificd by the NRCS in the Soil Survey Placer Counly, California, Western

Part (1980}, _and have been used for the purposes of impact analvsis in this EIR These four

characteristies ave described briefly below and discussed in relation o the SOI Amendment Area in

the following section (Soil Constraints). Table 46 1 indicates the nature of the conslraint {wetness or

tendency to {lood, high shrink-swell or expansion poleniial, low soif strength or compressibility, ctc.)

and summatizes the level of constraint (slight, moderate, high, severe) tor four types of construction

activities expecled to occur in the SOT Amendment Arca, Fhese activities include excavation and

support for dwellings withoul basements and small commercial buildings {column 4}, construction

of local roads and streets (column 5); and the construction of grassed waterways (column 6} The

City of Rosevitle's Improvement Standards require site-specific geotechnical studies Lo be prepared

In_conjunclion  with _project approvals and building  permits | to__ensure site  development

oxcavation and foundalion support requirements of the City’s Building Code,

Response to Comment 4

The commenter requests that Draft EIR be withdrawn until, “enough soils information is included to
allow (he public to understand and eslimate the significance of impacls and determine the adequacy of
the mitigation.” The clarification or amplification resulting from the additional text added in Response to
Comments 26-1 through 26-3 does not constitute significant new information {(per CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5(a)), nor does it alter the analysts or any of the levels of significance or mitigation

meastres in the Draft TIR, Therefore, the Draft EIR need not be withdrawn.,




Comment Letter 27

Comments regarding the Draft. EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan

General Location: The enwronmental impacts, which are numerous, could be easily
avoided 1f the location of th1s proposed project were elsewhere. The curren huiroposed
project is: /

* very broad scale project completely transforming the landscap

on grasslands with vernal pools & threatened & endangercd-sile T

at the confluence of many creeks, with flooding common downstream - -

on a irreplaceable historic and cultural site

outside of the regulatory boundary and city limits

in a MOU "ransition” area (implying transition between 80 acre min lots size

and single-family, detached or greater density)

¢ in alocation extending the City boundaries further to the west, encnuraﬂmg
‘urban sprawl onto agricultural lands _

s possibly in the way of a future "parkway" or freeway alighment

Landuse: Adjacent landuse, Sun City Roseville, already has an enormous cumulative
impact on the Pleasant Grove watershed in the loss of unfragmented habitat and
impervious cover (including turf). Likewise, the MOU was based on a "transition area"

from a refatively high density to an eighty (80) acre min. acre (ag) designation, which this

project does not achieve at all. In fact, this project will cover "prime farmland” and other

lands of importance to farming, which is being lost at an alarming rate given the number

- of projects approved and those potentially being approved, such as the De La Salle

University and areas to the north, This area is currently the regulatory boundary of the

City Limits, with a waste water treatment plant adjacent to the project area. Placing a

high school and regional sport park, with 10 or more soccer fields, will generate a great

- influx into the area that is 1) traditionally been set aside as perimeter lands; 2) designated
as a place away from the smell, auditory and other nuisances, and visual blight associated
with a waste water treatment plant. Additionally, discharging treated sewage into
Pleasant Grove Creek could become a discharge of untreated sewage. Recently (Oct
2003) Deer Creek was inundated with untreated waste water, for example, that was not
noticed until days later (after the weekend). With such large numbers of student (from

- the H.S.) and citizens at a park next to this discharge area, public safety counld be gasily
compromised. Facilities such as these, are not in the public interest.

Additionally, looking at the details of the proposed sports park, numerous active sports
such as soccer and softball impact the environment and wildlife with significant light
pollution (even with downfacing lighting), noise, not to mention the lack of natural,
passive recreation possibilities, such as walking, hiking, picnicking, equestrian uses, etc,
which would be much more conducive to wildlife habitat. Looking at Placer County's
recent Jones & Stokes vegetation GIS data, this area is clearly a unique area with
virtnally no oak woodlands / savanna anywhere outside of this ribbon of land at the
confluence of these creeks and along Pleasant Grove Creek.

