Comment Letter 28

October 29, 2003

- Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

RE:  Comments on the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)
and SOI Amendment DEIR

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. As a bit of background on my
comments and knowledge of the project area, I wanted to let you know that during 1993-
94, 1 conducted biological surveys of portions of the current project area when I worked
as an independent consulting biologist for Environmental Science Associates (ESA) as
we conducted biological surveys on alternative sites for the then proposed Pleasant Grove
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Also, since 1988, I have worked throughout Roseville and
western Placer County conducting biological studies identical to those performed for this
project arca while employed at several different consulting firms. My comments
accordingly will focus largely on the biology section of the DEIR.

Comment 1) On DEIR page 4.7-1, which is the introductory page to the biology chapter,
a long list of project specific biological studies conducted during the past number of years
is provided and stated to be the basis for the biology chapter, including the impact
assessments and mitigation assumptions. In review of this list, I noted the absence of the
1994 ESA reports as well as the report I prepared for ESA. In those reports, the
occurrences of two rare plants, legenere and dwarf downingia, and one rare amphibian,
western spadefoot, were documented for the Fiddyment Ranch property. The legenere
and much of the dwarf downingia occurred in a chain of pools just east of the airstrip on
the Fiddyment Ranch. Western spadefoot occurred in a number of scour pools in an
intermittent drainage north of Philip Road, about midway between Fiddyment Road and
the first north bend of Philip Road.

While the 2000 studies and report prepared by Miriam Green Associates (MGA)
documented occurrence of dwarf downingia for the site, her report did not observe
legenere or western spadefoot, Being that site conditions at the Fiddyment Ranch are

basically unchanged from conditions present in 1993-94, I suspect that populations of

those two species are still extant. I do realize the difficulty in conducting rare species
surveys, and it appeared that MGA had a qualified team to conduct those surveys.
However, I sull muost conclude that the species are still present. Further, based on the
proposed land use plan, it appears that the legenere and western spadefoot populations
will be destroyed by the project. The legenere pool appears to be filled, and the
intermittent drainage that supports the western spadefoot will end up carrying urban
runoff and will become a perennial drainage that supports emergent and riparian species
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{as has happened to most drainages in the Roseville area), and thus will become
unsuitable as habitat for the spadefoot, eliminating this rare species from the site.

Comment 2) The last sentence on DEIR page 4.7-38 states: “Although focused special-
status plant surveys were counducted during the bloom period for these species, none of
these special-status plant species were observed in the WRSP and thus no impacts to
these absent species would be expected to occur.” Based on my previous observations,
legenere is present, and thus impacts to it will occur because the pool in which it occurs
will be filled. Thus the DEIR makes a wrong conclusion regarding this impact,
Although a generalized vernal pool mitigation plan is proposed for project-related
impacts to vernal pools (MM 4.7-1), a specific mitigation measure that deals specifically
with legenere is required, Preferably, the pool with the legenere, as well as those nearby
pools containing dwarf downingia, plus nearby surrounding pools would be avoided and
preserved in a minimum 50- to 100-acre vernal poo! preserve. If onsite preservation
cannot be provided, then a species-specific mitigation and monitoring plan must be
provided. The monitoring should cover a minimum 10-year initial plant establishment-
monitoring period, and be followed by a long-term monitoring plan that documents the
long-term plant survival at the chosen mitigation site. The pian should provide details on
preserve site suitability, plant establishment methods, monitoring methods, preserve land
management, a contingency plan if the re-establishment is found to be failing, and how
long-term management will be financed, among other details.

Comment 3) Beginning on page 4.7-40, loss or degradation of western spadefoot habitat
is discussed. Habitat for the spadefoot is described as “vernal pools, seasonal wetlands,
and adjacent grassland habitat.” While spadefoots do breed in vernal pools and seasonal
wetlands, many of these wetlands in the Roseville area are too shallow to support larval
spadefoot development, often drying before larvae, if present, can metamorphose.
Knowing this, 1 specifically sampled deep, turbid, scour pocls within intermittent
drainages on the Fiddyment Ranch site, which is where I discovered the population.
Being that spadefoots are known from the site, the DEIR must deal specifically with
mitigation for the likely impacts that will result to the intermittent drainage from the
introduction of urban runoff, as previously described. Rather than relocating spadefoots
to an unknown location with unknown habitat suitability as MM 4-7.4 supposes, my
suggestion is that the area that contains the spadefoot be spared from development. My
rationale is that the species is already exceedingly rare locally and regionally, and due to
the loss of most other areas of spadefoot habitat in the Roseville area, cumulative impacts
will resuit in the local extinction of the species. Local extinction is Not Acceptable. At
some point, local land use decisions need to take into account the preservation of species
at risk. Western spadefoots are at risk in Roseville, western Placer County, and the entire
Sacramento vicinity. This species can be preserved if we avoid the impact and preserve
large blocks of unfragmented grassland/vernal pool landscape. [mplementation of MMs
4-7.1 and 4-7.4 will not reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
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You are probably aware of the proposed federal listing of the various California Tiger
Salamander {(CTS) populations. You also are aware of the implications that the federal-
threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp has on projects. The western spadefoot is much more
rare than the fairy shrimp, and probably as rare as the CTS. While the spadefoot is not
listed as threatened or endangered, biological data would likely support a listing. The
City can do its part in protecting this rare species by preserving a site that is already
known to support it. The area on the site where I found it should be resurveyed for at
least several years to determine the species’ status there. Being that many facts of the
spadefoot’s life history are still unknown, it may be that the year during which surveys

were conducted by MGA was a poor rain year, and spadefoot breeding did not occur,

Once the species is re-documented there, the site plus a minimum Ya-mile buffer, which
would provide about 125 to 150 acres of surrounding protected landscape, should be
established to protect the species.

If the project cannot change its land use plan to avoid the impact, the entire remainder
areas of the WRSP should be permanently preserved to protect the grassland/vernal pool
landscape that otherwise would be ruined by future development.

Comment 4) MOU between City of Roseville and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: The
DEIR, in the last paragraph on page 4.7-01, states that “...the City is committed to
developing a “vernal poo! stralegy” which is consistent with direction provided by the
USFWS in their letter of June 28, 2001. .... It also includes the commirment to develop
an annexation area conservation pian (emphasis added) in a manner that would not
prejudice or conflict with the County’s proposed larger scale conservation effoit. This
has been communicated to the WRSP landowners and was considered in their
“development of the WRSP’s 404 permit application.” Based on the proposed WRSP, it is
quite evident that the landowners ignored the City's communication of the need to
develop a vernal pool habitat conservation plan. The proposed project’s vernal pool
mitigation plan is no substitute for a City-sponsored vernal pool HCP.

In the USFWS’s June 28, 2001 letter to the City (DEIR Appendix (), its summary
recommendation #6 states: “The Service encourages the City to prepare a multiple
species Habitat Conservation Plan, or te participate in the development of a subares plan
under the Placer County HCP/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP).” Since
the City has thus far NOT prepared an HCP, and the City is not participating in the Placer
County HCP/NCCP, it is clear that the City is in non-compliance with the MOU. As
such, it appears impossible for the City to move forward with approval of an annexation
proposal until an HCP or equivalent is prepared. I urge the City to take charge of the
planning process and develop a meaningful vernal pool landscape level conservation
plan. This plan should cover the entire WRSP, including the Remainder Arcas. This
does not mean planned growth cannot occur in the WRSP area. It simply means that the
City should fulfill its legal obligation under the MOU that facilitated development of the
Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant. However, until such a habitat conservation
plan for the entire WRSP and SOI area is prepared and approved by the USFWS, the
review and approval process for the current WRSP under consideration should be tabled.
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Comment 5) Impact 4.7-5 and 4.7-6: Disruplion of Swainson’s Hawk, Burrowing Owl,
and Other Legally Protected Raptors and Loss of Grassland Habitat. (Pages 4.7-43 —4.7-
46). This discussion largely states that loss of occupied Swainson’s Hawk and
Burrowing Owl habitat can be mitigated by purchasing off-site grassland habitat in the
vicinity. Unfortunately, it is assumed that purchasing offsite grassland habitat is adequate
mitigation for the impacted species. For example, it is assumed that if Swainson’s Hawk
grassland foraging habitat is impacted, this can be mitigated by purchasing an appropriate
amount of grassland habitat elsewhere. However, we do not know where the habitat to
be purchased is located; if the purchased site provides suitable foraging habitat; if it is
suitable, s the habitat available for additional utilization by a new Swainson’s Hawk pair
or is another Swainson’s Hawk already occupying/utilizing the habitat such that carrying
capacity {(the site’s ability to support additional levels of foraging) would now be
exceeded; how the habitat at the proposed site will be managed into perpetuity in a
suitable foraging cover type; or how the land management will be financed over time
(e.g., has a non-wasting endowment been established to provide a perpetual income
source to manage the site), among other concerns.

Being that western Placer County and Roseville support only a handful of Swainson’s
Hawk nesting pairs (largely along the Pleasant Grove, Auburn Ravine, and Coon Creek
riparian corndors), it seems extremely important to safeguard habitats that support this
state-threatened species. Being that an adequate supply of potential nesting trees are
present along the above named riparian corridors, available foraging habitat appears to be
the main factor that limits population size. Loss of foraging habitat due to development
of the WRSP site is, indeed, a significant impact because it may lead to the displacement
of two of the few nesting Swainson’s Hawk pairs in the County. With foraging habitat
being the likely population-limiting factor, careful analysis of the landscape around the
other nesting locations should be conducted to identify potential suitable habitat that may
not currently be utilized by other Swainson’s Hawk pairs. Unless this meaningful
analysis takes place, mitigation habitat may actually be unsuited to meet its purpose, and
the significant impact, believed to be mitigated, would, in fact, go unmitigated at the
expense of a state-threatened species.

Comment 6) Burrowing Owl: In 1993, I helped coordinate a census of breeding
burrowing owls in western Placer County for the Institute for Bird Populations. During
the census, we observed breeding owls in a limited number of areas. Recent checks of
these sites found that owls no longer breed at those locations. Thus the occurrence of at
least three pairs on the WRSP site by MGA in 2000 is of considerable local significance.
Furthermore, loss of these breeding owls would be a significant impact, and the
mitigation proposed to reduce the impact to a level of less than significant is simplistic
and not necessarily true. The statement from page 4.7-69 “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 owl, red-tailed hawk, white-tailed
kite, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike among many others” is not true. Swainson’s

Hawk habitat requirement can be quite different from burrowing owls (and the other

impacted raptors). The owls require short-grass prairies with burrows; the grass height
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needs to be short enough (e.g., generally no taller than 3-inches to 6-inches tall) so that
they can see above it as they stand at their burrow. While Swainson’s Hawk will forage
over grassland habitat, it is well documented that they prefer to forage over hay fields
(especially alfalta), row crops, and irrigated pasture. So, without knowing what type of
habitat will provide mitigation for mmpacts to Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat, we

cannot effectively determine if that habitat will “concurrently mitigate for loss of -

(burrowing owl) habitat.” 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 a level that is less than significant. However, as Burrowing Owl mitigation
strategies are developed, efforts should be made to find and preserve suitable Burrowing
Owl habitat eisewhere in Placer County as well as enhancing other off-site habitat to
- promote use by Burrowing Owis. '

Comment 7) Other Special Status bird species — White-tailed Kite, Northern Harrier,
Ferruginous Hawk, Prairie Falcon, Merlin, Short-eared Owl, Loggerhead Shrike, Horned
Lark and Tricolored Blackbird: Besides the blanket statement that Swainson’s Hawk
mitigation will address their needs, the DEIR does not describe mitigation measures for
these additional special-status species. Appropriate mitigation land should be identified
and described. Habitat management measures to maintain and enhance that habitat should
be described, monitoring plans and success criteria for the mitigation need to be
developed, and a financial plan to acquire and manage those lands should be also be
described. '

Comment 8) Impact 4.7-10: Loss of Biological Resources Due to Construction of Off-
Site Infrastructure: MM4.7-14 requires that surveys be conducted before construction of
the off-site infrastructure facilities. If these off-site components of the project are
necessary and have been known about for some time, why weren’t surveys previously
conducted before publishing of the DEIR? As it is, the surveys have not been conducted,
the impacts have thus not been analyzed or quantified, and mitigation cannot even be
conceived. This is totally inadequate for a public disclosure docurnent. The review of
the DEIR needs to be suspended until the off-site infrastructure impacts can be
effectively studied and reported on concurrent with review of all other project-related
affects.

Comment 9) impacts due to development of the Remainder Area: The DEIR anticipates
that development will occur in the Remainder Area. Therefore, the impacts to natural
resources of the Remainder Area will likely inchide all the impacts associated with those
described for the WRSP area. At some point, cumulative impacts will reach a level
wherein significant impacts cannot be mitigated. Before an annexation decision is made,
the DEIR must analyze ALL the impacts of that future development combined with
impacts of the proposed WRSP area and describe mitigation plans in some detail,
Furthermore, the analysis must acknowledge that at some point, impacts cannot be
mitigated to a level of less than significant. As the current document reads, it seems that
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most significant impacts are believed to be able to be mitigated to a level of less than
significant, This is simply not the case, and simply stating that impacts associated with
development of the Remainder Area will be mitigated in similar ways to those of the
WRSP impacts is not adequate. Since some significant impacts will not be able to be
mitigated due to cumulative impacts, the decision makers will need to decide at what
level that additional impacts ate no longer acceptable.

Comment 10) Inconsistency with City Council-approved Guiding Prineiples (Appendix
L): The proposed project is inconsistent with, or in direct violation of a number of the 13
Guiding Principles adopted by the Roseville City Council. Here are a few examples:

¢ Guiding Principle 6: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall aid in
regional traffic solutions and in right of way preservation.”

The WRSP does not make allowance for direct connection of the Placer Parkway.
The process for selection of a right of way corridor for Placer Parkway is currently
underway and nearly all of the potentiaf routes go through the WRSP and SOI project
arca. However, no allowance is made in the WRSP for this contingency. The approval
of this annexation and WRS?P project 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” as suggested by the Guiding Principles,
will eliminate many right of way options for Placer Parkway.

o QGuiding Principle 11: “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall include a
significant interconnected public open space component/conservation plan in
coordination with the City of Roseville/USFWS Memorandum Of Understanding.”

As noted in my previous comments, this prOJect 1s not in compliance with intent of
the Roseville/USFWS MOU.

Comment 11) Incomplete Consideration of Project Alternatives: The DEIR has not
analyzed the alternative wherein the project’s objectives could be met by developing
existing land within the City of Roseville. LAFCO policies state specifically that the
highest priority for urbanization should be given to areas within a city’s boundaries or
sphere of influence that are vacant, undeveloped or underdeveloped While |
acknowledge that there is no contiguous open land within the City of Roseville of similar
size to the WRSP project area, there is plenty of land within Roseville to accomplish
most of the project objectives through a combination of infill, re-development of land
currently zoned residential and re-zoning of unused or underused industrial land. This
type of alternative could drastically reduce the environmental impacts compared to the
proposed project. This type of alternative merits thorough analysis.
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Based on all the above comments this project should not be considered for approval by
Roseville because the environmental analysis is incomplete, at least with respect to
biology and compatibility with the Placer Parkway. Other citizens with knowledge of
key areas such as water, traffic, and air quality will likely find other areas of deficiency.
At a minimum, the DEIR needs to be re-written and re-circulated for public review to
address the following areas:

e Inadequate information was used to analyze impacts on Special-Status Species
(e.g., legenere, western spadefoot, Swainsen’s hawk, burrowing owl) and
determine the nature and effectiveness of mitigation measures; -

» Being that the DEIR assumes that Roseville is in compliance with the USFWS
MOU requirement to produce an HCP or equivalent, such evidence needs to be
provided; and

» Impacts due to future development of the Remainder Area were not adequately
analyzed in the DEIR and will likely result in cumulative adverse impacts that
cannot be mitigated to levels of less than significance.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Kol

n Ranlett .
0 Mandarin Hill Road
Newcastie, CA 095658

Phone: 916/663-0322

I Lo
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Respanse to Comment Letter 28
John Ranlett (October 29, 2003)

% Response to Comment Letter 28
John Ranlett {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

The Final EIR identifies the sensitive plant species noted by this conumenter as occurring on the site.
Pages 4.7-40 and 4.7-41 of the Final EIR indicate that both dwarf downingia and legenere have cither
been recently observed on site or have hisloric records within the WKSP area. In addition, pages 4.7-42

through 4.7-44 of the Tinal I'TR document historic records of the western spadefoot in the WRSI? Arca.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter is correct. The Green 2000 studies documented the occurrence of dwarf downingia but
not legenere (Legenere limosa) or woestern spadefoot, Altbough the Green 2000 studies indicated that
legenere or western spadefoot were not found recently on the site, the Green 2000 studics identified the

potential for these species to occtir on site.

The Final EIR adequately identifies the species noted by this commoenter as occurring on e site.
Pages 4.7-40 and 4.7-41 indicate that both dwarf downingia and legenere have cither been recently
observed ar have historic records within the WRSI area. Pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-44 documenl historic

records of western spadefoot. Figure 4.7-5 shows the known spadefoot locations,

The comunenter refers to a specific vernal pool with legenere and an intermiltenl drainage that support
the western spadefoot, which are not corroborated by the field surveys conducted to date. Impact 4.7-3
addresses impacts to rare plant populations, including legencre and dwarl downingta, and Tmpact 4.7-4

addresses loss or degradalion of habitat for western spadefoot, a special-status species.

Response fo Comment 3

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 28-2 regarding species surveys and the observations and
documentation of dwarf downingia and legenere. Impact 4.7-3 assumes the potential occurrence of both
legenere and dwart downingia and addresses impacts o rare plant populations. Dwarf downingia is not
a federally- or State-listed species but is listed by the California Native Plant Soclety as rare, threatened,
or endangered in California, but more common clsewhere. Tegenere is a federal special concern species

and listed by the California Native Plant Socicty as rare, threatened, or endangered.

As described on pages 4.7-44 and 4.7-45 of the Final EIR, special-status plants would receive protection
through implementation of MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands) through the preservation,
erihancement, or restoration and prolection of potential habitat for these species. The transfer of topsoil

from pools that are impacted to pools that are enhanced, recreated, or restored will preserve the
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

sandbank for those plant specics that occupy pools that are impacted as a result of the project. The
process ol soil transfer has a high success rate and is readily accepted by the USFWS as appropriate
mitigation for the loss of vernal pool habitat. MM 4.7-1 will reduce Impact 4.7-3 to a level that is less than
significant. The collection and transfer of innoculum has been approved by the USFWS in the Biological

Opinion Terms and Conditions. ..

Response to Comment 4

Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1, 28-2, and 28-3 regarding documentation and studies of weslern
spadetoot on the project site. As noted by the commenter and as described on page 4.7-42 of the Final
EIR, habitat for the spadefoot consists of vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and adjacent grassland habitat.
Western spadefools require seasonal wetlands for reproduction and metamorphosis. The specific
physical attributes that make such wetlands and adjacent uplands suitable for spadefeots are not well
knpwn, but suitable ponds nust exhibit sufficient depth and surface area to persist at lcast several weeks
{USFWS, Species Profiles, 2003). As noted by the commenter, many of the wetlands in Roseville and on

the project site are too shallow to support larval spadefeot development.

As noted on page 4.7-4dof the Final EIR, there is no slandard survey prolocol for the westorn spadefoot.
MM 4.7-4 (Relocate individual western spadefoots) outlines a process to relocate individual western
spadefoots (if found) from pools on the project site to protected arcas of suitable habital, thereby

reducing impacts on western spadefoots.

Response to Comment 5

As stated on pages 4.7-21 and 4.7-22 of the Final LIR, the Central California Distinct Population Segment
(DFS) of the California tiger salamander is proposed as a Federally Threalened species, whereas the
Sonoma Counly DP5 and Santa Barbara DPS ave already listed as Federally Endangered. Tiger

salamanders occur In the Central Valley and adjacent foothills.

Western spadefoot breed and lay eggs In vernal pools and seasonal wetlands throughott the Central
Valley. After pools dry, the adults move into burrows in adjacent grassland and woodland areas.
Although suitable habitat for this species occurs at the project site, and the CNDDB contains recent
records for this species on and adjacenl to the WRSP Area, western spadefool was not observed during

surveys of the WRSP Arca.

The commenter suggesls that the Green 2000 studies may have been conducted during a poor rain year
when spadefoot breeding did not occur. While it is always possible that breeding did not occur, the
spring of 2000 was not a dry yvear. Although December 1999 was dry (0.03 inch of rain), higher-than-

normal precipitalion was recorded in January and February 2000 in the Sacramento area. According to




Response to Comment Letter 28
John Ranleit (chober??, 2003)

the 2000 Water Year Precipitaion  Summary  (http://cdec.water.ca.gov/egi-progs/printfv/
PRECIPOUT.BSN.2000.htmi}, the Cily of Sacramento gauging station received 7.2 inches of precipitation
in January 2000 (192 percent of average): 8.9 inches of precipitation in February 2000 (273 percent of
average); and 2.1 percent of precipitation in March 2000 (95 percent of average). April and May 2000
were also wetter than average with rainfall amounts of 2.1 inches and 1.4 inches, respectively (139 and
296 percent of average). Many of the deeper vernal pools contained water inlo mid-June {correspondence
[rom Miriam Green, January 18, 2002). Seasonal conditions and this amount of rainfall were sufficient to

permit the western spadefoot to breed (Green 2003}

Refer to Response to Comment 28-4 regavding sujtability of off-site locations to supporl western

spadefoot habilat.

Because the western spadefoot was not observed during surveys of the project site, the commenter
requests several years of surveys to document its existence on site. Because the CNDDE contains records
for this species on and adjacent to the WRSP Area, and suitable habitat for this species occurs at the
project site, it is assumed thal the western spadefoot is a resident of the project sile. No further surveys
arc necessary. The presence of the western spadetoot does mot resull in any new or different
environmental impacts because it is assumed to be present and mitigation is mcluded in the project

(MM 4.7-5 on page 4.7-69 and 4.7-70 of the Tinal EIR), as previously discussed.

The commenter also requests up to approximately 150 acres of miligalion on site in the form of habitat
preservation. As indicated in Tables 4.7-3 and 4.7-4 of the Final EIR, approximately 48149 acres of
wetlands will be preserved or reslored on site and approximately 399.700 acres of grassland habitat will
be preserved or restored on site, which collectively exceeds the amount of habitat suggested by the

commenter.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter generally suggests preserving the Remainder Arcas of the WRSP to “avoid the impact.”
The proposed project mitigation strategy for impacts to wetland and grassland habitat, as reflected in
Tables 4.7-3 (Wetland Tmpact Mitigation Analysis) and Table 4.7-4 (Swainson’s hawk Grassland Habilat
Mitigation Plan, November 21, 2003), has been proposed by the Applicants and approved by the USTWS
in the Final Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, for the proposed project, with conceptual
approval by the CDFG. Development of the mitigation strategy, as presented in the Tinal Biological
Opinion, dated November 20, 2003, represents over two years of collaboration between landowners,
resource agencies, and professional biologists lo adequately avold, reduce, andfor compensate for
impacts to biological resources. Therefore, there is no need or requirement to provide lhe alternate

mifigation strategy recommended by the commenter.

13-247

Lo mumedifie Piooowod T Gomsandmoent Ares



Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Refer to Responscs to Comments 17-12 and 35-38 regarding the suitability of vernal pool/grassland
habilal at off-site mitigation locations and Topical Response T (City/USTWS MOU Compliance and

Placer County Coordination).

Response fo Comment 7

Refer to Topical Response T (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) for a
discussion of the City’s compliance with the City/USFWS MOU.

Response fo Comment 8

Refer to Topical Response F (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) for a

discussion of the City's compliance with the City/USFWS MOU.

Response to Comment ¢

The proposed mitigation strategy for the Swainson’s hawk includes the use of both on-site and off-site
mitigation areas. As stated on page 4.7-72 of the Tinal EIR, a Swainson’s hawk Grassland Habitat
Mitigation Plan has been developed to mitigate tor the loss of grassland foraging habitat. Off-site areas
within Yankee Slough would provide off-sitc mitigalion and open space areas within the project would

preserve existing on-site habitat.

Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Gite Mitigation Tands} and Responses to Comments 7-3 and 7-6 for a
discussion of the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats, including tinancing mechanisms for
mitigalion areas, Responses to Comments 7-2 and 7-10 for information regarding bird species and
Swainson’s hawk habitat preservation and mitigation; Response to Comment 7-11 for information
regarding the suitability of the Yankee Slough site for off-site Swainson’s hawk foraging and adjustments
to the amount of acreage needed for off-sile mitigation; revised MM 4.7-9 for performance standards
related to the selection of remaining of-site grassland preservation acreage; Responses to Comments 7-11
and 7-12 regarding the suitability of the Reason Farms site for Swainson's hawk foraging and mitigation,
and Topical Response F (City/USEWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) for
information regarding consultant and coordination with agencics. There are no known Swainson’s hawk
nest sites at the Yankee Slough site. There ts anccdotal evidence ol Swainson’s hawk observations in the

Coon Creek watershed, proximate to the Yankee Slough site.

Response to Comment 10

Impact 4.7-5 (Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and Other Legally Protected Raptors),
which is analyzed in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR, discloses that impacts to the

Swainson’s hawk would be considered significant prior to mitigation.




Response to Comment Leiter 28
John Ranleti (October 29, 2003}

The mitigation strategy for the Swainson’s hawk was developed in recognition of the species” sensitivity
and the nesting and loraging habitat of the species. Research on the Swainson’s hawk shows that, in
general, the availability and proximily of foraging habitat is inverscly correlated to the Swainson’s hawk
population (Woodbridge 1991). Research also shows that the nesting densities are highest in areas with
either a mixture of nalive habitat and agriculture or a high diversity of irrigated crops. In northeast
California, overall density of pairs has been documented at 20 pairs/100 km? (Woodbridge ot al. 1995).
Studies on the home range of Swainson’s hawks indicate that larger home ranges arce found in areas with
crop types unsuitable for foraging such as mature grains, row crops, and orchards, and smallest home
ranges reported at nest sites near fallow ficlds, dry pasture, and low grasslands (Bechard 1982, Esicp
1989, Woodbridge 1991, and Babcock 1995). Sizes of Swainson’s hawk home range vary geographically,
In Central California, the home range during breeding scason has been observed to fluctuate based on
the availability and case of access to foraging areas {J.A. Estep 1989), such that Swainson’s hawks that
would have forage up to 20 miles from nest site for several days will forage within one mile of the nest
when nearby fields are mowed and prey became visible (Birds of North America, Swainson’s hawk,

England, Bechard, Houston, No. 265, 1997).

Given these characteristics of the Swainson’s hawk, the off-site mitigation strategy for the Swainson’s
hawk was developed to create a large, contiguous area of low open grassland available to the Swainson’s
hawlk. The otf-site mitigation site, Yankee Slough, was selected due to its sive (690 acres} and suilability
tor restoration as vernal pool/grassland landscape. On-site Swainson’s hawk habitat will occur through

preservation of on-site open space preserves (399 acres) within the WRSP.

Refer to Responses to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 for a discussion of the function and viability of on-sie
grassland habitats, including financing mechanisms for mitigation areas; Response to Comment 7-8 and
Topical Response I {City/USTWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) for information
regarding consultation and ceordination with agencics; Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands)
and Responses to Comments 7- and 7-10 for information regarding bird specics and Swainson’s hawk
habitat preservation and mitigation; Response to Conunent 7-11 for information regarding the suitability
of the Yankee Slough site for otf-site Swainson’s hawk feraging and adjustments to the amount of
acreage needed for off-site mitigation; and Responses to Comments 7-11 and 7-12 regarding the

suitabilily of the Reason Farms site for Swainson’s hawk foraging and mitigation.

Since circulation of the Draft FIR, the applicants have agreed to provide an additional 400 acres of off-site
Swainson’s hawk habitat that will be preserved as part of the project. The additional acreage is the result

ot a nest o1t the Fiddyment properly, as further discussed in Response to Commenl 7-6.
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Response to Comment 11

Impact 4.7-5 (Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and Other Legally Protecied Raptors),
analyzed in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR, discloses that impacls (o the burrowing

owl would be considered significant prior to mitigation.

Refer to Response to Comment 20-50 for a discussion of how the proposed Swainson’s hawk mitigation

plan would also serve to mitigale impacts to the burrowing owl.

Refer to Responses to Comments 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 for a discussion of the viability of the on-site
habitat for use by the Swainson’s hawk, and Response to Comment 28-10 for a discussion of the viability

of the olt-site habitat for use by the Swainson’s hawk.

The commenter expresses the opinion that impacts would not likely be reduced to a less-than-significant
level and that burrowing owl habitat should be preserved elsewhere in Placer Counly as burrowing owl
mitigation strategics are developed. This comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter
will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and consideration when deciding whether to

approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 20-59 for a discussion of how the proposed Swainson’s hawk mitigation
plan would also serve to mitigate impacts to the white-lailed kile, northern harrier, ferruginous hawk,

prairie falcon, merlin, shorteared owl, logrerhead shrike, horned lark, and tricolored blackbird.

Response o Comment 13

Development of the WRSP Area would require infrastructure improvements outside of the project site,
such as extension of roadways; water, wastewater, and recycled water infrastiruclure; and electric and
natural gas lines, and asks why surveys of these off-site arcas were not performed. As described on
page 4.7-1, initial biological assessments of six off-site improvement locations have been prepared
{August and September 2003) for Ihe geographical areas in which off-site improvements are planned.
Biological site assessments of each of the off-site improvement areas was completed prior to release of the
Draft EIR, and impacts were analyzed and disclosed in Impact 4.7-10 (Loss of Biological Resources Due
to Conslruction of Off-Site Infrastructure). These surveys indicate that potential impacls from these
activities include both direct and indirect impacts to

m Special status species, including state and federally threatened and endangered species

= Wetland and vernal pool habitat

m Quk trees




Response to Comment Letter 28

m Stream and riparian habitat
The surveys arc available for review at the City Planning Depariment.

Page 4.7-60 of the Final EIR also estimates that approximately one acre of wetlands (including vernal
pools and wet swales), 3.5 acres of ephemeral drainages, numerous oak trees, and habitat that is
appropriate for up to 16 special status species occurs within the areas proposed for off-site improvements
for power line easements that would extend south and cast/west in the Remainder Area from the WRSP
Area. Mitigalion is included to ensure that any potential impacls from off-site infrastructure would be

reduced to a less-than-significant level (MM 4.7-14 on page 4.7-75 of the Tinal BIR).

The commenter asserts that the mitigation proposed for the potential impacts of off-site infrastructure
would be inadequate since detailed surveys of the off-site improvement area were not performed. Based
on the existing surveys, sensitive species within the off-site infrastructure areas arc assumed to be
present; therefore, preconstruction surveys are appropriate and would be required by MM 4.7-14. Tt may
be many ycars before construction of off-site imfrastructure is proposed. As such it is important that
additional surveys are performed immediately prior to construction lo verify the presence of sensitive

species and cnsure measures such as construction free zones are established prior to disturbance,

MM 4.7-14 is consislent with Section 15126.4(a}4)(A) and 15126.4{a){4)(B), which requires an essential
nexus belween the mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental interest and that the mitigation
must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project. The mitigation provided for impacts to
biological resources exceeds agency standards in many cases. In those cases where the mitigation meets
agency standards or requirements, those standards and requirements have been developed, in part, for
the purpose of providing guidance as o proportionality between an impacl and proposed mitigation,
either on a general basis (l.e., "no net loss” of wetlands) or on a project-specific basis (i.c., the Section 7
Consultation process completed for the proposed project). Further, a requitement that the project
complies with applicable environmental laws or regulations may serve as adequate mitigation of
enviromunental impacis (vefer to Leonoff v. Montereyy County Bid. of Supercisors {199 222 CA3d 1337, 1335,
272 CR 372; Sundstrom 7. County of Mendocine (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308, 248 CR 352).

With respect to Lhe poinl raised by the commenter that the Tmpact 4.7-10 is inadequate, CEQA Section

13131 states that:

An BEIR should be prepared with sulficienl degree of analysis to provide the decision decision-makers with
information which inferms enables them Lo makes a clewr decision which intelligently takes account of
cnvironmental consequences. An evaluation of the proposed onvironmental ellecls need not e exhoastive, buat
the sufficieney of an EIR s to be reviewed in the light of what 15 reasomably reasible.




Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Impact 4.7-10 is consistent with Lhis statement in so much as it discloses the potential effects of the off-site
Improvemenls in such a way as to allow the decision makers to understand the potential impacts of the

ol{-sile infrastruclure.

Response fo Comment 14

The commenter questions the adequacy of the impacts assessment of the Remainder Arca. As reflected in
Section 2.4.5 (Remainder Area Assumplions) of the Final EIR, “Because no application for development
of the Remainder Area has been reccived, the exact use, intensity, or nature of development of the
Remainder Area is not certain at this time. Nonetheless, inclusion within the City's Sphere of Influence
would indicale that some type and level of development similar to that proposed for the WRSP Area
could occur within the Remainder Area in the future. In analyzing the etfects of amending the City’s
Sphere of Influence, the EIR must reasonably account for the development that could occur, recognizing
that no entitlements will be granted at this lime, so future development could differ somewhat from the

EIR assumptions.”

As stated in the Preface ot the Final EIR, “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 City approvals that would allow development in the Remainder Area,
annexation, preparation of a specific plan, and additional environmental review would be required....”
The significant impacts due to development of the Remainder Area were adequately analyzed (Per
CEQA Section 15064 and 15126 and 15126.2) given the level of detail of potential uses of the Remainder
Arca, Cumulative impact analysis provided in Section 5 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final EIR was
prepared in compliance with Sections 15065(c), 15130, and 15353 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires
that impacts associaled with a proposed project together with olher reasonably foreseeable projects
causing related impacts, is considered in a Final BIR. Specifically, the analysis of cumulative biological
impacts considered the combined impacls of the proposed project with other projects throughout the
area, as discussed on page 5-65 through 3-67 of lhe Final EIR. For a discussion of the adequacy of the

proposed miligation measures, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 28-13.

The commenter erroneously states that, “Some significant impacts will not be able to be mitigated due to
cumulative impacte.” This was not the conclusion of the TIR in either the analysis of Impacts 4.7-1
through 4.7-12 of Section 4.7 Biological Resources or the analysis of cumulative impacts. The commenter
olfers no substantial evidence {as defined by Seclion 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines) or explanation as to
what evidence was used to tormulate his conclusion. Under Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines,

speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or narrative do not constitute substantial evidence of an impact to
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Response to Comment Letter 28
John Ranlett {(October 29, 2003)

the environment, and no further comment is required. For a discussion of the adequacy of the proposed

mitigation measures, the commenter is referred to Response to Commenl 28-173.

Response to Comment 15

This comment provides introductory text expressing the opinion that the project is inconsistent with the

City Council’s Guiding Principles. Refer to Responses to Comments 28-16 and 28-17.

Response fo Comment 16

As reflected in an October 9, 2003, Memorandum from the Counly of Placer Planning Department Lo Lhe
County of Placer Board of Supervisors (Exhibit 7 to Comment Letter 29), the evaluation of the need for,
and potential alignment of, Placer Parkway has just begun and will take four to five vears to complete.
The route alignment process must follow tederal procedures since federal funds are being used.
Therefore, because the Placer Parkway project is in a preliminary feasibility stage of planning, it would
be speculative to include it in the evalualion of land use consistency. Tn addilion, it would be
unreasonable to delay this project pending the outcome of the Placer Parkway feasibilily study.
However, recognizing that Placer Parkway could be implemented, Alternative 4 of the Tinal EIR

included a potential alignment of the parkway.

Under Alternative 4, it is assumed that TPlacer Parkway would be constructed through the northern
portion of the WRSP and Remainder Areas. As previously mentioned, while an alignment for Placer
Parkway has not been selected, Lwo of the potential study alignmenls being examined by Lthe Placer
County Transportation Planning Agency (PUTPAY would transect the project site. One alignment would
bisect the WRSE Area from north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the
Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSE und Remainder Areas. PCTPA requested that an alternative with
one of the study alignmoents be studied in the Final EIR; theretore, Allernative 4 provides for a 1,000-foot

Placer Parkway corridor, which is illustrated in Figuure 6-4 of the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 17

Refer to Topical Response F (City/USEFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) for a

discussion of the projeci’s relationship to the potential viability of the Placer Legacy IHCP/NCCP effort.

Response to Comment 18

As indicated on page 6-6 of the Final TIR, and discussed in Responses to Commoents 20-13, 20-17, 20-23
and Topical Response D (Affordable Housing), an Infill Allernative was considered but would be
inteasible because most land within the City has been enlitled, developed; or designated as park or open

space. Available infill sites within thoe existing City limits woere not large enough o accommodate
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

elements of the proposed project, including the proposed park and open space network, light indusltrial
uses, age-restricted residential units, and the Village Center, all in a comprehensively planned land use

plan.