Sean Booth, Professor of Geography at Slerra College
page 1

next to a waste water treatment plant /
in rich, bottomland soils (some of it, in prime farmland) A
running across a limited oak woodland / savanna and riparia {cfogrxdor - 9 il
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The current open space (OS) appears to be mostly or only in the caleulated flood plain
lands, with no room for error or overflow during a storm event (more in hydrolo gy
section}, which is clearly one of the most overleoked and marginalized aspects of
this proposed project. '

LAFCO: Annexing agriculture lands via LAFCO prior to approval of this specific plan
seems a reasonable sequence of events, which is not clear in the DEIR. Fast-tracking
these projects with litile time to adequately consider the impacts of urban sprawl and an
expanding municipal boundaries / tax-base (which incidentally is much larger than other
adjacent cities) does not seem equitable -- especially without the LAFCO process
weighing in on the decision first. Given that a decision to approve this project would
potentiatly have such a large impact on the greater Sacramento area, Intelstate 80 traffic,
etc., this administrative process cannot be ignored. :

Biological Resources: As mentioned earlier, Blue Oak woodlands in the valley are
restricted to these creek's floodplain and are not present outside of this area in the
adjacent grasslands. Large and mature blue ozks cannot be replace or mitigated, yet a
significant amount will be removed and impacted by urbanization. No development
shouid be allowed within these oak woodlands, and at the least no off-site mitigation
should be allowed. The OS corridor should be greatly expanded to all of the areas where
‘and within these creeks converge (Kaseberg Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek) given the
rarity of resources in this area. The cumulative impacts of Sun City and other
- developments upstream have already impacethe stream's habitat. Species that are
threatened will likely become endangered or simply extinct from the area because they
are only found in certain areas. No formal survey has been conducted on the Federally
listed endangered tadpole shrimp (table 4.7-2), which is "very likely to occur in both the
WRSP Area and Remainder area” (4.7-17). This endangered species is the most
protected status. Whether the Fish & Wildlife Service waives a "take" of species, the
environmental damage is still the same -- a significant impact. The loss of rare plants,
amphibians, birds, grassland habitat, a great diversity of species listed in the DEIR - ali
have "significant impacts.” Surely all of this cannot be mitigated with the greatest
concern given to the environment. Likewise, destroying vernal pools by removing and
transplanting soi! to other mitigation sites in unproven. ‘Additionally, monitoring studies
of other mitigation banks have not been adequately addressed in this Draft EIR.

The cumulative impacts of losing enormous tracts of unfragmented open space,
grasslands, oak and riparian habitat have been enormous in Western Placer County and

- have not been adequately addressed here, given that Placer County is one of the fast
growing, if not the fast growing county, in California. Eight (8) specific plans have been
approved in the last 20 years in Roseville, which are essentially cities within cities, and
have had huge impacts on former grassland habitat. Vernal pools and grassland habitat
from adjacent cities as well as County areas, such as Rocklin, Lincoln, and future projects
such as Placer Vineyards and areas north of the project area must be further delineated
and quantified to understand the impacts to the area as a whole.

Finally, this project area does not adequately consider the impacts of compromising a -
county-wide Habitat Conservation Strategy and Plan (HCP), which is currently shaping

Sean Booth, Geography Professor, Sierra College
- page 2
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up. It's plan is expected to be decided upon by 2004, and consideration should be given
to this plan before any approval of the WRSP. The County HCP is researching and
seeking broad-scale effort to protect the remaining oak woodlands, grasslands, wildlife
corridors, etc. based on science, GIS analysis, and other studies. This strategy is
attempting to prevent further fragmentation of {andscapes in Western Placer County
while identifying growth opportunity areas. This project does suggests adjacent areas for
a future HCP area, but ignores the fact that this project area, unique and 51gmf1cant could
be critical to this HCP success.

Hydrology: The open space corridors along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek have
not been changed since the initial proposal, yet the amount of area to be disturbed is

significant and "very similar to the prior land use plans” (4.12-2). My greatest concern =~ ==

for this project is that is develops directly over the confluence of many streams with little
regard to flooding and water quality concerns. The DEIR, for example, does not make
~clear how peak WRSP discharge would proceed or occur before watershed peak, thus
reduce the potential for flooding. Retention basins that stair-step up this watershed would
only be a mechanical fix at best and would seriously alter the natural characteristics of
the stream and adjacent environment by creating stagnant water ponds, localized _
flooding, and would seriously hinder future efforts to restore habitat and perhaps fish
migration efforts. With so few passages and places for anadromous fish to spawn,
perhaps this Creek could be restored in the future. We know that the adjacent watershed
of Dry Creek does have anadromous fish spawmng runs.