The City recognizes that to meet the SACOG growth projections cutlined in the Blueprint Project for
Placer County by the vear 2050, 141,000 additional units must be provided in Placer County alone. This
growth will be accommodalted through a combination of greenfield and nfill development. The City is
an active participant in developing 5SACOG Blueprint alternative scemarios to accommodate regional
growth 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
ot incorporated land, over 12,000 acres are in specific plan arcas, Of that, the remaining 8,000+ acres
mcludes 500 acres that arc part of the Hewlett Packard Master Plan and developmenl agreement. Hence,
63 percent of the City is entitled and governed by specific plans and/or master plan and developnent
agreements (refer to Roseville General Plan Table 1I-1, page 1I-7, technical amendment version 1-8-03,
Resolution 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
project. In addition, the new housing would be noncontiguous, which would preclude a scnse of
communily 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 Cily with public benefits. Further, development of the infill sites is

constrained by land use designations, which would not accommodate the project

Nonetheless it sheuld be noted that the City 1s considering proposals to rezone a portion of it’s the North
Industrial area for residential usce {lwo applications are currently pending: 140 acres 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 areas cited by the
commenier such as Atlantic and Vernon already have existing land uses, such as businesses, residences,
and other vses. These arcas are older and Ihe infrastructure is not designed to accommodate more
intensive development without substantial upgrades. Moreover, areas zoned industrial pear the rail yard

arc not compatible uses for new residential development due to noise levels, dicsel engines, hazardous
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Response to Comment Letfer 28
John Ranfett (Qctober 29, 2003)

malerials use, and other activities common to a rail vard. Tinally, the City also has fiscal concerns with
converting commercial arcas to residential use and the potentially negative effect that would have on the
General Fund and the Gity’s ability to provide services. In addition, as stated on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 of
the Final EIR, the City anticipates buildout of its current residential land use allocation belween 2005 and
2007. Therefore, the City considered the Intill Alternative to be infeasible. Turthermore, a large portion of
the unentitled fand wilhin the City includes open space. Development that eliminates open space or
parks within the City would not mect the City’s objectives of providing 9 acres of parks and open space

per 1,000 residents.

Response to Comment 1%

The Draft EIR was preparced in compliance with the procedural and substantive requirements of CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines. The final determination that the Final EIR has been completed in accordance
with CEQA, pursuant lo Section 15090(a), is made by the Lead Agency when considering certification of
the Tmal EIR. The EIR must be certified in order for the T.ead Agency to consider approval of the

proposed project.

The commenter indicates that the analysis is incomplete with respect to biology and Placer Parkway, but
does not provide any specific comment to which a response could be provided. Nonetheless, refer to
Responses to Commenls 28-1 through 28-14 and Response to Comment 28-17 for responses to specific
comments raised by the commenter with respect to biological resource issues, and Response to Comment
28-16 for a specific response raised by the commenter with respect to Placer Parkway. As the commenter
notes, other commenting individuals and/or entities have addressed issucs related to water, traffic, and
air quality, and responses to those commenls are provided in this Final EIR. Refer to Topical Response C

(Adequacy of Draft EIR) for a discussion of why recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

Response to Comment 20

The biological resources impact analysis is based on available scientific data identified in Section 4.7.1
{Biological Resources, Introduction) of the Final TIR. The analvsis fully complies with the requirements
of CLQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including requirements associated with the provision of feasible
mitigation measures, The commenter does not indicate why the data used in the analysis is inadequate;
therefore, no {urther response can be provided. Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1, 28-2, 28-4, 28-9, 28-
10, 28-11 for a specific response to the commenter’s issues related to special status species, including the
legenere, western spadefoot, Swainson’s hawk, and burrowing owl. Refer also lo Responses to
Comments 28-3, 28-4, 28-5, 28-6, 28-9, 28-10, 28-11, 28-12, and 28-13 for a discussion of mitigation
strategies tor impacts to special status specics, including the legenere, western spadefool, Swainson’s

hawk, and burrowing owl.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 21

Refer to Topical Response T (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination) for

information relating to the City's compliance with it MOU with the USFWS.

Response to Comment 22

For a discussion of the adequacy of the impact assessmenl within the Remainder Area, refer to Responsc

to Comment 27-14.
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Comment Letter 29
LAW OFFICE OF

J. WILLIAM YEATES

8002 CALIFORNIA AVENUE

FAIR OAKS, CALIFORNIA 95628

TELEPHONE: (916) 8602000

FACSIMILE: (916) 860-2014 MARY U. AKENS
J. WILLIAM YEATES : info@enviroqualitylaw.com KEITH G. WAGNER

T —

‘October 29, 2003 -

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street :

Roseville, CA 95678

Atin:  Kathy Pease

Re:  West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment DEIR Comments

Dear Ms Pease:

On behalf of our clients, Stephen Des Jardins, President of Diamond Equities, Inc. and Diamond
Creek Partners, Lid., we are presenting our written comments on the draft environmental impact
report (“DEIR”) prepared for the West Roseville Specific Plan (“WRSP”) and Sphere of
Influence Amendment (“SOI Amendment”). Over a year-and-a-half ago, Mr. Des Jardins
submitted the attached letter to Mayor Gamar and the City Council regarding this proposed
project, urging the City of Roseville to carefully assess the impacts that future annexations will
have on the City’s finite resources.” Our review of the DEIR prepared for this project raises

many of the same concerns that our client raised a year-and-a-half ago.
!

' i
I~ PuUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD HAS BEEN TOO BRIEF FOR MEANINGFUL REVIEW OF —[

EXTRAORDINARILY LENGTHY DOCUMENT.

After receiving the 4-volume DEIR, we were reminded of Mark Twain’s comment, “If T had
more time, I would have written less.”

~ Although the length of the document is daunting, its excessive length is further complicated by
the fact that in many places, as we will document below, the text of the DEIR does not accurately
reflect the technical documents included in the Appendices or the referenced material not
included in the document. So, it i difficult to rely on the text of the DEIR when the documents
in the Appendices or referenced material contradict or elaborate on matters that were either

- overlooked or omitted.

The CEQA Guidelines provide that “[t]The text of draft EIR’s should normally be less than 150
pages, and for proposals of unusual scope or complexity, should normally be less than 350
pages.”” EIRs are to be written in plain language, and are to be presented in a manner “so that

! Exhibit 1: Stephen Des Jardins, President, Diamond Equities, Inc., letter re: West Roseville -
Area Plan Rezone to Mayor Claudia Gamar and Members of the City Council (Mar. 20, 2002).

H

2 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, ch, 3 (CEQA Guidelines), § 15141,

291
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Comment Letter 29

City of Roseviile Planning D"épartment
October 25, 2003
Page 2 of 27

decision-makers and the public can rapidly understand the documents™ The two-volume WRSP
DFEIR alone is well over twice the recommended page limit for Draft EIRs. Two additional
volumes of technical appendices are attached, which, when considered in combination with the
WRSP itself, result in an eight-inch stack of documents. On a cursory review of the Draft EIR
and 1ts technical appendices, it becomes immediately clear that there are also a substantial
‘number of other planning documents and studies that are not included, and may only be obtamed
for review by visiting the Planning Departiment’s offices.

While we appreciate the fact that a proposal of this magnitude may qualify as a project of
“unusual scope or complexity” warranting an EIR with substantial investigation and discussion
of environmental impacts, the vast amount of information that was incorporated within the
DEIR, combined with the hundreds of pages of technical studies attached to the DEIR. and the
many documents incorporated by reference, simpiy cannot be reasonably reviewed by the public
or decision-makers within the 45- day review period.* CEQA “is an integral part of any public
agency s deciston-making process” and one of the fundamental aspects of such a public process
is to ensure that members of the public have a meaningful opportunity to review and comment
upon the project so that decision-makers are fully informed of a project’s potential for
significant, adverse environmental effects.” Our clients have been denied that meaningful
opportunity. :

After the City staff and its EiR consultants have had the opportunity to review the comments on
the DEIR, we believe it will be necessary to substantially revise the text of the DEIR to comply
-with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. After the DEIR has been revised, on behalf of

our clients, we request that the City re-circulate the revised DEIR for a 90-day public comment
" period.

1I. INADEQUATE PHASING OF DEVELOPMENT/ ELIMINATION OF URBAN RESERVES

The WRSP proposes 1o approve development of over 8,400 dwelling units on approximately
3,162 acres. This represents approximately four times the number of homes that have been
approved for most of the other specific plan areas within the City.® Instead, past specific plans
have granted entitlements to a more modest number of dwelling units “up front,” typically 1,500
to 3,000 units (e.g., Southeast, North, Highland Reserve, Stoneridge).” These specific plans
developed from urban reserves or included urban reserves (i.e., North, Highland from North
Central, majority of Stoneridge from Northeast) that allowed I;he buildout to occur three to seven
years after the initial development approva].8

-

A

29-2

29-3

' 29-4

2 C,EQA Guidelines, § 15140.
* CEQA Guidelines, § 15105, subd. (a).
> Pub. Resources Code, § 21006; CEQA Guideline, § 15003,
% In fact, the only Specific Plan that has ever proposed an initial amount of homes even remotely
approaching the WRSP 1s the Del Webb Specific Plan, which, at buildout, will contain 3,500
dwelling units ~ substantially less than half of the 8,400+ units propose for the WRSP.
7 City of Roseville General Plan — 2010, Land Use Element, pp, 1{-4 —11-8
$1d. at pp- [1-8, 11-13.
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City of Roseville Planning Department
Qctober 258, 2003
FPage 3 of 27

Such a multi-tiered approach reflects prudent planning principles, allowing for the actual impacts
of development to be incrementally assessed as they are incurred, and for n ecessary adjustments
to be made to ensure that full build-out is an assct, rather than a detriment, to the overall
‘Roseville community and its available resources.

As noted by the City’s 2010 General Plan, the “Urban Reserve” land use designation “is applied

to those lands that are anticipated to receive urban land entitlements, but at the present time are
constrained by growth management policies, availability of services, or other limitations.” The
General Plan’s growth management policies state that the City “shall use the specific plan
process to ensure a comprehenswe logical growth process for new development areas (e.g.
urban reseive, anncxations) . . . 7! :

- As just one example of how the Urban Reserve designation should be incorporated into the
WRSP, the City should consider the approach it used in approving the North Roseville Specific
Plan. In adopting that plan, the City divided the specific plan area into a Phase I and Phase II,
with the Phase I[ portion of the project initially zoned as Urban Reserve.'' Such a plan allowed a
natural “safety valve” in the planning system: as Phase I developed, the City could compare
actual impacts to the city’s levels of service with those that were anticipated at the planning
stages. Where unanticipated impacts or deterioration in service arose, the designation of Phase 11
a8 Urban Reserve provided a natural break-point for making adjustments to allow orderly
development of the entire specific plan area.

‘Why has the City abandoned the urban reserve planning concept for the WRSP?

- Section 2.4.4 (“Proposed General Plan Amendments”) at pages 2-50 through 2-57 identifies a
few of the changes to the General Plan that are required to accommodate the annexation of the
WRSP and SOI Amendment Area. Of particular concern to our clients are the changes to the

“Growth Management Policies of the General Plan, including the removal of the City’s long-

‘standing commitment to urban reserves. The DEIR fails to evaluate this change in City policy
and the significant environmental consequences citywide. For example at page 2-51 the DEIR
identifies a change to Growth Management Policy 6 that strikes reference 10 the use of “urban
reserves” within the specific plan process. Nowhere in the Land Use section of the DEIR (4 1)
are the environmental consequences of this change evaluated. 12

Within the text of the DEIR the change to Growth Management Policy 6 is the only
acknowledgement of the urban reserve policy change. It is easy for the reader to overlook the
" significance of this change to the City’s growth policies, since only the parenthetical reference io

- 7 City of Roseville, General Plan 2010 (as amended, Jan, 8, 2003) {hereinafter “2010 Genelal
Pian”) at p. I{-26.

%2010 General Plan at p. U-49, Policy G-6.
" See, e.g., North Roseviile Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (May 1997) (State
Clearinghouse No. 96112014) at pp. 3-1 (stating that Phase Il is designated as Urban Reserve),
and 3-2, Figure 3-1 (map designating Phase 11 as Urban Reserve).
2 pub. Resources Code, § 15125, subd, (d).

7]
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. L N
“urban reserves” is stricken.'’ The elimination of the urban reserve concept, which was

recommended by the City’s Growth Task Force, is made clear within the text of the General Plan
‘Amendments attached at Appcndlx U. Within the Growth Management subheading, the term
“Urban Reserve (UR)” is stricken.'* Also, within the text of the first policy under this
subheading, the first sentence is amended to read as follows:

- The City may determine, in accordance with the goals and policies of this
element, that it is appropriate to amend its General Plan land use allocation and

- expand inte-urban reserve-areals).”

S0, rather than expand into urban reserve areas, the Clty 8 gmwth policy is s1mply to expand.
Where and what rate will now be determined by any future specific plans or ammex ations, like the
present WRSP and SOI Amendment Area, not pursuant to the City’s use of urban reserves. This
is a substantial change in the implementation of the City’s Growth Management policies, and yet
it is not even acknowledged within the text of the DEIR. Neither are the environmental
consequences of this new policy on future City growth and expansion evaluated. Such an open-

- ended growth policy will have a significant adverse effect on public services, public utilities,
traffic, and existing levels of service. This change in the implementation of the City’s Growth
Management policies should have been evaluated in the DEIR. This change to the City’s

- General Plan, which is being made to accommodate the WRSP and the SOI Amendment Area, is
not ltmited to the WRSP or SOI Amendment area -- it applies citywide. Consistent with the
requirements of CEQA, the City has a duty to undertake the necessary evaluanon and study of
IfhlS open-ended growth management policy.

Approval of the entire WRSP will result in a major commitment of City resources for the

construction of 8,430 new residences, 49-acres of community commercial, 20-acres of business
professional uses, 109-acres of light industrial and general industrial uses, and the infrastracture
to support that development with no ability to take a backward glance, as the project progresses,
" to ensure that the actnal impacts of the project and availability of public services and utilities are
consistent with the assumptions made in the DEIR, - N

Because the proposed development agreements between the City and the project proponents
identified at page 2-63 of the DEIR were never made available to the public, we have had no
 ability to evaluate any claimed phasing that may occur or what legal anthority the City mi ight
retain to protect limited public services committed to the authorized and existing uses within the
existing General Plan area of the City of Roseville.

III.  WATER SERVICE AND SOURCES
In addition to the comments that follow, our clients hired International Engineering Services 1o

evaluate the water utility portion of the Public Utilities Section of the DEIR. International
Engineering Services’ comments are incorporated into this letter and attached as Exhibit 2,

A more complete text of the changes to the Clty s General Plan is attached within Appendix U.
i Append1x U to DEIR, p. 1I-57. .
Ibzd
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October 25, 2003
Page 5 of 27

A, AVAIL ABLE WAT ER SUPPI Y TO SERVE WRSP AND SOI AMENDMENT AREA IS
OVERS TATED, _

Table 4.11-1 at page 4.11-3 of the DEIR leaves the impression that the City of Rosevﬂle has
55,700 acre-fee (AF)/year of available water supplies during Average/Wet Years and 39,800
AFf’year of avatlable water supplies durmg Critically Dry Years.

Table 4.11-1 and the text at pages 4. 11-2 and 4.11-3 leave a falsc i mmpression and fail to tell the
entire story. At page 4.11-7, the DEIR admits that “[t]he City’s USBR contract requires supply
cutbacks under certain conditions.” The actual contract between the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
and the City states: |

There may occur at times a shortage during any vear in the amount of water
available for furnishing to the City by the United States pursuant to this contract
through and by means of the Project, but in no event shall any liability accrue
against the United States, or any of its officers, agents, or employees for any
damage, direct or indirect, arising therefrom. In any year in which there may
occur a shortage from any cause, the Contracting Officer [Secretary of the U S,
Depariment of Interior, or her designate] reserves the right to apportion the
available water supply among the City and others entitied to receive water from
the Project, including but not restricted to those entitled to receive water in
satisfaction of rights acquired pursuant to the laws of the State of California.

16

“Cutbacks under ¢ertain conditions” appeats to be at the discretion of the United States Burean
“of Reclamation. The DEIR does, in fact, acknowledge that “Roseville’s water supply was
reduced in 1990, 1991, and 2001. w17 What the DEIR fails to tell the pubhc 1s the amount of the
cutback.,

- in 1990 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 50%;

- in 1991 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 75%:

- in 1992 Rosewvilie’s water entitlement was reduced by 28%; and,
- in 1994 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 44%.'8

The DEIR fails to tell the public, “CVP shortages govern in approximately 30 percent of the
years, leaving 55,700 AF/year available for diversion by the City in about 63 percent of the years
(versus the 83 percent ‘potential” availability provided for in the [Water Forum Agreement]).”!*

'6 Appendix S, “Water Supply Assessment (SB 610 and 221),” Appcnchx C “City of Rosevzlle '
Water Entitlement Contracts,” (emphasis added).
Y . DEIR, p. 4.11-7. |

North Roseville Specific Plan, DEIR, May 1997, p. 4.12-3, attached to this letter as Exhibit 3.

" Appendix R, Montgomery Watson Iarza, Technical Memorandum “Task 7: Water Supply K
Strategy,” April 10, 2003, p. 4 of 10.
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Why does the DEIR mislead the public and decision-makers into believin g, “55,700 AF/year
contract water supply is assumed to be available to the City in about 83 percent of the years”?*°

The DEIR also misleads the public and decision-makers by claiming that in 17 percent of the
years “a minimum of 39,800 Al'/year of surface water would be available.””' There is no such
guarantee. The Water Forum Agreement (WFA) explicitly states, “. . . there may not be

-sufficient water available to provide the expected driest years quantities specified in [the]

“agreements.”” The WFA points out the historic maximum amount of water diverted annually
from the American River by City of Roseville through the year 1995 was 19,800 acre feet.>> The
DEIR fails to set forth the actual amount of water the City has diverted from the American River
annually since 1995. ' - '

‘What are the restrictions on the existi ng “wheeling contracts” with the U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation for delivering PCWA water? Is the delivery of PCWA water at the discretion of the
- Bureau? What conditions limit the availability of PCWA water?

The DEIR claims the City has an entitlement to 3,200 acre-feet (AF) “of an existing PCWA
surface water supply of 25,000 AF” that is controlled by the San Juan Water District (STWD).2*
- The STWD water supply will not be available during dry years, but also, since there is no
contract between the City and STWD there is no way to review what other conditions or
restrictions may be placed on the availability of this water supply.*®

‘The DEIR also claims, based upon a re-evaluation of the City’s unit water demand factors, that
there is a surplus of 4,080 AF/year based upon revised unit demand factors.?® If there is a '
“surplus” based upon a re-evaluation of unit water demand factors, this entire surplus is being
allocated to the annexation of the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area. Why? Why not re-allocate
this “sarplus” within the existing General Plan area and to those existing or planned development
projects that have invested in the off-site-improvements that have developed the water supply

“infrastructure that exists within the City?

WRSP provides no off-site improvements that increase the City’s available water supplies. The
re-evaluation of the City’s unit water demand factors s a classic case of creating a “paper” water
supply. Any claimed internal citywide “water surplus” is simply based on changing long-
standing water demand figures that have been the basis for developing the City’s current public
utiities infrastructure. What about maintaining a prudent reserve between demand and available
water supply in times of drought? ' -

“ DEIR, p. 4.11-7

*! Ihid.

22 Water Forum A greement — January 2000, p. 194. (Attached as Exhibit 4 to this letter.)

* Water Forum Agreement — January 2000, p. 193. (Attached as Exhibit 4 to this letier.)

* DEIR, p. 4.11-19.

# Unfortunately, the complete text of the MOU between STWD and the City attached to
Appendix S of the DEIR was not included (even numbered pages of the MOU are missing).
*® DEIR, pp. 4.11-9 —4.11-10

i
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The DEIR claims, “recent water meter data md1cate the unit water demand factors . . . likely
overestimate current City water use. 21 The DEIR goes on to explain,

This is believed to be principally the result of the effect of the implementation of

water conservation measures in post-1992 home construction. The data show a

reduction in actual water use relative to the estimates used in the 1993 Spink

study i 112186very tand use category except Business Professional, Railroad Yard, and
- Public.

What controls does the City have on the replacement of 'water-saving devices used in the
construction of new homes? Does the City require building inspection or some form of penmt
review for replacing low flow toilets, shower heads, etc?

- What other external factors could affect the actual use of water within the City of Roseville?
‘Could the water demand data have been affected by recent cutbacks in available water supply?
For example, could the following cutbacks in av;ulablc water supply affect the actual use of
water within the City of Roseville?

- in 1990 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 50%;

~ in 1991 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 75%;

- in 1992 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 28%; and,
- in 1994 Roseville’s water entitlement was reduced by 44%.%

Is it just a coincidence that the re-evaluation of the General Plan Update Water System Study

(“Spink” Study) reviewed the period of time when these substantial reductions in available water

occurred? Nowhere in the DEIR, nor in the Technical Memorandum attached at Appendix R, is

this factor (or coincidence) even mentioned. It is not clear at ali from reading the DEIR (or the

Technical Memorandum) what assumptions were used to change the existing unit water demand
factors.

Was the City implementing any stage (Stage One through Five) drought response during any
period of time during this re-evatuation of the unit demand factors? Would drought restrictions
on the use of residential water explain why the data shows a reduction in residential land use
categories, when compared to increases in Business Professional, Railroad Yard, and Public land
uses? ' ]
Are there any major businesses, industries, or public facilities within the City of Roseville that
are dependent upon a reliable water source? Would any of these businesses, industries, or
facilities be adversely affected by increasing the amount of ground water in the blend of
available water supplies? For example, would the NEC manufacturing facility be affected by
sharp reductions in available water supplies during drought; or, would NEC’s chip

" DEIR, p. 4. 119
28 Ihid.
# See Exhibit 3.
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manufacturing process be adversely affected by the use of ground water to make up any
~ deficiencies in surface water supplies? _ _ . -
Assuming that the Clty was to rely upon the 4,080 AF of surplus water and commit this supply

of water to the WRSP, what would be the adverse consequences citywide if the City’s water
entitlements were reduced as they were in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994? Nowhere does the DEIR -
evaluate the adverse effects, after allocating the entire benefit of this “water surplus” to the 5
WRSP and SOl Amendment Area, of the actual reductions in water entitlement that occurred
from 1990 through 1992. Instead, the DEIR, states, “the City does not anticipate having more
than a 20 percent shortage over a three-year consecutive dry-year period.” In 1990 the City’s
water entitlement was reduced 50%; in 1991 it was reduced 75%; and, in 1992, it was reduced by
28%. For this three year dry year petiod the City’s water entitlement was reduced by over 50%
~ (bascd upon the percentage reductions), 2% times the shortage that the DEIR claims the City
should not anticipate. The DEIR simply fails to evaluate this very real, recent situation, despite
the fact that thie proposed annexed area brings absolutely no additional water supplies or off-site
improvements to improve the City’s water budget. While the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area
alone will reap the benefit of the paper surplus, the entire City will suffer the burden of any .
drought-related cutbacks

IV. . TRAFFIC IMPACTS

Mr. Des Jardins asked Kittleson & Associates, Inc., Transportation Planning/Traffic
Engineering, to review the DEIR and provide him with some comments about the evaluation of
- the proposed project’s traffic impacts. The Kittleson letter is incorporated into this comment

letter and attached as Exhibit 5. The following comments add to those sét forth in the Kittleson
letter. :

A. TRANSPORTATION IMPACT MITIGATIONS

The EIR states that the proposed land use action can be approved consistent with the City’s
current traffic operations policy of maintaining level of service (LOS) “C” or better at a
minimum of 70-percent of the City’s signalized intersections. However, the BIR analysis shows
that development of the proposed WRSP will result in the operational degradation of a number
of City intersections (e.g., Blue Oaks Boulevard/Diamond Creek Road) and State facilities (e.g.,
1-80) to level of service E or F (currently deemed unacceptable) without any specific
improvements proposed to mitigate those impacts. 30

i. IMPACTS ON I-80 AND SR 65

Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) received from CalTrans and the California
Highway Patrol (CHP) confirm this situation.”’ CHP’s NOP comment states, “ft]he
project...will substantially increase traffic volume and impact State highways...particularly
Interstate 80 (I-80), State Route 65 (SR 65) and Baseline Road.” CalTrans’ letter states,

* DEIR, Table 4.3-13 , - 4.3-56 and Impact 4.3-2, pp. 4.3-62 — 4.3-65.
! Appendix B, “Comments on Notice of Preparatmn
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“{d]evelopment of the West Roseville Specific Plan will considerably impact Interstate 80 and
State Route 65 and associated interchanges.” CHP adds in its NOP comment letter that growth
in Lincoln, the opening of the Roseville Galleria shopping center and the (then anticipated, but
now completed) Thunder Valley Casino have already caused a “major increase” in usage of SR
65. With regard to 1-80 CHP states, “Interstate 80...is currently operating ar near maximum
capacity. During certain times of the day, Interstate 80 is beyond capacity resulting in gridlock
or near gridlock at traffic flows at a seriously reduced speed in both directions. The gridlock and
congestion increases the potential for additional collisions. Any significant increase in growth
will further affect this major Interstate.” Yet, this project offers no means to mitigate dlrect
indirect, and cumulative Impacts on SR 65 or I- 80 32

if. JIMPACTS PROPOSED PLACER PARKWAY ALIGNMENTS

The NOP Project Description contains a diagram showing a “conceptual alignment” of a “Placer
Parkway™ cutting across the northwestern portion of the WRSP Area.™® The Placer Parkway is a
proposed approximately 15-mile long, east-west, controlled access highway that would connect
rapidly growing areas in western Placer County to planned industrial development in south
Sutter County as well as the I-5 corridor.”

The DEIR’s Project Dascrlptlon eliminates this figure, and is also sﬁent regarding this proposed
“road or how it is (or is not) going to be integrated into the WRSP.*® In addition, the DEIR fails
to consider the proposed WRSP’s impact on two of the proposed alignments that pass through
the WRSP/SOI Amendment Area. In its NOP comment letter the Placer Co unty Transportation
Planning Agency alerted the City that, “segments of two alignments are depicted crossin g over

the proposed project area. :

. ‘recommended’ alignment — generally southwest to northeast diagonal
- between Blue Oaks/Watt to Fiddyment
o ‘north of Baseline Road” alignment — generally parallehng Baseline to the

north and qweepmg north —- west of Fiddyment.”

While the PCTPA’s process of selecting a right of way corridor for Placer Parkway is currently
underway, no allowance is made in the WRSP and no discussion of the WRSP’s impact on this
transportation project is contained tn the DEIR, In fact, the approval of the WRSP annexation
may eliminate the two right of way options for Placer Parkway forecast by the PCTPA in ifs
NOP comment letter.

The County of Placer has declared that the problem of considering the WRSP project prior to.
Placer Parkway route adoption is “that the best alignment from an environmental standpoint

*DEIR, Impact 4.3-2, pp. 4.3-63 — 4.3-65.
2 Appendlx A, NOP atp. 17, Figure 3.
* Appendix B, September 13, 2002 NOP comment letter of Placer County Transportauon
Planmng Agency
*> DEIR, pp. 2-22 to 2-26.
* Ibid,

—

29-16

29-17



Comment Letter 29

City of Roseville Planning E')"epartment
October 25, 2003 .
Page 10 of 27

could conflict with any of these land development projects. This may not be known until late in
the highway alignment process after the land development project is already approved. .

Further, these incremental evaluations could pomt’ the Parkway corridor to a sensitive
environmental area.”’ :

The DEIR must be revised to discuss any inconsistenciés'betwesn the WRSP land use
designations and the PCPTA’s proposed Placer Parkway alignment’s.3 8

B. TRAFFIC MITIGATION FEES (TMFE’S)

The EIR discusses the City’s policy requiring new development to pay Traffic Miti gation Fees
per unit of development and states that TMFs are unique for each Specific Plan area. However,
the EIR does not specifically outline a recommended methodology for determining the
appropriate TME’s that should be applied for the WRSP area to ensure that adequate funding is
available for the implementation of required transportation improvements as development
OCCUrS.

J l

'Ihe WRSP’s proposed traffic mitigation fee program violates both CEQA and the tratfic LOS
requirements in the City of Roseville’s General Plan.

e The WRSP DEIR states that, without the project, traffic at the intersection of Blue
Oak Blvd. and Diamond Creek Way would remain at L.OS A through 2020,

e - The City of Roseville’s General Plan requires that this intersection (as most others in
the City) be maintained at no less than LOS C.

¢ The WRSP DFEIR states that traffic at the intersection of Blue Oak Blvd. and
Diamond Creek Way, if unmitigated, would deteriorate to LOS E under the WRSP,
and to LOS F under the SOI amendment.

+ The WRSP DEIR asserts that traffic impacts at Blue Oak Blvd. And Diamond Creek
Way will be mitigated to LOS C based, in part, on a mitigation fee program -
implemented by the City.

» Nothing in the WRSP or its mitigation monitoring program specifically requires that
improvements to the intersection of Blue Oak Bivd. And Diamond Creek Way be
timed or otherwwe accomplished betore traffic at that intersection deteriorates below
LOSC.

At the October 21, 2003 Rosev;lic Transportation Commission hearing on the WRSP DEIR, on
behalf of our chents we addressed our clients’ concerns about the concurrency of mitigation to
ensure that the intersection at Blue Oak Blvd. and Diamond Creek Way would be maintained at .

7 Bxhibit 7, p.25.
** CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (d)
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TN

LOS C. Robext Jensen, Director of Public Works, stated that it would be inappropriate to require
a triggering mechanism requiring that LOS C or better be maintained at this intersection. Mr.
Jensen stated that flexibility was required in the City’s allocation of collected traffic mitigation
fees, and gave the specific example that traffic mitigation fees being collected from various
development projects across the City are currently being bankrolled for a major intersection
project at Douglas Blvd. and I-80. Put simply, Mr. Jensen squarely acknowledged that the _
decision of where to use traffic mitigation fees is made affer the fees are collected; and that the
allocation of such fees is a political decision made on a comparison of needs across the City.
Following Mr. Jensen’s reply, the Transportation Commission made no request that build out of
the WRSP area be tied to a requirement that traffic service not deteriorate below LOS C at the
intersection of Blue Oak Blvd. and Diamond Creek Way.

Based on Mr. Jensen’s testimony, it appeats that the WRSP DEIR’s claim that traffic at this
intersection will be adequately mitigated is not consistent with judicial decisions involving the
deferral of mitigation measures under CEQA, such as Sacramento Old City Association v. City
Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011. Specifically, although the WRSP may meet
~ the initial requirement in SOCA by establishing a specific performance standard (maintaining
LOS C at the affected intersection), it appears to violate the second requirement, which is that
there must be a binding commitment to achieve the stated level of mitigation.® Tn this case, Mr.
Jensen’s testimony and example involving the Douglas/I-80 project show that traffic mitigation
fees are allocated by the City as it balances requests for numerous, competing traffic
1mprovement projects, and that funds are ailocated where they are politically perceived to
achieve the rost benefit — rather than ensuring that stated performance standards are met for
specilic projects. In short, there is no binding commitment in the WRSP or the DEIR’s
mitigation monitoring program that traffic will not deteriorate below LOS C at Blue QOak Blvd,
and Diamond Creek Way. '

Moreover, because these assurances are lacking, approval of the WRSP without a triggering
mechantsm for ensuring that the necessary road improvements are constructed in a timely
fashion would also violate the City’s General Plan, which requires traffic at the intersection of
Blue Oak Blvd. and Diamond Creek Way to be maintained at LOS C or better.

V. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS
A.- ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING SECTION

1) Table 4.4-3 contains air quality monitoring data through 2001. Local and regional air
agency monitoring data for 2002 data is available and should have been included to give
the most accurate representation of environmental setting possible. The last paragraph of
page 4.4-10 acknowledges that both federal standards (1-hour and 8-hour) now apply,

-along with California’s own one-hour ozone table. Since the 8-hour standard now applies,
the 8-hour monitoring results must be included in the DEIR. Table 4.4-3 should also
include predicted violations of the federal 8-hour ozone standard, enacted by the U.S.
EPA. _ o

3 Id., at p. 1029
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2) Table 4.4-3 should also include ozone monitoring data for Auburn and other foothill
areas of Placer County, since they will be most impacted by emissions resulting from
development of the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area. Analysis of regional monitoring
station data over the last several years indicates statistically significant increases in
criteria pollutant emissions along the interface of the Sierra and the Sacramento basin;

- inclusive of Roseville, this area is where development and population growth has been
greatest in the Sacramento federal ozone nonattainment area, and is at or near the top of
the fastest growing regions of the state. Discussion of the environmental setting in the
DEIR for the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area must reflect increasing volumes and
measured concentrations of emission impacts in context to the rapid and sustained growth
of land use development in the Roseville and western Placer County portion of the -
Sacramento federal nonattainment ares.

29-22

B.  IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES SECTION (AIR QUALITY),
TRANSPORTATION AND C[RCULATION SECTION.

3} Toxic air contamjnants (TAC) are discussed on pages 4.4-7,4.4-11 and 4.4-12. This
' discussion does not include the potential toxics to be released from the Roseville Energy
Park. The Energy Park has been identified in the DEIR,* and is within the area of the
WRSP-501 Amendment Area and should have been included in modeling for toxic air
contaminants and associated increased health risks. _

4) The DEIR fails to include any mcntxon of the Energy Park’s association to pmJect-related
carbon monoxide (CO) modeling.! Recent pronouncements by Roseville City staff
regarding the power plant, with public media articles indicating that a 100+ MW plant is
moving forward in the local planning process, indicate that its air quality impacts must be
anticipated within the context of the full WRSP-SOI amendment area. The Energy
Park’s contribution to the area’s air quality should have been discussed and analyzed, 29-24
particularly for TAC and CO impacts. Power plant turbines in a 100+ MW facility will
generate large amounts of CO, with significant direct and synergistic impacts on local air
quality. Aggregation of CO impacts from all sources in the area with discussion of
synergistic potential must be given full consideration in the DEIR. Failure to include CO
impacts from the energy plant in the modeling for CO impacts renders the DEIR’s
significance conclusion inaccurate.™

5) TAC and health risk assessment analysis for the WRSP and SOI amendment areas must
include analysis of additive emission impacts from the Pleasant Grove wastewater
treatment plant. Discussion in the DEIR indicates that TACs from the plant are assumed
to be insignificant based on analysis performed in 1994 for the DCWWTP.*
‘Background concentrations of TACs in the region 1994 have changed due to population 29-25
growth, changes in stationary and mobile source inventories, emission control technology
and regulatory requirements, etc. Project-specific and cumulative mass emissions of
TACs from population growth-related sources such as water plants, wastewater treatment

. 29-23

i
—

4GDEIRF1§,23p210p414andF1g413p415 | | NG
" DEIR, p. 4.4-29. .
42DETR Table 4.4-8, . 4.4-29.

“DEIR, p. 4.4-25.
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plants, diesel onroad and offroad vehicle operation, etc, have increased since 1994; in
fact, populations in Placer County grew by 44% between 1900 and 2000, with the
‘majority of growth in the western and southern Placer County regmns Similarly,

* Roseville’s population increased by 79% for the same time period.** Ten-year old
information from another stationary source outside the WRSP-SOI Amendment Ares is
very likely out of date and is probably geographically inadequate for characterizing
Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant TAC emissions, i

6) The WRSP-SOI Amendment Area DEIR fails to acknowledge and analyze emissions
from the City of Lincoln wastewater treatment plant. TAC and criteria pollutant
emissions from within the WRSP and amendment area will combine with those from the

- nearby wastewater plant to increase aggregated TAC concentrations, and possibly cause | 29-26
unacceptably high health risks. The EIR must take into account the incremental and

‘additive effects of emissions to be generated within the full amendment area by including g
discussion and analysis of the City of Lincoln’s wastewater treatment plant. —E
7) The standards of significance listed on page 4.4-16 states that the toxic air contaminant
health risk level is 10 in 1 million. No reference is given for this risk level. Typically, a
cancer risk level of 1 in 1 million is used, except in instances where best available control | 29-27
“technology is being used. The source of the 10 in 1 million significance threshold should
be documented. =
8) Inhalation of toxic air contaminants can lead to chronic and acute health I’lSkS Each of
the toxic air contaminants listed in Table 4.4-7 also have acute snd/or chronic health risks
that may be of equal or greater concern than the cancer risks. Consequently, the - 29-28
standards of significance should be modified to include acute and chronic bealth risks and
the project’s acute and cumulative risks should be evaluated in the EIR, _.J
9) Mitigation Measure 4.4-7, which addresses toxXic air contaminants, states that future _
~studies and additional environmental review would be necessary. Why can’t the studies
and required environmental review be completed prior to project approval? What 2g-29
commitment 1s there fo the completion of these stndies? What performance standards
will future mitigation meas ures have to meet to satisfy the identified significant adverse
environmenial impact? -
10) Mobile source emission 1mpacts for the full WRSP-SOI Amendmcnt area were calculated |
using different URBEMIS versions. The DEIR states “The CARB URBEMIS7G
emission estimation program was used to quantify potential emissions from construction
activities and vehicle trips.”* However, the footnote on page 4.4-22, for Table 4.4-6
Compatison of Placer County APCD Thresholds and Project Emission Levels in Pounds
per Day Before Mitigation, states “SOURCE: URBEMIS 2001, EIP Associates, August
2003.” URBEMIS 7G is an older (1996) model in the URBEMIS series. Emissions 29-30
should have been estimated using URBEMIS 2001 or URBEMIS 2002. URBEMIS 2001
superseded URBEMIS 7, and was available and in use prior to the time that the .
consultant analyzed emissions. Moreover, URBEMIS 2002 was made available in May
01 2003, which was four months prior to the August model run date listed by the-
consultant at the bottom of for Table 4.4-6 . Tabie 4.4-6 indicates that URBEMIS 2001
was used by EIP Associates to estimate emissions in August 2003. If emissions were

- 29-25

“ DEIR, p. 4.2-3.
“ DEIR, p. 4.4-15.
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. estimated in August 2003, then the URBEMIS 2002 model should have been used.
Updated emission factors are a critical component of each successively improved
URBEMIS model. By using the outdated URBEMIS 7G model, project-related
emissions estimates are less reliable and are likely under- or over-estimated. Significant
changes in emission factors and methodology exist with each new version of URBEMIS.
As a matter of substantive consistency URBEMIS7G outputs cannot be confused with
URBEMIS 2001 results. CEQA’s objective of comprehensive and accurate impact
analysis presumes use of the latest calculation models. Confusion in use of models
renders inconsistent estimates of the mobile source emission guantities. Mobile source
emission impacts for the project must be re-modeled, using the latest URBEMIS version

- for consistency and adequacy. _ —

11) The air analysis must be modified to reflect motor vehicle emission factors associated ' 29.-31
with the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2002 model.