With increase impervious cover, storm water events would spike water volume, likety
scouring the stream channel, increase erosion along the banks, and put toxins directly into
the stream. I see no explicit non-point source pollution plan for a buffer areas that would
naturally filter out toxins into the soil or vegetation. There has been no effort to.
determine the total amount of impervious cover. Much of the upstream is heavily
impacted by impervious cover (IC), which includes tuf and other non-paved surfaces.
Over 10% IC of a stream system is widely regarded as impacted (flooding, stream
incising, pollution run-off and mgmﬁcantly degraded water quality, etc.) and over 25% a
stream is "degraded significantly." Because much of the upstream is in the North

- Industrial, North Roseville, Del Webb, and portions of the Northwest plan area of
Roseville, this stream system is already likely to be impacted or degraded. Yet we have
no ideas in this DEIR of the cumnlative IC impacts. The "Remainder Area” for planned

- future development has significant concerns about the same issues, yet no land has been
set aside within this WRSP to mitigate flooding. If this project proceeds, curnulative
impacts within the Remainder Area must be addressed.
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Response to Comment Lefler 27
Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

i2 Response to Comment Letter 27
Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This comment provides introductory text that indicales the scale of proposed project and suggests that
potential impacts could be avoided by relocating the proposed project to other arcas. The potential for
relocation of the proposed project to other areas, and the impacts associated with the alternate sites, arc
discussed in the Final EIR in Chapter 6 (Alternatives). This comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of
the commenter(s) will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding

whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 2

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-30 and in Impact 4.1-3 on pages 4.1-43
and 4.1-44 of the Final EIR, the WRSP Arca abuls a wastewaler treatment plant on the east, south, and
west sides of the plant. The WRSP includes a 1,000-fool buffer area on these three abutting sides of the
wastewater treatment plant site that prohibits residential development and will be restricted in other
uses. The uses allowed by the WRSP within this 1,000-fool buffer are more restrictive than uses allowed
by existing City Code, and no significant impacts with respect to proximity of portions of the WRSP area

to the plant have been identified in the Final EIR (refer to Impact 4.3-1),

Response to Comment 3

‘The commenter correctly indicates that the project site contains Prime Farmland, as discussed in detail in
Section 4.1 {Land Use and Agricultural Resources) of the Final EIR. Mitigation for impacts to Prime

Farmland is provided by conservation easements for the preservation of off-site agricuitural lands.

Response to Comment 4

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on pages 4.7-7 and 4.7-8 of the Tinal EIR, portions of
the site contain both oak woodlands snd riparian stream corridors. Potential bupacts lo oaks are
analyzed in Tmpacl 4.7-8, and potential impacts to riparian corridors and associaled vegetation are

analyzed inImpacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-9 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 5

The commenter correctly indicales thal, as described on pages 4.7-7 and 4.7-11 of the Final EIR, portions

of the site contain grasslands, vernal pools, and threatened and endangered species. Tolential impacts to

DRoew s T ety Tiaw oand HOF Amendment Lo DR 13-233



Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

grasslands are analyzed in Impact 1.7-6, to vernal pools arc analyzed in Tmpact 4.7-2, and to threatened

and endangered specics arc analyzed in Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-4, and 4.7-3 of the Final FiR.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on pages 4.12-6 through 4.12-8 of the Final FIR,
portions of the site are located at the confluence of creeks that experience flood cvents, Potential impacts
due to flooding of these creeks arc assessed in Impact 4.13-3, and have been found 1o be less than

significant after MM 4.12-4 has been implemented.

Response o Comment 7

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 4.8-5 through 4.8.7 of the Final EIR,
portions of the site contain areas of potential historical and cultural importance. Impacts to historic areas
within the 501 Amendment Area are analyzed in Impacts 4.8-2 and 4.8-4 of the Fina! FIR. Impacts to

cultural resources arc analyzed in [mpacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3, and 4.8-4 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment §

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-1 of Section 2 of the Final EIR, the site is
outside the current city limits in an unincorporated area of Placer County. This comment is
acknowledged and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding

whether to approve or deny the propaosed project.

Response to Comment 9

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-6 of Sectiom 2 of the Final EIR, the site is
within the MOU transition area. This comment is acknowledged and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration when dectding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.
Refer also to Response o Comment 27-12 for a discussion of the land use designations in the MOU

Transition Area.

Response to Comment 10

As reflected in Scction 2.5.2 (Project Description, T.ocal Area Formation Commission) of the Final EIR, the
project includes the annexation of the WRSP Area into the City’s jurisdiction. As reflected in Section 2.3
{Project Objectives) of the Final EIR, Project Objective 2 specifically states that the WRST would “provide
the logical and orderly extension of the Cily of Roseville in a manner compatible wilh surrounding land
uses, while complementing the pattern and intensity of existing development in the City and providing
new benefits to the City.” Refer also to Response to Comment 20-14 for a discussion of urban sprawl and

Impacts on agricultural land.
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Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 11

Refer to Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion of Placer Parkway alignments.

Response to Comment 12

Existing and adjacent land uses were considered in the cumulative impact analysis for the proposed

project, which is found in Section 5.5 of the Final EIR.

The City/County MOU was developed to foster cooperative fand use planning between the City and
County in an unincorporated portion of Placer County known as the “Transition” arca. The Flacer
County General Plan provides the oxisting gencral plan Jand use designations and zoning for the
Transition Arca. The WRSP Area is not currently within the jurisdiction of the City of Roscville.
However, the project does propose to annex the area into the City’s jurisdiction. Following annexation,
the project would change the general plan land use designations and zoning for the WRSP Area to
accommodate the proposed uses. No specitic changes in the general plan land use designations and
zoning are proposed for the Remainder Area at this time. The MOU does not establish land use or zoning

designations,

As discussed in Impact 4.1-4 (Conversation of Agricultural Land to Developed Uses), which is provided
in Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agriculiural Resources) of the Final FIR, a total of 22.4 acres (out of a total of
40.2 acresy of Prime Farmland would be converted to urban ases. The entire arca of Prime Farmland
located on sile occurs as an “island” located in the northeast corner of the project site, surrounded by
urban uses to the cast and soulh, with no contiguous farmland to the north or west. Mitigation has been
provided to reduce this impact to the maximum extent possible, including the provision of 30-foot
setbacks that would separate agricultural lands from development, and the off-site acquisition of

conservation easements.

The commenter also mentions that the project site has been traditionally sct aside as perimeter lands.
While the area is located adjacent 1o the City, and in that regard functions as perimeter lands, it has never

been designated as an area that would not, or could not, be developed in the futurc.

Land Use compatibilily was analyzed in Impact 4.1-1 (Potential Incompatibility of Internal T.and Uses) of
the Final EIR, and the development of a high school and regional sports park was delermined to be an

apprnprialu 150,

The commenter correctly notes that a wastewater treatment plant is located adjacent (o the project site,

The Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTD) is currently within the City's jurisdiction.
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With respect Lo potenbial nuisances associated with the PGWWTP, and as discussed in Impact 4.1-1
{Potential Incompatibility of Internal Tand Uses), which is provided in Section 4.1 (Land Use and
Agricultural Resources) of the Fimal TR, a 1,000-foot butfer has been established within which no
sensitive uses, such as residences of school facilities, could be provided. In fact, the nearest school

structure is located over 1,900-feet from the PGWWTP.

Discharges from the PGWWTP must comply with all prevailing water quality laws and regulations that
prevent the discharge of untreated sewage into waters of the United States. This issue was discussed and
evaluated in the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft Environmental

Impact Report (WWMT EIR}, which was prepared by Environmental Science Associates in Mav 1996.

Tssues related to public safety, such as police and fire prolection or hazardous materials exposure, are
addressed in Section 4.10 (Public Services) and Section 4.9 (Hazardous Materials and Public Safety) of the
Final EIR, which concluded that adequale public safety could be provided with the implementation of all
identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all established laws, regulations, and/or

guidelines.