12) The emission estimates shown in Table 4.4-6 for all poliutants, ROG, NOx, CO, and
- PMI10 are incredibly high. The annexation of WRSP changes land uses that trigger
increased air emissions. There is no discussion about the inherent conflict between the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) and the City’s General Plan amendments made
necessary to accomumodate this project.

13) Reactive organic gases (ROG) emissions of architectural coatings used in developments
are a routinely quantified emission impact. The DEIR states “Modeling assumptions did
not include the use of architectural coatings, because information on the extent of use of
such coatings was not available.”*® URBEMIS is specifically designed to provide for
routine estimation of emissions from architectural coatings in the same fashion it
estimates mobile source emissions. Basic URBEMIS model land use inputs (e.g.,
residential, multi-family etc.) and their quantities (e.g., number of dwelling units per acre,
commercial square footages) are listed in many locations throughout the DEIR. This
mformation was used to estimate related mobile emissions. There is no reason why they
would not also have been used to calculate architectural coating emissions. The decision
to “turn off” the architectural coatings calculator was likely based on the fact that -
URBEMIS would estimate very high ROG emissions for this large scale
residential/commercial project. What authorizes the City to selectively preclude
important emission-related information, especially when ali pertinent modeling input
information is contained within the project’s descriptive and environmental
documentation The DEIR must be revised to reflect architectural coatings emissions in
the detail required by CEQA. Those impacts must then be evaluated for all feasible,
reasonable mitigation options. For example, architectural coatings with lower volatile
organic compounds (VOC) are available and will reduce emission impacts. Use of
emission credits or offsets should aiso be explored as a method 1o provide greater
mitigation.

14) Table 4.3-7 of the Transportation and Circulation chapter (4.3) shows daily trip
generation rates and daily trips associated with the land uses in the WRSP. Neither the
trip generation rates nor the total daily trips shown in this table match the rates shown'in 29-34
the URBEMIS results included in Appendix H. For example, the total single family
residential trips shown in Table 4.3-7 equals 52,794, whercas the URBEMIS results show

29-30

29-32
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 single family trips equal to 43,389. Apparently the URBEMIS modeling is inconsistent
with traffic modeling. As a result, air emissions have been underestimated by at least
25%. Re-modeling must be undertaken with use of consistent data and the latest
modeling techniques. ' 3

15) The DEIR pays little attention to the State Implementation Plan, the legally binding

regulatory blueprint for returning the Sacramento nonattainment area to acceptable air
quality by 2005.*” Pursuant to the SIP, new developments, such as those anticipated by
the City of Roseville for the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area; must reduce NOx and ROG
emissions by one ton/day by 2005. The DEIR fails to recognize this duty. There is also
no discussion in the DEIR that describes the extensive efforts by local air agencies to
evaluate new methods to gain mobile source emission reductions based on concerns that
the area will not reach ozone attainment in the next two years. It is every municipality’s
duty to provide attainment benefits for the SIP. The large amounts of indirect source

~emissions from the urbanization of the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area should have

- been evaluated in the context of the SIP indirect source measure, and the Sacramento
Ozone Summit conducted in October, 2002, Placer County APCD’s NOP comment letter
requested a discussion of the consequences within the Sacramento Vail ey Air Basin
(SVAB) if this area does not attain federal ambient air quality standards.*®* The DEIR
should be revised to inciude the discussion the Placer County APCD requested. -

16) While the DEIR mentions that the City of Roseville requires employers with more than =]

50 employces to develop a Transportation System Management (TSM) plan that
“promotes” alternative transportation modes, there is nothing to show that enforcement or

compliance mechanisms will ensure real, quantifiable emission reductions.* What |

mcentives will the City utilize to assure that a TSM plan will be implemented with the
WRSP and SOI Amendment Area? Discussion in the DEIR must include fees and
jncentives and how they will be made a permanent instrument to ensure real, quantifiable
reductions of emissions from single occupancy vehicles (SOVs). —

17) The DEIR discusses park-and-ride facilities to be provided in the WRSP>® Tens of
thousands of residents and workers will operate vehicles daily in the WRSP, generating
over 200,000 trips each day. The dedication of five sites with 20 park and ride spaces
appears to be token measure in response to the need -- transit and carpooling ridership
depends on accessible, practical parking, How did the DEIR determine that a total of 100
park & ride spaces in five locations would adequately address transit and carpooling
ridership needs? - _ ' - !

18) The DEIR states “The City’s Long Range Transit Master Plan....guides development of
both inter- and intra-City transit services through year 2010. The Plan did not anticipate
development of the WRSP and thus did not include future services to the WRSP.”! No
further discussion is presented on the lack of available or proposed transit services for the
tens of thousands or residents who will live or work in the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area.
On the following page the EIR states “The development of the WRSP would create an

Y DEIR, p. 4.4-10. : \
* Appendix B, Placer County APCD letter, p. 1. '

“DEIR, p. 4.4-23. -

“DEIR, p. 4.3-76.

I DEIR, p. 4.3-76.

2934

29-35

29-36

29-37

29-38
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‘unmet transit need’ by buildout™. Further on it states “Providing adequate transit

service to the WRSP Area would be economically difficult in early phases of the WRSP”.
The vast majority of emissions, which has resulted in the region’s “severe nonattainment” -
ozone air pollution designation, are mobile source (vehicle) generated. SOV trips are a -
significant component of the mobile source emission inventory, and effective, adequate
transit service will provide real SOV emission reductions. Mitigation Measure 4.3-8
requires that “WRSP development contribute its fair share towards the capital and
operating costs for expanded transit services to the WRSP Area. The amount of transit
services needed would be identified in an updated Short Range Transit Plan and/or an _
updated Long Range Transit Master Plan prepared for the WRSP. Implementation of 29-38
the...Plans would reduce impacts associated with access and circulation by guiding
development of both inter- and intra-City transit services.” When will the Short Range-
or Long Range-~ Transit Plan be prepared? When or how measures will be implemented?
What assurances have been included in the DEIR that demonstrates a commitment to
‘completing the identified transit plans? What standards will be utilized to guide the
appropriate administrative agencies and assure compliance with any transit plan
recommendations that seek to address the significant increase of populations of residents,
custemers, and employees in the WRSP area? =
19) On page 4.4-16 of the DEIR, the air quality assumptions state that during construction a.
maximum of 10 acres would be disturbed within any 24-hour period. Then, the DEIR
should state that no more than 10 acres shali be under development within the entire plan
area at any one time. Further, the mitigation and monitoring reporting plan (MMRP)
must reflect this requirement of a maxinum of 10 acres disturbance per day in the WRSP -
and SOl Amendment Area, with provision for enforcement by the City’s zoning officer to
~ ensure compliance. _ _
20) The DEIR states “a solid waste recycling area is planned within the WRSP...** Isthis a
drop off area, a transfer station, or a material recovery facility? Depending upon the type 29-40
of facility, emission impacts to construct and then use the facility must be modeled and
inciuded in the DEIR. : ' -
21) The DEIR, under Off-Site Improvements, begins a list of construction projects that will
occur with the development of the area.” Ttems 1 throu gh 24 each will involve
construction activities that will produce air emission impacts to the region. The emission
impacts of these improvements have not been evaluated in the DEIR. The emission
impacts will contribute to the area’s nonattainment and will, therefore, be significant.
However there are ways and means to reduce or avoid the emission impacts. Therefore,
these emission impacts must be accurately modeled and analyzed, and all reasonable,
feasible mitigation measures must be reviewed that will reduce or avoid these effects.
22) Because the emission estimates for the WRSP are so excessive the DEIR should have _
conducted regional ozone modeling to evaluate this project’s contribution to future 29-42
violations of ozone standards in the region. ' N _ —
23) The emission estimates shown in Table 4.4-6 werc estimated using the URBEMIS model. |
The detailed URBEMIS modeling results are included in the air quality appendix. :
However, the Table 4.4-6 results do not come close to matching the URBEMIS resultsin | 29-43

29-39

29-41

52 :

DEIR, p. 2-34. -

., DEIR, p . | 1%
DEIR, p. 2-37.
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the appendix. There appears to be a major disconnect here, calling into question the
validity of all modeled air quality outputs contained in the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area 29-43
environmental documents, _ -

24) The carbon monoxide {CO) modeling analysis does not include any discussion of where
sensitive receptors were placed nor what version of the CARB EMFAC model was used.
These details need to be included so that a proper review of the CO model analysiscanbe &= 29-44
conducted. This information needs to be included in a revised DEJR with another
appropriate review period. '

25) Mitigation measure 4.4-3 requires that at least 20% of heavy-duty off-road equipment be |
powered by CARB certified Tier 1 off-road engines. This miti gation measure is outdated
and if enacted would actually serve to increase project related mobile source emissions
since the offroad fleet inventory, as reflected in the latest CARB OFFROAD inventory
for the Sacramento region, already contains more than 20% Tier 1 and Tier 2 CARB
certified offroad engines. Placer County APCD’s NOP Comment letter attached a kst of 29-45
Best Available Mitigation Measures that have been implemented by other projects in
Placer County.™ This list of Best Available Mitigation Measures includes the following.
“[c]onstruction coniracts should stipulate that at least 50% of the heavy-duty off-road
equipment included in the inventory be powered by CARB certified off-road engines.”
Why wasn’t this Best Available Mitigation Measure applied to this project? e

26) The project must offset 100% of its operational emission impacts since reasonable, "

- feasible mitigations are available. Placer County Air Pollution Control! District
(PCAPCD) will allow developers to utilize its offsite mitigation fee program; purchased
tons of emissions in air district programs (i.e., Moyer Program, AB 2766) are typically
considered cost-effective at $13,600/ton (NOx) or less. The developer could also obtain
local emission offsets directly. For example, by replacing scores of high-emitting diesel
irrigation engines operating each year in the Sacramento nonattainment area with electric -
pumps, those emission reductions can be used to offset operational and construction
emission impacts from development of the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area. Purchase of 2G.- 4B
low-emission transit vehicles, refuse trucks, school buses, etc., would provide operational
emission offsets. Reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to offset project-related
emissions impacts are available, and are predicated on the hundreds of emission
reduction projects undertaken by air agencies and developers in California over the last
several years. Because of the clear severity of air pollution in the region, and the
cxtensive emissions that will be generated by the urbanization of the WRSP-SOT
Amendment Area, the DEIR should explore all feasible means to offset 100% of
operational emission impacts. At least one other large residential/commercial land use
project in the area, Bickford Ranch, which was urbanizing a largely undeveloped area
within Placer County, agreed to mitigate 100% of its operational emission impacts. _ e

27) Construction equipment mitigations must utilize all reasonabie, feasible means to reduce
related emission impacts to a Jevel of insignificance. ROG, NOx and PM10 emissions

- from construction activities are estimated in the DEIR to greatly exceed the PCAPCD’s

- CEQA daily thresholds of significance, Mitigation measure 4.4-4 states that the project 29-47
“may include use of certified off-road engines, or other measures to reduce particulate
matter and nitrogen oxide emussions through the use of emulsified diesel fuel and/or

e}

M 'Appendi.;ﬁ B, Placer County APCD comment letter, p. 2.
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particulate matter traps.” These measures are available, along with others, and thus must
be employed to the extent that they reduce construction-related emission impacts to a
level of insignificance (82 Ibs/day NOx, etc.) Particulate matter traps do not provide
NOx benefits. Other technologies capable of reducing NOx and PM10 emissions from
offroad diesels have been employed in other projects. The City of Bakersfield recently
required the retrofitting of agricultural irrigation engines with diesel aftertreatment -
technology to offset emissions from the approval of a residential housing development.
Aftertreatment technology built by Cleaire, LLC (www.cleaire.com) has beenn CARB-
certified to produce 25% NOx benefit and 85% PM10 benefit on certain diesel engine
onroad applications, and can be expected to produce similar benefits in older (pre-1996)
agricultural irrigation applications used to offset emissions from the WRSP-SOI'
Amendment Area. Repowering older equipment with newer, cleaner engines wili
provide cost-effective emission reductions, as evidenced by the enormously successful
"CARB-administered Moyer Program. Construction generators can be obtained with
CARB-certified engines (LPG and gasoline) that emit at NOx levels 65% or more below 29-47
that of diesel] units almost universally found on construction projects. With the use of an
offset program as used by the City of Bakersfield, or based on mobile source emission
reduction credit programs operating in other areas, along with other reasonable, feasible
technologies already employed to reduce emissions of other projects, 100% of the
construction emissions resulting from development of the WRSP-SOI Amendment Area
can, and therefore must, be mitigated. Cost-effectiveness of repowering or retrofitting
existing diesel vehicles, or offsetting incremental costs of new; lower-emitting vehicles-
has been established at $13,600 per ton NOx in over five years of CARB and air district-
administered incentive programs. Funded by taxpayers, these incentive pro grams have
produced enormous air quality benefits to Californians, and provide cost-effectiveness
parameters for use in mitigating construction-related WRSP-SOI Amendment Area NOx,
ROG, and PM10 emissions to less that significant levels. it
28) Mitigation measure 4.4-4 limits wood burning devices to only U.S. EPA Phase Ii
standards. Wood burning devices in all new project-related homes should be prohibited,
with this prohibition reflected in development CCR’s and the MMRP. EPA Phase II
woodstoves produce roughly one thousand times more PM10 than new gas-fired
appliances that heat as or more efficiently with the same esthetic operational appearance. 29-48
San Joaquin Valley has recently moved to prohibit wood burning appliances in favor of
natural gas and propane fire fireplace appliances in certain types of new development.
EPA Phase II woodstoves will contribute unnecessary PM10 emissions in the project area |
and must be prohibited unless their emissions are offset completely. i

_ :
5

C. CUMULATIVE EMISSION IMPACT COMMENTS

29) The cumulative air quality impact discussion in Chapter 5 states that WRSP emissions
are not part of the regional air quality plan, including the 1994 SIP. They are correct to
call this a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on air quality. However, the 2949
impact goes above and beyond significant and unavoidable. Since the WRSP is not part
of the current SIP, it should not be approved until it has been incorporated into the SIP

“and the Placer County APCD demonstrates that the SIP complies with federal ozone
standards. :
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30) Table 4.4-7 shows TAC data from the California Air Resources Board, collected from the

site (N. Sunrise) nearest the full amendment area; this data indicates unacceptable

benzene (TAC) concentratlon levels at roughly three times the maximum acceptable risk
limit of ten per million.” Data taken from the table indicate a disturbing trend in benzene-

concentration increases at the N. Sunrise station; it is likely that Roseville’s rapid
population growth over the last decade explains a large share of the increase benzene-
related risks at the station from 32 per mitlion in 1999 to 44 per million in 2001, an

increase of ronghly 37%. Ifthis is accurate, why were the relative increases in benzene -

or other similarly affected TACs not evaluated in the DEIR? This evaluation must

inciude the individual incremental effects of the proposed power plant, the wastewater

treatment plants, the regional landfill, and any other proximate, potentiaily significant
TAC sources.

VL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Although we assume that other organizations, individuals, and appropriate agencies will
comment on the issues within this section of the DEIR, within the brief time that we had to
review the DEIR we have the following comments.’

A. INADEQUATE FIABITAT MAP

‘The DEIR claims to present a “Habitat Map” that “illustrates the habitat types located on the
project site.”>® The map presented in the DEIR, however, only identifies a narrow strip of

“Riparian/Oak Woodland” habitat along Pleasant Grove Creek, and a small area of “Agriculture”

in the eastern edge of the project south of Pleasant Grove Creck and north of Blue Oaks
Boulevard. Despite its title, the map contains no other information regarding the types of

habitats that exist across the project site, and is entirely inadequate to provide any meaningful

baseline information about the existing nature and condition of Biolo g;cal Resources at the
project site.

B. INADEQUATE INFORMATION ON ACTUAL SPECIES ABUNDANCE AND
DISTRIBUTION

No information on species distribution or abundance is provided in the DEIR. Instead, general

habitat types are identified (“Annual Grassland”; “Blue Oak Woodland”; “Valley-Foothill

Riparian™} followed by generic lists of species that ¢ Lould’ be located on the project site, or that

are “typically found in the habitat-types that arc listed.”’

S DEIR, p. 4.4-25.
5 DEIR, p. 4.7-3, referencing Figure 4. 7-1..
5" DEIR, pp. 4.7-3 - 4.7-9.