Response to Comiment 13

lmpacts associated with the development of the sports park and other active recrealionat facilities are
addressed in Impact 4.13-2 (New Sources of Light and Glare), which is provided in Section 4.13
{Aesthetics and Visual Resources) of the Final EIR and [mpact 4.53-5 (Citywide Park Noise), which isg
provided in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Final EIR. Both impacts concluded that with the implementalion of
all identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all eslablished laws, regulations, and/or

guidelines, impacts would be reduced o a less-than-significant level.

As described in Seclion 2 (Project Description), the project proposes significant recreational opportunities
for passive recrcalional uses, as well as open space areas that are intended to support existing biological

TesOouUTces.

The oak woodlands and savanna referenced by the commenter are Jocated within the riparian corridors
along Pleasant Grove Creek and Fiddyment Park, which will be preserved as part of Lhe proposed
project, in recognition of the habitats. Fiddyment Park is proposed as a passive park, No manicured ball
fields or other such facilities are proposed within this arca in order to preserve this resource. Contrary to

the commaent, this area is proposed for hiking, picnicking, and other passive uses.
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Response to Comment 14

As reflected by Figure 4.12-2 (On-Site Drainage Tmprovements and 100-Year Floodplain), much of the
existing 100-year floodplain is localed within the areas proposed as permanent open space. The analysis
on pages 4.12-43 through 4.12-48 in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater) indicates
that with the implementalion of all identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all established
laws, regulations, and/or guidelines, impacts associated with upstream and/or downstream flooding

would be reduced to a less-than-significant level,

Response to Comment 15

It the project is approved by the City of Roseville, a formal sphere of influence amendment and
annexation request would be forwarded to LAFCO to initiate their consideration of the proposal before
this project could proceed. The City would pre-zone the property until such time as it is annexed. As
mdicated in Section 2.5.2, on page 2-66 of the Final EIR, TATCO will consider several items prior to
implementalion of the proposed project, such as the adequacy of public services and utilities to support
the proposed development, as described in a Municipal Services Review report, and Lhe fiscal impacts of
the project. The fiscal impacts of the project are described in West Roseville Specific Plan Fiscal Impact
Analysis (MuniFinandal, September 8, 2003). Refer also to Response to Commenls in Letter 6 for a

discussion of LAFCQ actions,

Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Final EIR rully cvaluates environmental impacts related to
development of the proposed project, including the amending the City’s sphere of influence to include
the entire project site and annexing the WRSP Area into the City’s jurisdiction. Furthermore, CEQA does
not require a fiscal analysis as part of the environmental review process {Section 15131 {a} of the CEQA

Cuidcelines: Economic or soctal effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment).

Response to Comment 16

The commenter is correct in noting that, as discussed on page 4.7-7, and analvzed in Impact 4.7-8 of the
Finai EIR there are approximately 80 acres of bluc oak woodland in the WRSP Area, occurring primarily
within the vianity of the contluence of Pleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek in the Fiddyment
Ranch portion of the WRSP Area. The largest concentralion of this community is located in the central
castern portion of the Fiddyment Property, north of existing Phillip Road. Impacts to oak trecs, as slaled
in Lhe Tinal EIR on page 4.7-55, could be as high as 325 individual trees, or approximately 3,812 inches.
Sherl-term impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the temporary loss of mature vaks
within the area. However, long term impacts would be less than significant due to the extensive

mitigation plantings, approximately 43.6 acres would be planted, with 150 trees per acre, or 6,840 total
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trees, that would occur wilhin the arca of Tleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek. The trees would

mattire and replace The value of the trees that were lost as a result of the proposed project.

The commenter asks that no development be allowed within the blue oak groves to preserve them in
their current state, and that no off-site mitigation be allowed. As stated on page 4.7-55 of the Final EIR,
the proposed project includes multiple measures to protect blue oak tress and preserve the majority of
the native oak trees at the site. Specifically, the WRSP proposes to minimize losses of oak trees by
designating approximately 685 acres of the WRSP Area in open space preserves along Pleasant Grove
Creek and Kascberg Creek and in proposed Fiddyment Park where the greatest concentration of native
oaks occurs. In addition, a dense grove of existing oak trees in Fiddyment Park would be protected.
However, removal of oak trees would be necessary to accommodate building footprints, roadways and
other project related facilities in the northern section of the WRSP. The significance of this removal has
been discussed in the previous paragraph. All oak tree mitigation would occur on sile in the oak tree
mitigation planting areas identified on Figure 4.7-7 (page 4.7-56} of the Final EIR. The open space areas

along Pleasant Grove Creek provide adequate land area for planting mitigation trees.