29-50

29-51

29-52

29-53
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C. MISLEADING DESCRIPTION OF LEGAL STATUS OF “FULLY PROTECTED” an —
SPECILS

The DEIR states, “Fish and Game Code section 3511 describes bird species, primarily raptors
which are “fully protected.” Fully protected birds may not be taken or possessed except under a
specific permit.”® The DEIR’s statement is misleading. Fully protected species may not be
taken under any circumstances, and neither CDFG nor any other entity has legal authority to
issue permits to authorize such take. . }

i

D. INAPPROPRIATE CONFLATION OF FESA AND CEQA REVIEW STANDARDS —

The DEIR states that “[c]ompliance with FESA would reduce impacts associated with the loss of
federally listed vernal pool crustaceans and their habitat, and the loss and degradation of rare

- plant populations, by requiring any project that would result in the take of any federally listed .
threatened or endangered species to obtain authorization from the USFWS.” Spec1ﬁcally the
DEIR proposes FESA compliance through section 7 consultation:

Through the 404-permit process the landowners have nearly completed a Section
7 Consultation with USFWS. The General Vernal Pool and Wetland Mitigation
and Conservation Plan resulting from this consultation was conceptually accepted
~ as complete on July 15, 2003, and a Biological Opinion from the USFWS is
expected at any time.* :

DUnder FESA, section 7, the Service may allow take of endangered species upon a finding that a
proposed project “is not likely to jeopardize the continned existence of any [federally listed]
species . ...” (16 U.S.C. § 1536.) Thus, to allow take under this provision of the ESA, the only
threshold that must be met is that the species, across its range, will not go extinct — a very low
threshold. '

Under CEQA, however, a preject’s impacts on the environment are not measured by any species
Viability. Instead, CEQA’s evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures focuses on the
“environment” — which is defined as “the physical conditions which exist within the area which
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals; flora, fauna, noise,
objects of historic or aesthetic significance. 61 CEQA is concerned about significant physical
change to the environment.® CEQA Guidelines presume that any reduction in the population of
“rare, threatened or endangered species is a significant adverse effect on the environment.® i

On what basis can the DEIR conclude that FESA section 7 consultation (which only addresses
viability of the species) will mitigate adverse environmental impacts to vernal pool resources

S DEIR, p. 4.7-24.

29-54

29-55

% DEIR, p. 4.7-36.

O DEIR, p. 4.7-62,

8 pub. Resources Code, § 21060.5 (emphasm added).

~ %2 Pub. Resources Code, § 21068; CEQA Guidelines, 15064

5 CEQA Guidelines, § 15065, Subd. (a); see Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.
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“within the area which will be affected” by the WRSP project? How will section 7 coﬁsultation-
reduce or avoid the proposed project’s significant adverse effects on threatened, endangered and 29-55
rare plant and animal species and the habitat these species depend upon? :

K. FAILURE TO DISCLOSE E EXI&TENCE OF DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT ON
PROPOSED PROJECT SITE

The USFWS has designated the entire project site as cntzcai habitat for federally listed vernal
pool species.”* The DEIR mlsleadmgly states that “proposed” critical habitat “is located in thirty
{primarily Central Valley) counties in California (including western Placer County) and one
County in Southern Oregon. ~63 Beyond misleading the decision-makers and the public regarding
the actual status of the WRSP project area as formally designated critical habitat, the DEIR also
fails to explain how the project can possibly be consistent with section 7, given the fact that the
project area has been formally designated as critical habitat by USFWS. Section 7 of the ESA
requires federal agencies to “insure that any action authorized . . . by such agency . . . is not-
likely to . . . result in the destruction or adverse modification of 11'1b11at of such spec1es which 1s
determmed by the Secretary . . . to be critical . . . .7 :

| 28-56

F. ALL CONCLUSIONS OF “LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT” IMPACTS IN THE DEIR THAT
REQUIRE IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURE MM 4.7-1 ARE
MISLEADING _ S

The DEIR suggests, at numerous locations, that the WRSP project’s impacts will be reduced to
“less than significant” levels through the implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure MM
4.7:1.°" This mitigation measure rclies on the “Clean Water Act Section 404 permit process
(including a Section 7 consultation under the Federal Endangered Species Act) [as] the standard
method for developing mitigation” for the WRSP project.”® But, as already noted, no section 404
permit can be issued for this project, because implementation of the WRSP will necessarily 28-57
involve the “destruction or adverse modification” of formally designated critical habitat, which is
expressly prohibited by ESA section 7. As a result, MM 4.7-1 is, as a matter of law, infeasible
of implementation, and, therefore, any and all assertions in the DEIR that this mitigation measure
will mitigate one or more of the project’s identified impacts to “less than significant ievels” are
misleading.

G. UNLAWFUL DEFERRAL OF CEQA ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION IN AMENDING
' GENERAL PLAN TO ALLOW OPEN SPACE TO BE USED FOR FLOOD CONTROL

of open space for the location of flood control facilities where such facilities allow compatible

29-58

6 68 Fed. Re g. 46684. Sce Federal Register text and map attached as Exhibit 6 to this letter.

® DEIR, p. 4.7-12. |

66 : \if
16 U.S.C. § 1536. _ o

7 See, e.g., DEIR at pp. 4.7-30, 4.7-35, 4.7-38, 47404757 - '

“DEIR, p. 4. 7-62.

The DEIR proposes to amend the City’s General Plan by adding a new policy allowing “the use j’
!
j
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T
passive recreational use and resource protection.”® The DEIR states that “[s]uch facilities could
destroy or degrade habitat during grading and other ground disturbance. Impacts that could
accur include loss of wetlands, loss of special-status species habitat, and alternation of
wetland/stream corridor hydrology.”™® Despite admitting these potentially significant impacts
The DEIR claims that the addition of this new policy will have “less than si gnificant impacts,” | 29-58
and requires no mitigation because 1) the current general plan does not prohibit the dual use of
designated open space for flood control, and 2) because “any such facilities would be subject to
environmental review and state and federal regulations . . . 7!

. . H

The DEIR specifically names detention basins in Curry Creek as an examgle of the flood control |
facilities that would be built throughout the WRSP and Remainder areas.”? However the DEIR
does not provide any specifics about the current environment in Curry Creek, or the other
possible locations for such flood control facilities, what specific “improvements” will be made in
these areas, or the resulting changes in the environment that will actually occur as a result of

“ those improvements. ° '

The construction of retention and deteniion basins in these areas, and using them as floodways,
will fundamentally alter the hydrology and habitat values in these areas. Accordingly the DEIR
must disclose those proposed “improvements™ before the project is approved, analyze and
describe how such “improvements” may have adverse effects on the existing environment, and
analyze mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce or avoid such impacts where found to be
potentially significant. The DEIR’s implication that impacts of this change in policy are
insignificant because the current general plan does not forbid dual use of open space as flood ' 29.59
control facilities is irrelevant, as CEQA requires environmental anatysis of a project’s effects on
the “environment,” not on a general plan.” The DEIR’s claim that future environmental review
and compliancc with other environmental laws is an unlawful deferral of environmental analysis
and mitigation.” This is especially the case where practically all of the open space in the WRSP
area must be preserved in its existing, natural state in order to meet the on-site mitigation
measures required under other portions of the DEIR (See, e.g., Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1
[requiring onsite preservation of vernal pool resources]; Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-2

* [requiring “on-site avoidance” to mitigate for loss of wetlands]; Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-4

~ [requiring “avoidance™ of pools supporting western spadefoots]; Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-5
[same]; Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-8 [requiring “on-site preservation” of grassland habitat;
Mitigation Measure 4.7-10 [requiring protection of sensitive habitat in riparian areas as wildlife
movement cotridors}; and, Mitigation Measure 4.7-11 [requiring riparian buffers to “preserve the
stream’s natural characteristics™].) '

% DEIR, p. 2-54.

" DEIR, p. 4.7-59.

"' DEIR, p. 4.7-59 to 4.7-60.

2 DEIR, p. 4.7-59. -

 Environmental Planning and Information Council v, County of El Dorado (1982) 131
Cal. App.3d 350, 355. ' '
™ Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296.
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VI CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A, ROSEVILLE MODEL ASSUMPTIONS
Table 5-3 does not acCurzitely reflect information regarding the Placer Vineyards and Placer
Ranch projects as projected by the County of Placer.” For instance, the City makes the
following assumptions at Table 5-3: '

- Placer Vineyards:

Single Family DU: 7,006
Multi-Family DU: 651

Age Restricted DU 0
Total Residential DU: 7,657
Comumercial XSF: 920
Office KSF: 288
Industrial KSF: 0

These assumptions, however do not accurately reflect what the County’s land use projections
indicate. The County proposes the Placer Vineyards Pr()_] ect In three separate phases and
describes the project as follows:

Phase 1 is on 2,265 acres — 7,632 residential units and 3,909,510 square feet of
non-residential development are proposed. Phases 2 and 3 would be on 961 and
1797 acres respectively. It is anticipated that Phase 2 will accommodate a total of
3,980 residential units and 1,304,562 square feet of non-residential development
and that Phase 3 will accommodate a total of 2,520 residential units and 1,470,339
square feet of non-residential development.”

Therefore, the total residential DU is actually 14,132, nearly double of what is assumed by the
City in its analysis,

Additionally, another primary development project as indicated on Figure 5-1 is Placer Ranch.

This project, as shown on Figure 5-1 is located in the Sunset Industrial Area just north of the
WRSP area. It appears from Table 5-3, that this project is not considered, at all, in the City’s
development assumptions. The following demonstrates the County’s iand use determinations for

7> Attached to this letter as Bxhibit 7 is a copy of the October 9, 2003, Memorandum from
Planning Department —~ Frederic K. Yea ger to Board of Supervisors, subject: West Placer
County Land Use [ssues

7 Bxhibit 7, pp. 7-8.

29-60

29-61
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the Placer Ranch project:
Placer Ranch:

Site area: 2,231.4 +/- acres
Residential acreage: 507 acres
Total Residential Units: 4794
: S.F. Residential 4-8 units/acre: 2610
Muiti-Family 18 units/acre: 1651
Mixed Use Residential units: 533
Commercial Acreage: 194 acres
Mixed Use: 43 acres
General Commercial: 60 acres
Highway Service: 91 acres
Total Commercial square footage: 1,454,120
Office and Professional Acreage: 218 acres
Office and Professional Square footage: 1,906,227
Industrial Acreage: 548
o Industrial: 104 acres -
Industrial Park: 153 acres
Business Park: 289 acres
Total Industrial Square footage: 6,180,607
CSUS Branch Campus acres: 245 acres
University enrollment projected: 15,000+
Other schools: 20 acres
Parks/Detention Basin: 90 acres
Open Space 104 acres
Core Right of Way: 291 acres’’

The Placer Ranch project is located within the Sunset Industrial Area. Although a formal

application has not yet been submitted, the app_‘ucams have given the Planning Department a

proposal statement and accompanying site plans.”® Table 5-3 lists the following Roseville Model

Assumptions for Sunset Industrial Area.

- Single Family DU: 5§
Multi-Family DU: 0
Age Restricted DU 0
Total Residential DU: §
Commercial KSF: 495
Office KSF: - B2
Industrial KSF: 5,046

T Exhibit 7, pp. 3-4.

"% Bxhibit 7, p. 3; attached to this letter as Bxhibit 8 is a copy of the February 28, 2003 letter from

Mr. Steve Spain of TLA re: Pre-EIR Submittal for Placer Ranch.

- 29- 61
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Compared with the County’s projections, the City’s numbers are campietely incorrect. By - !
making incorrect development assurnptions, the entire cumulative impacts analysis is skewed |
and inadequately informs the lead ag,ency decision-makers, the trustee and responmble agencies,
and the public. . ]

|

B. CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Cumulative Impaet Assessment is prepared for each technical issue area in two separate
scenarios. The EIR states:

Under the first scenario, the ‘project’ is full development of the SOI Amendment
Area and the cumulative context includes those project and growth assumptions
set forth in Section 5.2.2 of this document, excluding the Remainder Area since it
is part of the project. Under the second scenario, the ‘project’ is development of
the WRSP Area alone and the cumulative context similarly includes those -
projects and growth assumptions set forth in Section 5.2.2. of this document, but
it includes the Remainder Area since it is not part of the project in this scenario.”

Section 5.2.2 does not exist. We assume that the EIR preparer meant 1o refer to Section 5.5.2.
Bven if this assumption is accurate, the DEIR should not separately analyze the cumulative
tmpacts under different scenarios, but should analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed
project as a whole, including the WRSP area and the SOI Amendment area, including all the
foreseeable projects and predicted growth consequences. By separately focusing on isolated
parts of the whole, the DEIR has overlooked the whole of the action’s cumulative impacts.*®®

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXTERNAL [.AND USES
i - PLACER RANCH

The DEIR incorrectly states that the Placer Ranch project s a medium density project. The
County has, in fact determined this project to be a high density project The EIR fails to
analyze the compatibility of placing a CSUS campus near a low density residential area and
whether that is considered a compatible use.”” The EIR further fails to inform the reader that the
County’s project plans show the Placer Parkway alignment crossing through the northern portion
of the site with two interchanges.®

P DEIR, p. 5-16
80 MeQueen v. Board of Directors of the Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space District (1988)
202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1143-1144; citing cf. Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13
~ Cal.3d 263, 283-284.
8 Sce Exhlbll 7,p. 3.

See Exhibit 7, p. 3; See SP EIR, Vol 11, Chapter 5. CEQA Considerations. P 5 15.

% See Exhibit 7, p. 3.

I 29-61
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City of Roseville Planning E;Q-ﬁartment
October 25, 2003 :
Page 26 of 27

ii. DE LA SALLE UNIVERSITY

The DEIR fails to inform the reader that two separate proposed ahgnments of the Placer Parkway
will cross through the area in order to pass by the De La Salle University site.* According to the
map provided on Exhibit 9, two separate proposed alignments of the Placer Parkway are located
between Pleasant Grove Road and Fiddyment Road Norxth of Baseline. Both these alignments
travel throu gh the WRSP/S501L Amendment Area. _

iii, SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AREA POTENTIAL UNIVERSITY SITE
: ALTERNATIVES ' :

The County of Placer has identified the SOI areas as potential alternate locations for the _
proposed universities.® Addmenaiiy, the County has identified that the SOI area south of the
“WRSP “could accommeodate a university and Would prov1de & more compact contiguous pattern
of growth than the proposed De La Salle site.®

iv. ROSEVILLE ENERGY PARK
The BIR states that “[a] high pressure natural gas line is planned to prov1de gas to the Ro seville
Energy Park.”®” The Roseville Energy Park is located near the center of the WRSP area.®® The
EIR further states that the “several alignments are being considered.”® Obviously, the natural
gas line will have to go through the WRSP area.”® The DRIR must evaluate the environmental
consequences of the various natural gas pipeline alignments with the proposed land uses within
the WRSP. Without several conditions precedent, CEQA prohibits the approval of an EIR for
any project mvolvmg the construction of a high school site containing a natural gas pxpehne
unless that pipeline serves only that school or neighborhood.”!

Additionally, CEQA prohibits the approval of any EIR for any project involving the construction
of a facility which might emit hazardous air emissions within % of 2 mile of a school.”> Will any

schools be within a ¥4 mile of the proposed energy park?

8 Attached as Exhibit 9 fo this letter is a copy of a document titled Placer Parkway “Land To Be
Preserved For Future Placer Parkway” dated June 2003.
& .. Exhibit E, p. 27.
8 Ibid.
 DEIR, p. 5-20.
% DEIR, Val. 11, Figure 5-1.
¥ DEIR, p. 5-20.
" DEIR, Figure 5-1.
?! Pub. Resources Code, § 21151.8, subd. (a)(1)(C)
%2 Pub. Resources Code, § 21151.4

. 29-84
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City of Roseville Planning ﬂ'.ﬁﬁartment
October 25, 2003
Page 27 of 27

Based upon the questions we have raised with the limited amount of time provided, it appears
that the proposed annexation of the WRSP and SOI Amendment Area is inconsistent with the
City’s mandatory general plan policy requiring that specxﬁc plans “ensure a comprehenswe
logical growth process for new development areas.’

29-67

' Sincerely,

‘Attachments: Exhibits 1 through 9

* 2010 General Plan at p. 11-49, Policy G-6.
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NORTH ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Prepared for;

~ City of Roseville
Planning Department

Prepare’d by:

. EIP -Associates
Sacramento, California

‘May 1997
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4,12 Public Services and Utilities

Drought Conditions

corresponding drought TEsponse measures, Although substantia] rainfall during the 1997. 1993 angd

1994-1995 rain seasons has ended the drought, the City’s Drought Mitigation Plans ‘would apply
during any future droughts, : '

Water Treatment
. -A4ter 1reatment

plant has primary clarification and filtration capabilities, Water treatment consists of coagulati on,
flocculation, filtration, and disinfection. Other chemicals used are lime for pH contro] and
fluoride for the health of residents,

In 1989, the plant was expanded to a treatment capacity of 48 mgd. A 12 mgd ‘Water treatment
plant expansion is scheduled to begin the design phase in 1997 with Project completion scheduled

- for the Year 2001, A second expansion of 12 mgd is expecied to. be complete by 2010 or 201 I,

bringing total treatment capacity to 72 mgd. Future expansions would oceur as needed.?

Water Convevance and Distribution

conveyance capacity to 96 mgd, .

96063\deir\pubsery.412 4.12-3
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE

A, INTRODUCTION

The Clty of Roseville (Roseville) is located in the southem part of Placer County adjacent to
Sacramento County.

Rosevillé currently has about 24,500 connections, of which about 22,000 are residential,
Roseville has-a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) for 32 000 AF-
and a contract with PCWA for 30,000 AF of American River water. All surface water is dlverted

from the Folsom Reservoir.

Roseville also has groundwater wells for erhergency backup.

B. SEVEN ELEMENTS OF THE WATER FORUM A GREEMENT: INTEGRATED
PACKAGE .

In order to achieve the Water Forum's two coequal objectives, providing a safe reliable water
supply and preserving the values of the Lower American River, all signatories to the Warer

. Forum Agreement need to endorse and, where appmpnate participate in each of seven

complementary actions.

e - Increased Surface Water Diversions
oo Actions to Meet Customers' Needs While Reducing Diversion Impacts in Drier Years
.. ‘Support for an Improved Pattern of Fishery Flow Releases from Folsom Reservoir
e Lower American River Habitat Management Element
*s  Water Conservation Element '
. Groundwater Management Element
*»  Water Forum Successor Effort

For each interest to get its needs met, it has to endorse all seven elements. Based on this linkage
51gnator1es agree to endorse and, where appmpnate participate in all seven of these elements.

¥

C. BASELINE DIVERSIONS FROM AMERICAN RIVER

Baseline diversions represent the historic maximum amount of water-diverted annually from the
. American River through the year 1995.

" The baseline for Roseville's American River diversion is 19,800 AF.

. 193
Water Forum Agreement - January 2000
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D AGREEMENT FOR MEETING ROSEVILLE'S WATER SUPPLY NEEDS TO

THE YEAR 2030

1. MOST YEARS: As it applies to the Roseville's portion of the Agreement, Most Years is
: defined as follows: Years when the projected March through

November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom Reservmr is greater than
950,000 acre feet,

In most years, Roseville will divert and use 54,900 AF.

2. DRIER YEARS: As it applies to the Roseville's portion of the Agreement, Drier Years
is defined as follows: Years when the projected March through
November Unimpaired Infiow to Folsom Reservoir is less than
. 950,000 acre feet and greater than or equal to 400,000 acre feet.

In drier years, Roseville will divert and use a decreasing amount of surface water from 54,900

AF to 39,800 AF in proportion to the decrease in unimpaired inflow, from 950,000 to 400,000

AF, to Folsom Reservoir. During drier years Roseville will continue to meet their customers'

needs while reducing diversions by additional conservation, using groundwater, and using

reclaimed water. Additionally, Roseville will enter into an agreement with the Placer County

Water Agency (PCWA) for replacing water to the River, up to 20,000 A¥, from reoperation of
PCWA's Middle Fork PrOJect {MFP) reservoirs. .

3. DRIEST YEARS (i.e. CONFERENCE YEARS): Defined for purpoeses of the
Water Forum Agreement as follows: Years when the projected March

through November Unimpaired Inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less
than 400,000 acre feet.

- In the driest years, Roseville will divert and use up to 39,800 AF. In the driest years, Roseville
will continue to meet their customers' needs while reducing diversions by additional
conservation, using groundwater, and using reclaimed water. Additionally, Roseville will enter

~ into an agreement with PCW A, for replacing 20,000 AF of water to the River from réoperation of
PCWA's MFP reservoirs.

However it js recognized that in years when the projected unimpaired inflow to Folsom -
Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre feet there may not be sufficient water available to provide the
purveyors with the driest years quantities specified in their agreements and provide the expected
driest years flows to the mouth of the American River. In those years Roseville will participate
in a conference with other stakeholders on how the available water should be managed. The
conferees will be guided by the Conference Year Principles described in Section Four, I. of the
Water Forum Agreement. '

194 :
Water Forum Agreement - January 2000
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State Highway 63, generally south of
Hammonton Road and north of South
Beale Road and 6th Street adjacent to
Boale AFB.

Unit 12, Western Placer County Unit
{32,230 ac (13,043 ha}}

The Western Placer Unit contains
_numerous occurrences of the species
(CNDDB 2002) within functionally
intact vernal pool complexes. Vernal
pool fairy shrimp within this unit occur
in both Northern Hardpan and Nerthern
Volcanic Mudflow vernal ponls as
described by Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf
{1995). This unit also supports vernal
pool fairy shrimp found in vernal pools
on Exchequer soils on the Mehrien
geologic formatien, a rare type of
Northern Volcanic Mudflow vernal pool
which has been reduced to only a fow
acres within Placer County (criterion 2).
The pools are relatively short-lived and
do not provide habitat for most other
species of fairy shrimp (CNDDB 2002).

This unit includes a large number of
conservation areas established
specifically to contribute to the recovery
of vernal pool fairy shrimp, and partly
established through conservation efforts
under section 7 of the Act. 1t is,
therefors, more likely to maintain its
occupisd habitat over time (criterjon 4).
These protacted areas includs the Ahart
Preserve, one of the few remaining
examples of Northern Volcanic
Mudflow vernal pools in the region
(criterion 2}, as well as the Orchard
Creek Consérvation Bank. This
conservation bank was established for
the protection of vernal pool fairy
shrimp, and to compensate for the loss-
of thousands of acres of vernal pool
grassland habitats throughout Placer
and Sacramento Counties. Additional
smaller conservation areas in this unit
are located within the cities of Linceln
and Roseville, and in Placer County.
Approximately 20 percent of all
mitigation areas established for the long-
term pretection of vernal pool fairy
shrimp are found within this unit,
Placer County is currently developing a
NLCP/HCP for the conservation of
vernal pool fairy shrimp in this area. A
WRP easement of 157 ac (63 ha) for the
protection of wetland resources occurs
within this unit.

The Western Placer Unit contains 70
percent of the remaining vernal pool
habitats in Placer County. TNC
identified this area as one of the
outstanding vernal pool sites remaining
in the Sacramento Valley (criterion 4).
This unit generally occurs in western
Placer County immediately north of the
Sacramento County line, north of the
City of Rosevills, and northeast of the
City of Rocklin. The northern boundary

occurs just north of the City of Linceln.
This unit occurs mostly west of State
Highway 65. '
Unit 15", Napa River Unit, Nape and
Sonuma Counties (1,554 ac (629 ha))

The Napa River unit represents the

_ western extent of the species’ range

{criterian 1). This unit represents the
only area where vernal voal fairy
shrirmnp eceur in vernal pool habitats
forming a transition zone with tidal
marshes (criterion 2). The boundaries of
this unit were designed to include
vernal pool complexes mapped by
Holland (1998) and within the Fagan
Marsh Ecolegical Area owned by CDFG

- (901 ac (420 ha)).

The Napa River parallels the western
boundary of this unit. This unit is
Iocated on private and CDFG land, -
including the Napa-Sonoma Marsh and
Fagan Marsh Wildlife Areas. Most of
this unit is situated south and southwest
of the City of Napa, primarily west of
Highway 28, south of Highway 12, and
east of Highway 121. This unit forms a
narrow strip following the northwestern
banks of the Napa River and extending
westward along Hudeman and Schell
sloughs,

Unit 18, San foagquin Unit, San Joaquin
County {14,343 ac {5,805 hal}

This unit contains vernal pool
habitats identified by Holland {1998)
and San Joaquin County {1998) that
support populations of vernal pool fairy
shrimp (CNDDB 2002} found within -

 Nerthern Volcanic Mudflow vernal

pools on the Laguna geologic formation,
as wall as high terrace pools on the
Valley Springs geologic formation. The
Northern Volcanic Mudflow vernal
pools tend to be short-lived, and are a
relatively rare habitat type for vernal
poeol fairy shrimp (criterion 2). This unit

- contains the largest vernal pool complex

remaining in San Jeaquin County and
the southern Sacramento Valley
{criterion 1). :
This unit occupies the area from the
Calaveras River south to Duck Creek.
The eastern boundary extends to near
Valley Springs at the intersection of
State routes 12 and 28. The western

‘houndary extends to near Tully Road

east of the City of Lodi,

UInit 194, B, and C, Altamont Hills Unit,
Contra Caosta, and Alameda Counties
{7,802 ac {3,198 halj

This unit contains vernal poal
habitats mapped by Holland (1998) and
East Bay Regional Parks District (2001)
supporting vernal pool fairy shrimp
occurrences identified by CNDDB (2002)
within unigue sandstone outcrops,

 These habitats include very small (less

than 3.3 fi (1 m) in diameter) clear water
depression pools in sandstone outcrops
which provide the necessary inundation
to suppart vernal pool fairy shrimp
(Eriksen and Belk 19489). The unit
represents the only known location that
supparts vernal pool fairy shrimp
within sandstone outcrop pools
{eriterion 2) {Eriksen and Belk 1899).
The unit is comprised of three
subunits in the general vicinity of
Mount Diaklo and Morgan Territory
Regional Park. The unit primarily

_consists of private land, with 108 ac (34

ha) owned by the State, and an
additional 711 ac {288 ha) administered
by the CDFG for conservation purposes.
The unit lies north of Corral Hotlow
Road, west of Clifton Court Forebay,
east of the City of Danville, southeast of
Concerd, and south of Antioch, It
includes vernal pool habitat within the
Altammont Hills, around the northern and
eastern boundaries of the City of
Livermore, and east of the Altamont
Hills and west of Clifton Court Forgbay.

Unit 21, Stanislaus Unit, Stanislaus and
Merced Counties {48,599 ac {19,668 ha))

This unit contains occurrences of the
species within large, relatively intact,
and contiguous vernal pool complaxes
ranging from the floor of the valley to
the low-elevation foothills {Holland
1998; CNDDB 2001). These areas are
assential to the conservation of vernal
pool fairy shrimp becanse they provide
relatively undisturbed, hydrologically
intact vernal pool habitats that will
likely continue to support natural vernal
pool ecosystem processes and maintain
suitable habitat cenditions for vernal
pool fairy shrimp (criterion 4). This unit. -
contains vernal pool fairy shrimp living
within hardpan pools that ocour on soils
of alluvial fans and terraces forming
numerous small pools and swales on
mima mound topography. Soils
supporting ihesa vernal pnois are
typically older than those of the alluvial
terraces in the Sacramento area.

- The Stanislaus Unit iz in the northern
portion of the chain of vernal pools that
runs through the southern Sierra
Nevada foothills, within the Southern
Siarra Foothill vernal pool region
described by Keeler-Wolf ef af. {1968}
This vernal pool region contains 35
percent of all remaining vernal pool
habitat in the Central Valley, and is
extremely important to the congervation
of vernal pool fairy shrimp and other
vernal pool species (criterion 1 and 2).
Land ownership within this unit
includes the BLM (7 ha (17 ac)) and
California State Parks (61 ac (25 La). The
well-known Hickman vernal pool
complex is located within this unit as
well as Hickman Pool, ons of the largest
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L

MEMORANDUM
| County of Placer
Planning Department

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS -

FROM:  Planning Department - Frederic K. Yeager

DATE:  October 9, 2003

SUBJECT: West Placer County Land Use Issues

SUMMARY: | - -
The Planming Department is bringing forward a discussion about land use issues in West Placer

County to seek direction from the Board of Supervisors in light of a wide variety of development
issues that will significantly affect the pattern of growth and resource protection in this area.

Two General Plan amendment requests have been submitted: 1) the Placer Ranch project on 2213

acres in the western portion of the Sunset Industrial Area to include a branch campus of CSU
Sacramento and residential, commercial and indusirial uses and 2) the De La Salle University and

- Community on 1100 acres located south of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the proposed West
Roseville Specific Plan Area, to include a full scale private university and z residentia] and

- commercial community. These two projects have the potential to impact two other on-going
projects, the County's Habitat Conservation Plan and conservation strategy, and the Placer Partkway -
proposal. Other major projects in the West Placer County area that should be considered in this
context are the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project (5200 acres) and the West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment (5500 acres). S

BACKGROUND/CONTEXT: ' : o _
~Growth in the west part of the County has made Placer County the fastest growing County in the
State. Much of this growth has been within the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln. In
addition, the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project, under consideration and study for the last
several years, has the potential to urbanize the area to the south of Baseline Road. The West
Roseville Specific Plan and the proposed Roseville sphere of influence expansion of the "MOU"™
area, could result in the urbanization of a large area to the west of Fiddyment Road, Finally, the
Phase 1' Habitat Conservation Plan, and the conservation strategy that must accompany it, will
identify areas that need to be conserved throughout the western part of the County. '

The newly proposed Placer Ranch and De La Salle projects would create substantial new growth .
beyond that addressed in the existing County General Plan. At the same time the projects are
proposing to bring a large public university and a smaller private university to the region. A number
of studies have been prepared, some under the County’s direction, that have demonstrated the
impact of and need for higher education facilities in this region. The desirability of having a
university locate in Placer County and the possible desirable primary and secondary impacts of

1
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higher education facilities have been addressed in vardous studies and is not an issue which is

o qucstloned in this report.

Richard Rosan, the president of the Urban Land Institute, in a presentation titled "The Key Role of
Universities m Our Nation's Economic Growth and Urban Revitalization" (Exhibit 13) has stated,
"Few institutions have more to offer in propelling economic development on both a national and
local basis than our nation's colleges and universities. They are the creators and disseminators of
knowledge and understanding that can help address urban challenges. As leading institutions in their
communities, they are powerful economic drivers, technology centers, employers, developers and
investors." In addition to these potential economic benefits, other social and cultural benefits may
follow. "The traditional insularity of universities is being superseded by the solidarity of school and
community. Urban universities are putting their money and human capital to work in collaboration
and cooperation with the local government, and the non-profit and private sector. They are targeting
a wide range of issues, including Jocal economic development projects affordable housing, public
“health services and environmental protection.” There is ".....an increasing emphasis on the
university’s role as a major civic parthIlpaﬂt, and on the responsibility of the university faculty and
staff to be engaged in community issues that affect the university either directly or indirectly.
Certainly, greater involvement in housing and community development is one manifestation of this
civic engagement. In addition, universities are expanding their teaching and research focus to
include social outreach to youth and families, kindergarten through high school - education,

information technology a:ud public policy." -
DIRECTION REQUESTED:

‘With all of this activity taking place at one time, and because of the long-term policy implications of
- these activities, the staff will be asking the Board for consideration in providing policy direction.
Such direction will assist the County and landowners in addressing the inevitable issues that arise in
the review of major projects such as these. The direction provided by the Board will guide the on-
going development review, environmental review, infrastructure planning, and HCP process and
establish a ﬁ:amcwork for the consideration of changes in General Plan pohmes if they are to be

consxdcred

Neither of the proposed development projects would comply with the current policy langnage
found in Part I of the General Plan - "General Standards for the Consideration of Future
Amendmenis to the General Plan". In addition, both proposals would require the modification of
numerous General Plan policies including those that address buffers between incompatible uses,
agricultural preservation, orderly development and extension of services, and for Placer Ranch,
preservation of industrial land/job creation and other policies of the Sunset Industrial Plan. Other
issues that affect one or both of the proposals include, availability of services including sewer, water
and adequate road capacity, location of the future Placer Parkway, the County/City of Roseville
Memorandum of Understanding and the immediate cancellation of a Williamson Act contract.
However, both proposals will bring benefits to the County as well, including economic growth and
institutions of higher leaming that would implement General Plan Policy 4.J.17 which calls for
-higher educatlon programs and facilities to be available to Placer County residents.

The staffis seeking direction from the Board on a number of specific issues and overall direction on
the continued consxdcratton of the four proposals dlscussed below,
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In order to assist the Board in addressing the issues at hand, the four proposals are described first,
followed by a discussion of fourteen major topics or issues. Finally, Exhibit 16 (pink pages)
contains the nine most important that summarize the discussion topics raised in this report,
organizes them to consolidate similar issues, and presents questions and alternative possible
responses for the Board's consideration. ' _ ' o

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS:

Following is detailed information about the two newly pIOpoéed development projects, the two
related infrastructure projects, and a topical discussion of issues that will affect the review, timing,

design, or location. -

Placer Ranch

- The Placer Ranch project is proposed on a 2213 acre site within the Sunset Industrial Area that
borders the City of Roseville and is located partially within the City of Roseville sphere of
influence. The landfill borders a portion of the site on the north, Fiddyment Road bisects the
property and Sunset Blvd. currently terminates near the east end of the site. Although the Placer
Parkway alignment has yet to be determined, project plans show it crossing through the northem
portion of the site with two interchanges. » _ o S

Proposal - A formal application has not yet been submitted, but the applicants have given the
Planning Department a proposal statement and accompanying site plans. The proposed project has
‘recently been revised to incorporate higher residential densities, pocket parks, a pedestrian
orientation and two Village Commercial Centers, one close to the campus and higher density
residential uses and the other close to major business centers and higher density residential uses.
The proposal includes the foliowing land uses: o S

Site area: 2,213.4 +/- acres
Residential acreage: 507 acres
Total Residential units: 4794 _
S.F. Residential 4-8 units/acre: 2610
Muiti-Family 18 units/acre: 1651
Mixed Use Residential units: 533
Commercial Acreage: 194 acres
Mixed Use: 43 acres _
General Commercial: 60 acres
' ' Highway Service: 91 acres
Total Commercial square footage: 1,454,120
Office and Professional Acreage: 218 acres
Office and Professional Square footage: 1,905,227
Industrial Acreage: 548 ' .
Industrial: 104 acres
Industrial Park: 153 acres
Business Park: 289 acres
Total Industrial Square footage: 6,180,607
CSUS Branch Campus acres: 245 acres
University enroliment projected: 15,000+
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Other schools; 20 acres
Parks/Detention Basin: 90 acres
Open Space: 104 acres

Core Right of Way: 291 acres

Current general plan and zoning designations - The entire site is within the Sunset Industrial Area
Plan. Approximately 40% of the site is within the Industrial land use category; with a small node of
commercial, and the remaining 60% is designated Agricultural, 80 acre minimum. This
- Agricultural area of the site is within the Planning Area designated as Agricultural/Fairgrounds

Relocation Area, which is considered one of the prime sites for a re-location of the Placer County
- Fairgrounds currently located in the City of Roseville. Most of the Industrial designated land is
zoned Farm - Development Reserve - 160 acre building site, with a small portion zoned
Commercial and Industrial Park. The Agricultural area is zoned Farm, 80 acre minimum parcel
size. : - _

Entitlements - No formal application has yet been submitted. Applicants are requesting a two-tier
environmental document and a consultant has been selected. The evaluation would begin with a
Constraints Analysis, with special emphasis on traffic issnes early in the process. The information
- provided in the constraints analysis will be utilized in developing a Specific Plan for the project site.

Other iritial entitlements sought include General Plan amendments, Sunset Industrial Area Plan
amendments and a rezoning. Later entitlements would include subdivisions, use permits, design
Teview, etc. ' E ' :

‘De La Salle University and Communi

The De La Salle/Christian Brothers University project is proposed on 1100 acres of land located
south of Pleasant Grove Creek between Brewer Road and the westen boundary of the City of
Roseville's proposed West Roseville Specific Plan. The site is approximately three miles north of
Baseline Road. - '

Proposal - De La Salle University and Community will be modeled afier St. Mary's College in
Moraga. The University is planned as a four-year liberal arts residential campus, with a variety of
undergraduate and graduate degrees. The entire De La Salle University property is comprised of
two parts: the 600 acre campus itself, and the adjoining 500 acres, the De La Salle Community
property. The development of the adjoining De La Salle Community is proposed to fund the
construction and operation of the De La Saile University campus. The proposal includes concepts
like mixed uses with interaction between neighborhoods, shopping and employment opportunities,
~ educational and recreational facilities that promote alternatives to single occupant vehicles including
a pedestrian orientation and transit opportunities. The proposed land uses.include:

* Site area: 1,100 acres
- Residential acreage: 365 acres
Total Residential units; 2342
' S.F. Residential 4.5-7 units/acre: 1662
Multi-family 17 units/acre: 680
Commercial acreage: 73 acres :
- Community Commercial: 70 acres
Neighborhood Commercial: 3 acres
Commercial square footage: 954,000
' 4



Comment Letter 29

University campus acreage: 600 acres
University enroliment projected: 6, OOO
Parks: 31 acres
Schoel: 11 acres _

" Open Space/Parkway: 20 acres

Current general plan and zonmg desxgnatmns ‘The General Plan desxgnatmn is Agnculnn'c/'l“lmber
80 acre minimum and the zoning is Farm, 80 acre minimum parcel size.