Response to Comment 17

As noted of page 4.7-2, the proposed project includes a total of 684.6 acres of dedicated open space. The
arcas designated as open space have been selected in such a way as to maximize lhe preservation of
biological resources. As illustrated in Figure 4.7-2 of the Final EIR, these dedicated open space areas
contain significant portions of the land surrounding Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, and Curry
Creek, as well as other areas of significant biological value such as areas with high concentralions of
vernal pools and wetlands. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project, including camulative impacts to
Pleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek, are discussed in Section 5 (CEQA Considerations), on
pages 565 through 5-67. Over 1,800 acves of grassland habitat, and 118.5 acres of wetland and vernal
pool habitat, would be preserved in perpetuity by this project. Subslantial evidence supports the
conclusion in the EIR (and the Final Biological Opinion dated Novemboer 20, 2003) that the project will

not cause a significant adverse impact to a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

As stated on page 4.7-17 of the Final EIR, formal surveys were not performed Lo delermine the presence
or absence of the vernal pool tadpele shrimp (Lepiduries packardi) for the following reason:

Adthough specific sirveys for vernal pool [airy shrimp or vernal pood tadpole shrimp were not conducted for the

S Amendment, the species is very likely 1o occur in both the WRSE Arca and Nemaimder Area and is assumed

to be present thraughout the vernal pools on the project site.
Assuming presence is a common and approprialely conservative method of dealing with arcas that are
likely to have listed vernal pool crustacean species. Impact 4.7-2 on pages 4.7-37 through 4.7-40 assesses

the project-related impacts to all federally listed vernal pool crustaccans that have been identified, or are
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assumed to be present, wilhin the SOI Amendment arca, Miligalion measures and conservation cfforts
that have been developed through consultation with the USFWS are identified and discussed within

MM 7.4-1, MM 7 4-2, and MM 7.4-3 on pages 4.7-32 though 4.7-42 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 18

The Final EIR analyzes impacts to biological resources pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines; impacts associaled with a “take” of a sensitive species are addressed through the
Section 404 permit process (required by the USACE) and the Scction 7 Consultation Process (required by
the USFWS5}). As indicated in Section 4.7 (Bielogical Resources) of the Tinal EIR, not all impacts can, in
fact, be reduced to a less-than-significant level, Significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with

respect to loss of oak trees, for example.

Through consuitation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a “No Jeopardy” opinion has been
issued by the USTWS (as part of the Final Biological Opinion daled November 20, 2003, and included as
Appendix Y in the Final EIR), thal states impacts to vernal pools have been reviewed by the appropriate
agencies, which include the USACE and the USFWS, and mitigation has been provided to reduce impacts

to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 19

The cumulative impact analysis provided in Section 5 (CEQA Considerations) of lhe Final LIR was
proepared in compliance with Sections 15065(c), 15130, and 13355 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires
that impacts associated with a proposed project together with other projects causing related impacts is
considered in a Tinal EIR. Specifically, cumulative biological impacts were analyzed in Section 4.7.4
{Biological Resources, Tmpacts, and Mitigalion Measures) of the Tinal EIR. The Placer Vineyards project,
as well as the previously analyzed and approved Specific Plans, were included in lhe cumulative analysis
for the proposed project, as reflected in Table 3-2 (City of Roseville Buildout Development Forecasts by

PPlan Arca).

Response te Comment 20

A full discussion of the Placer Legacy Opcen Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer
Legacy) and its applicability to the proposed project can be found in Impact 4.7-12 on pages 4.7-62

through 4.7-64 of the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 21

The lext identified on page 4.12-2 of the Final EIR stales that, “As discussed in Chapler 4 of this EIR,

Environmental Analysis, minor changes have been made to the proposed fand uses for the WRSP since
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publication of the NOP. Overall, the total amount of open space increased by 34.9 acres, primarily along
the western boundary of the WRSP Area. However, the {olal amount of area 1o be disturbed is very
similar to the prior land use plan. The open space corridors along Pleasanl Grove Creck and Curry Creek
have not changed. For Lhese reasons, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be reduced

relalive to the project described in the NOR.”

Response to Comment 22

The hydrologic and hydraudic analysis provided for the public and agency review utilized models from
the Placer County Flood Control to delineate the 100-year floodplain for Pleasant Grove Creck and
tributaries. The 100-yvear Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain delineation was based on ultimate build-out
peak flow conditions and was required because the current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) do not
provide detailed floodplain delineation through the project limits. The delineation currently concludes at

the City ol Roseville-Placer County corporate limits near Fiddvment Road.

The hydrologic (ITEC-1} modeling results indicate detention within the WRSP is not recommended
because peak flows in the lower portions of the walershed without detention are accelerated prior to
peak flows tfrom the upstream watershed coinciding at the WRSP project location. Detention facilities in
place in the lower porlions of the Pleasant Grove Creck watershed would likely delay peak flows, in tum
polentially increasing flows downstream. This conclusion is consistent with the drainage resuits from the
North Roseville Specific Plan located upstrecam of the WRSP where no detention was required by the
Cily of Roseville. The WRSP Master Drainage Study analyzed 100-, 25-, 10-, and 2-year frequency peak

flow comparisons between pre-WRSP vs. post-developmenl conditions.

As indicated by Figure 4.12-1, which is provided in Scchion 4,12 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and
Groundwater) of the Final EIR, development on the WRSDP Arca would occur oulside of the PGC main
branch and its tributaries, and outside of the 100-vear floodplain. In addilion, upstream watershed

conditions were considered in the development of the 100-vear flood plain delineation.

Each outfall that drains the on-site development will discharge into a water quality facility (grassy swale,

sedimentation basin, oil/grit separator, etc.) to minimize waler quality impacts to the receiving waters.

An extensive lileralure review conducted as parl of developing the City's Creek and Riparian
Management and Restoration Plan did not idenlify any documented occurrences of stecthead or salmoen
in the Pleasant Grove Watershed {Roseville Creek and Riparian Management and Resloration Plan -
Existing Conditions and Assessment Report, Qctober 2, 2003). Similarly, there is no known evidence that
Curry Creek or any of its tributaries support anadromous fish. It is likelv that fish arc not present in the

Plcasant Grove walershed, including Pleasant Grove and Curry Creeks within the project arca, because
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there are comparably higher water temperatures and Klile to no spawning habitat (Merron, Pers. Com.,
11-19-03). Suilable habitat for the different life history stages of these fish species does occur in the Dry
Creek watcershed. However, the proposed design of the detention basins would not preclude restoration
efforts Lo support tish in the future. These basins have been designed to operate in a nalural state and
would only detain water during large storm events over a short period of time. Turther, the detention
basins have been included in the impact analysis for the 404 permit, and mitigation measures for impacts

to waters of the US, will be provided as part of the project.

Response to Comment 23

The City is finalizing a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit with the State for
municipal systems. The City has developed a Storm Water Management Plan (described in the
Fydrology Section of the Final EIR) that requires the City 1o meel various permit requirements to ensure
that non-point source pollutants are reduced. The City's SWMP is available for review on the City's web
site (www.roseville.ca.us). The NPDES Permit is also available for review on the State Regional Waler
Quality Control Board Website. Development projects within the WRSEP will be required to comply with
the provisions of the City’s permit, and provide specific design controls to ensure that nonpoint source
poliulants are reduced or climinaled. Examples of the types of measures that will be required can be
found in the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbook, New Development and Redevelopment, which include source runoff controls (ie., roof
runoff controls, efficient irrigation methods, storm drain signage, usc of pervious pavements and
alternative bujlding materials) and treatment controls (i.e., infiltration benches and basins, constructed

wetlands, delention basins, vegetated swales, water quality inlets, media filters, and separators).

Resporise to Comment 24

‘The comment provides information regarding levels of impervious cover and statements regarding
development in the upstream arcas of Pleasant Grove Creek. The comment queslions whether
cumulative 1C (impervious cover) was analyzed in the cumulative analysis of the Final EIR. The
cumulative analysis for hydrology and water quality is conlained on pages 5-91 through 5-104 of the

Tinal EIR and evaluates impacts to hydrology and water quality for development within the watershed.

Specifically, the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis provided for the public and agency review utilized
hydrologic and hydraulic models from the Placer County Flood Control District (PCFCWD) and
standards to analyze impacts to the Pleasanl Grove, Curry Creek, and tributaries within the specific plan
and downstream areas. The hydrologic modeling was based on early 1990 regional studies, but the

hydrologic models were updated to the Kinematic Wave and Muskingum-Cunge routing criteria
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required in the Placer County Stormwaler Management Manual. The modeling paramelers are consistent

with the Dry Creck watershed modeling parameters that were calibrated after the 1995 flood event,

Historical high water marks along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek are unknown and/or
unatlainable at this time. Therefore, roughness coefficienls through the main brarich and tributaries were
assumed based on field inspections and previous studies within Placer County. Additionally, City of
Roseville's staff recommended a conservative approach to delineating 100-year flooding Hmits to prevent
any fulure problems. Flooding from recent historical cvents (1986, 1995, 1997) has required the city to
construct flood projects within several existing subdivisions. This hydraulic analysis, therefore, assumes
roughness coefficients from .04-.07 in the Pleasant Grove Creek main branch, and roughness coefficients
from .06-.1 in the tributarics to account for un-maintained channel conditions with vegetative growth,
Land use designations currently are assumed out of the flood plain limits; however, the developed

condition exhibits proposed fill areas where the flood plain encroaches into the land use area.

The commenter's comments relate to the Pleasant Grove Creck watershed. The ITEC-1 analysis, prepared
to evaluate the hydrelogy conditions for the project, considers the cumulative development of the
watershed, including the development projects listed by the commenter (North Industrial, North
Roseville, D¢l Webb, and pertions of the Northwest plan areas of Roseville). The HEC-1 analysis was

used previously in evaluating project-specific hvdrologic conditions for these projects as well.

For the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area, the Master Drainage Study (June 2003) (Tables 6 and 7 on
page 22) prepared for the project considered the impervious surfaces of the proposed project and
assumed impervious surfaces for upstream development. The HEC-1 model, as described in the Master
Drainage Study, includes assumplions about the percentage of impervious surface for the Remainder

Area.

‘The comment incorrectly states that no land has been set aside within the WRSP to mitigate flooding. The
WRSPE includes 670 acres of open space preserves, along crocks, that provide flood control benefit. The
hydrologic (HEC-1) modeling results indicate detention within the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed is
not recommended because peak flows in the lower portions of the walershed without detention will
accelerate prior to peak flows from the upstream watershed coinciding at the WRSP project location,
Detention facilities in place in the lower portions of the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed would likely
delay peak tlows, in tum potentially increasing flows downstream. This conclusion is consistent with the
drainage results from the North Roseville Specific Plan located upstream of the WRSI where no
detention was required by the City of Roseville. T'he WRSP Master Drainage Study analyzed 100-, 25-, 10-
- and 2-year frequency peak (low comparisons between pre- vs. WRST post-development conditions to

determine this conclusion. The 100-year Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain delineation was based on
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pitimate build-out peak flow conditions and was required because the current Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM} do not provide a deteailed floodplain delineation through the project limits. The delincation

currently concludes at the City of Roseville-Placer Cotimty corporate Hmits near Fiddyment Road.

With the Westpark project Jocated at the headwaters of the Curry Creek watershed, hydrologic analysis
produced results indicating that detention basing are recommended at key locations to lessen

development peak flows to below pre-development conditions,

The Weslpark property proposes five detention basing within the property to mitigate peak flows. Two
of the detention basins, DBC-6 & DBC-8, would be located within the Curry Creek tributary in series (o
mitigate post project {lows in the largest portion of the specific plan, Three smaller basins are required to
mitigate peak flows in localized sheds. The hydrologic models in the Masler Drainage Study assumed
rectangular contigurations in order to define mitigation requivements, but the basins will be reconfigured
within the designated site plan area to provide the required mitigation. Additional information
regarding the proposed detention basing is included on pages 4.12-43 and 4.12-44 and in Figure 4.12-5 of

the Final EIR,
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