Entitlements - The applicants have applied for a General Plan amendment and rezoning, inchuding
creation of a new University zone district. They will also be preparing a Specific Plan for
consideration by the County. They are requesting that preparation of an EIR begin as soon as '
possible. Later entitlements will include subdmsmns use permit, design review, etc. :

Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Commumt:es Conservahon Plan

- In 1998, the Board of Supervisors directed the Planning Department to initiate the open space
conservation program now known as the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation
Program. As a part of this program the Board directed the staff to seek to obtain program-level (ie.,
regional) permits for regulatory compliance with the federal and state Endangered Species Acts and
for federal Clean Water Act requirements for wetlands. In order to comply with this direction, the-
staff has initiated the preparation of a Natural Communities Conservation Plan to address state-
listed endangered species (NCCP), a Habitat Conservation Plan to address federally listed

~endangered species (HCP) and a Programmatic General Permit for wetlands. These permits will
take the form of our implementation agreement between the County, participating local agencies,
and the State & Federal regulatory agencies. Placer County would be responsible for integrating the -
State/Federal rcgulatory requirements into the County's development review process. The program |
is intended to improve our ability to adequately compensate for losses to our biological resources,
and also to provide certainty and streamlining of the development process.

The NCCPIHCP effort has been divided into three phases with the first phase e:ncompassmg
~western Placer County (essentxally the unincorporated area west of Meadow Vista/Christian
Valley). Phase 2 is in the upper foothills of the Sierra Nevada and on the east slope (e g., Martis ™~
Valley) and the third phase is the central portion of the Sterra Nevada range. Priority has been
given to completmg the Phase 1 area due to the number of species and the potential for growth to
affect those species and their habitat. Key habitats include vernal pools, grasslands npanan areas,

oak woodlands, and streams.

Staff has recently released a conservation strategy overview for the Phase 1 area. This overview
discusses a number of guiding principles that will provide a foundation for the preparation of the
Conservation Plan for the NCCP/HCP. It also provides background information on existing
conditions and provides 2 number of potential or draft implementation alternatives. A number of
the conclusions reached in this document are relevant to the discussion before the Board at this

time. The important conclusions include the follomng

e Allofthe present biological value, but not necessanly all of the present land acreage, will
‘need to be conserved in order to meet the conservation goals and regulatory requirements

of the ConserVatmn Plan.
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The Western Placer of the future has a limited capacity for further urbanization as
historically conducted if the conservation goals and objectives of the NCCP/HCP are to
be met and Placer County’s quality of life is to be preserved. Conservation will thus
require modifications to urban growth patterns with conservation emphasxs placed outside
of the urban areas.

Conservation of agn'.culturai lands and provision of low intensity public recreation has.
broad public support in the County and will be included in the Conservation Plan and.
considered along with conservation of the natural communities themseives.

The majority, but not all, of the Conservation Plan will have to be put in piace' through
fees or “in-lien” land dedications with endowments as mitigation for urban/suburban
development and other activities that could result in impacts to natural communities,

- agricultural land, or protected species.

The large scale of conservation needed cannot be accomplished solely by preserving
biological values on the site of fiture public and private projects. :
Onpsite conservation will be considered only when concerns about habitat integrity,
fragmentation, isolation, management capability, and land use compatibility are suitably

- addressed, such as when onsite preservation areas can be atfached or linked to larger

conservation areas.
Conservation lands should be located within Placer County In lm:uted circumstances,

out-of-county mitigation may occcur where there is a reasonable biological justification
such as watershed relationship, species population relationships or opportunities to
improve connectivity, ' '
Mitigation will need io be in place before project impacts occur.

State and federal permits are expected to run until 2050, but would describe a system of
monitoring and adaptive management that would allow the program to run indefinitely.

- The general plans of the County and any participating cities will likely need to be
-supplemented by policy amendments, specific implementing ordinances, and procedural

requirements for development permitting and CEQA compliance.

The above conclusions are based upon the evaluation of the current General Plan of the County and
the General Plans of the 5 west Placer cities. The projects being reviewed by the Board of
Supervisors would contribute additional impacts and ¢ould affect the ability to successfully
- implement the NCCP/HCP. It is premature to determine the exact impact of these projects on the
NCCP/HCP because of the tentative status of the projects. However, it is possible to identify a

number of areas of concern..

The projects as currexiﬂy proposed, will displacc substantial additional natural commuinities
including vernal pools, grasslands, wetlands, and riparian areas.
Habitat within the development areas not proposed for direct impact will remain in a hlghly

. fragmented condition in an urban seiting. Such habitats will have substantially diminished

| _“values, be incapable of active management required of the adaptive management cornponent

 of & conservation plan, and will most likely not have viable connections with surrounding

 protected communities.

Onsite avoidance will most likely be less successful than large-scale oﬁ'sxte conservation and
Testoration unless large habitat acreage can be dedicated to conservation (and assured active
management) or small, highly unique, natural communities are located on the property.

- The projects will contribute to cumnlative impacts. This cumulative impact is becoming
increasingly important due to the limited amount of suitable conservation lands that remain -

6 .
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in the landscape of westem Placer County. The western County undeveloped landscape can
be viewed in much the same way we consider surface water supplies for urban growth, i.e.,
there is only so much available without having to revert to alternatives such as groundwater,
increased efficiency, etc. Our conservation landscape is a critical component of our
community and there is a finite supply that must be conserved. Depletion of open space and
agricuitural land by near-term development could foreclose critical agricultural and open
~ space opportunities and become a rigid constraint on necessary development in the future,
o If these projects are added to the existing buildout development scenario anticipated in
County/City General Plans, it will likely be necessary to conserve substantial portions of the
remaining landscape and to conduct costly restoration activities to maintain suitable.

biological values.

Placer Paﬂmax

Placer Parkway is a planned muiti-modal transportation corridor that will connect Hwy 65 to HBwy
99/70 in Sutter County. The current effort underway will result in the establishment of a route
alignment in order to preserve the corridor from development pressures. The studies have been
started and will cost about $5 million and take four to five years to complete. The route ali gnment
process must follow federal procedures as federal funds are being used on this project. The federal
agencies require that a route be selected that will minimize impacts to the environment. " Approval
of a land development project along the corridor prior to route selection is problematic. This is
because a highway alignment that avoids a newly approved project at the expense of the
“environment would face serious and possibly fatal obstacles. The later section on Placer Parkway
will address this issue in more detail and offer altematives to reduce the risk to the future

| .estabiishment ofa route. E

Other Related Maijor Devcl_onmeﬁt Proposals

' West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)

- The West Roseville Specific Plan comprises 3,161 acres currenitly zoned Farm, 80 acre minimum
and proposed to be annexed to the City of Roseville. This area is outside Roseville's current Sphere
of Influence, therefore an amended Sphere is proposed. The City of Roseville is also proposing to
add an additional 2,365 acres to their Sphere of Influence. These areas are located 1o the north ans
south of the proposed WRSP project. ' e - _

- Project Description: 8,430 residential units of varying densities and 163 ms of commercial and
industrial uses. - ' 2 '

Status: The West Roseville Specific Plan EIR is being prepared by the City of Roseville, The
County has commented on the Administrative Draft documents: The Draft EIR was. released in

September for public review. '

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (EVSP)
. Site and Acreage: 5,158 acres - most is currently zoned Farm, 80 acre minimum and a relatively
small amount of the area is zoned Residential Agriculture, 10 acre minimum.



Comment Letter 29

Project Description: Phase 1 is on 2,264 acres - 7,632 residential units and 3,909,510 square fest of
- non-residential development are proposed. Phases 2 and 3 would be on 961 and 1797 acres
respectively. It is anticipated that Phase 2 will accommodate a total of 3,980 residential units and
1,304,562 square feet of non-residential development and that Phase 3 will accommodate a total of
2,520 residential units and 1,470,339 square feet of non-residential development.

 Status: In 1994 the Placer County General Plan was amended to allow for this level of development
with the preparation and adoption of a Specific Plan, currently in progress. The County has been
reviewing the Administrative Draft EIR, but the Draft EIR has not yet been released to the public.
This will likely occur within the next few months. The public and interested agencies and
organizations will have the opportunity to comment on the EIR. When the Final EIR is released,
public hearings to consider the EIR and adoption of the Specific Plan will be scheduled before the
Planning Commission and then the Board of Supervisors. Individual project applications
(subdivisions, use permits, etc.) will follow adoption of the Specific Plan.

DISCUSSION OF TOPICS

The following is a discussion of topics that are raised by the proposals under discussion. The
topics are by no means all inclusive, however they do contain the most important issues that will
need to be addressed in proceeding with planning for the western part of Placer County. Jtisno
surprise that the two development projects being discussed, Placer Ranch and De La Salle
University and Community, present a challenge in terms of a comparison to the current General
Plan policies. The current General Plan did not anticipate such projects and therefore the policies
of the Plan will not "fit" the projects in all cases. In many cases the policies are applicable io
development generally and may be applicable to these proj ects as well, '

This report has recognized the potential benefits of the university components of the proposed
projects. These benefits are real and are likely to be meaningful to the residents of the County. In
order to balance those benefits there must be an identification of the potential costs, not only in
monetary terms but also in a broader sense. The following section addresses a number of issues
that will need to be resolved if the projects are to proceed. In some cases there are aliernatives to
the projects as proposed that could be made that would minimize potential impacts or changes
that would better address some of the issues raised. '

The questions contained at the end of each section are intended to stimulate thought and more
clearly identify choices that will need to be made at some point. They are not intended to be
answered as a part of the Board's discussion. It is Exhibit 16 that contains a summary of the
issues and alternative responses that may enable the Board to provide meaningful direction at the

conclusion of this workshop.

'A. GENERAL STANDARDS FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF FUTURE, AMENDMENTS
TO THE GENERAL PLAN - Part [1I of the General Plan discusses the timing, circumstances and
standards for consideration of future General Plan amendments (Exhibit 6). The General Plan
indicates that the most appropriate location for additional growth, and the area that will be
considered first by the County, is the "Future Study Area” in southwest Placer County. It goes on to
state that the County will not consider GPAs in the Future Study Area until the West Placer Specific
Plan, now known as the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, has been adopted by the County, It is
anticipated that the PVSP will be presented to the Board of Supervisors for consideration in 2004.

8
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The General Plan goes on to state that at that time, the County will evaluate pas’t development
trends, market demand, and other factors to defermine if it is appropriate to consider future
amendments within this area. ' S

"4, Prior to consideration of such GPAs the following shouid have occurred or been
demonstrated. : _ . _

~ @ There is a market demand for additional urban or suburban development within
the regional analysis area of the County proposed for such development, following
an examination of current growth projections, available land, and existing -
development.” o ' -

‘The De La Salle University site is within the Futare Study Area. The Placer Ranch site is not within
the Futare Study Area. ' "

As part of this consideration it is important to evaluate the current status of General Plan build out
and what holding capacity remains in order to accommodate fiuture growth. Because the market
demand is not limited to the unincorporated area, as a part of any such evaluation it is important to
consider the holding capacity of the incorporated area as well. Most jurisdictions in the greater
Sacramento metropolitan area use statistics from SACOG to identify growth trends and population
and employment projections. A review of SACOG’s data provides good background information
when considering the timing of future general plan amendments. The California Department of

- Finance (DOF) also provides useful information on current population estimates and total County
estimates for the year 2040. o : .

Current Population - . . _ }
The DOF estimate for the current County population (2003) i_s 275,600 which is broken down as

follows:

Jurisdiction : Pepulation

Colfax : | 1,710

Auburn 12,250

Loomis 5 6,175

Rocklin 43,600

Lincoln £ 20,550

Roseville 90,700

Unincorporated 100,600

Total _ 275,600
2040 Popuiation - B |
For 2040, DOF has projected a County population total of 522,214 persons. .. wiedge

the DOF 2040 population estimate has not been broken down by jurisdiction. The . iditional
growth between now and 2040 is estimated to be 246,614 persons occupying approximately
- 101,907 households (at 2 County-wide average of 2.42 persons/dwelling unit).
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Holding Capacity
The holding capacity as represented in the followmg chart is denved from the existing adopted

‘General Plan land use designations. The figures below represent the holding capacity of the County
but do not include the holding capacity of the Tahoe Basin. Also, the figures represent the current
holding capacity as opposed to the proposed holding capacity associated with the proposed Martis
Valley and Foresthill Community Plans, or the West Roseville Specific Plan.

Total Remaining | Remaining
Dwelling Unit Population
Jurisdiction | Holding Capac;ty Holding Capacity
Colfax - 525 1 L271
Auburn 8,135 19,687
Loomis 3371 8,159
Rocklin | 13,585 32,876
| Lincoln 15,078 - 36,489
Roseville 120,136 - 48,729
Unincorporated 116,177 - 281,148
Total Available _
Holding Capacity 177,007 ' 428,359

Bmldout '
The buildout population is simply based upon the total amount of land devoted to remdentlal land

uses and what intensity of residential development has been assigned to those uses. A number of
factors can affect the buildout estimate including person/household densities, vacancy rates, variable
rates of absorption from one community to the next and percentage of vacation housing, * For
purposes of this brief assessment, the staff is simply presenting the totai residential holding capacity
-expressed in the various general plans of the County and the Cities multiplied by 2.42
persons/dwelling unit. This estimate presents an “order of magnitnde™ that could be conmderably
refined. The data is derived from the SACOG “Blueprint” program.

Current Remaining " | Total Buildout

Jurisdiction | Population | Holding Capacity | Population
Colfax -1 1,710 _ 1,271 2,981
Aubum- 12,250 | 19,687 31,937
Loomis 6,175 8,159 . 14,334
Rocklin 43,600 32,876 76,476 -
Lincoln 20,550 36489 57,039
Roseville | 90,700 | 48,729 139,429
Unincorporated { 100,600 281,148 381,748
Total 275,600 1 428,359 703,944

Summary
The remaining holding capacity represents an increment of growth of approximately 181,700
persons above the 2040 population estimate of the Department of Finance. With the adjustments
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that may result from reductions in holding capacity with the Martis Valley and Foresthill
Community Plans, increases from the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan, and an assumed
reduction in capacity because of environmental and infrastructure constraints; there is an assumed
- increment of growth available for at least 40-50 years based on existing General Plans of the Cities
and County. The issue at hand will revolve around the demard that exists within smaller areas
and whether currently planmed growth areas are suitably located fo best accommodate new growth.

ISSUES. TO CONSIDER: 1. Should the County process the proposed General Plan amendments
prior to the adoption of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan? 2. Is it appropriate io direct each
project proposal to fully address and meet the list of standards and requirements ontlined in Part ITI

of the General Plan? 4. Should the Placer Ranch project be treated differently since it is not within
the Future Study Area? '

B. WEST PLACER LAND USE ISSUES FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS:

Preliminary studies provide a framework for further evaluation of the economic and fiscal
implications associated with the development of universities. Development of a university
would bring broad, although potentially indirect, economic benefit to the community. In
~ addition, university purchasing and consumer spending, along with real estate development
stimulated by the university, may promote more direct local economic activity. These potential -
benefits must be weighed against the loss of property tax that would occur with a tax-exempt
institution and the service costs that would be associated with a university and any surrounding -

development.

With both proposals a tax- exempt institution would replace other land uses. The universities and
proposed residential development would replace agricultural land and, in the case of Placer
- Ranch, some potential revenue generating (property-tax) light industrial uses and business uses - -
in the Sunset Industrial Area that tend to be economically beneficial to the County. Fiscal
modeling suggests that these non-residential uses offset more costly uses, primarily residential,
~ that occur in other areas of the County. ' . '

Since there would be 2 loss of property tax and a residential population is introduced, that in part,
would replace the land uses planned for employee population; one might expect that the change
in land use may generate higher costs, relative to revenues, than would the existing land use
scenario. The mix and character of uses both on and off campus, the proximity of ancillary
- services, the type and amount of retail development on or near the campus, and the extent to.
which the universities provide their own public services, are material to the fiscal balance of the
project(s). Other elements, such as in-lien property taxes and university provided community
amenities could further tip the balance and mitigate potential fiscal impacts.

While there are broad social and economic benefits that may result from construction of higher
education facilities in Placer County, the specific impacts to the County must be further
. evaluated should the Board provide direction for consideration of these proposals. Such

‘evaluation should include fiscal impact studies identifying more specific direct and indirect
impacts of the projects, comparisons with existing/proposed land uses (delineation of opportunity
costs) and planning of projects in such a way that fiscal impacts are minimized, .

11
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ISSUES TO CONSIDER: What mix of land uses, on both a project and countywide level, will
create an appropriate balance of fiscal, environmental, and social issues? -

C. PRESERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND - There are numerous General Plan goals
and policies that call for the preservation of agriculturally zoned lands and agricultural uses as well
as the preservation of a viable agricultural segment of the economy in Placer County. They include

the following policies;

“1.H.1. - The County shall maintain agnculturally-demgnated areas for agricultural uses and
direct urban uses to designated urban growth areas and/or cities.

“1.H.2. - The County shall seek to ensure that new development and public works pm_}ccts
do not encourage expansion of urban uses into designated agricultural areas.”

“Goal 7.A: To prov1de for the long-term conservation and use of agnculmrally dasxgnaxed

lands.
7.A.1. - The County shall protect agnculturally—demgnatcd areas from conversion to non-
agricultural uses.’

The intent of these pohcms is to support the continued viability of the. agncultural economy. In
addition, Placer County policies support conservation of agricultural land to serve as wildlife habitat
and working visual open space that is integral to the rural quality of life that makes this area a
unique and desirable place to live,

Both projects are outside areas designated for urban uses except for a portion of the Placer Ranch
site which is designated for future industrial uses. The Placer Ranch site is primarily designated
Agricultural and 640 acres are encumbered by a Williamson Act contract. The De La Salie_
Umvermty site is entirely designated for agricultural use and a large portion is currently planted in
~rice. With the westward expausion of development with the Placer Vineyards, West Roseville

Specific Plan, De La Salle and Placer Ranch projects, intervening agricultural lands would also be
impacted and likely considered for conversion to urban uses (the City of Roseville's discussion of
the balance of the MOU area in the WRSP EIR demonstrates this point). In addition, further
westward expansion requests beyond these project sites may be made if there is no clear boundary
beyond which ur’ban growth will be prohibited.

" As you will read in more detail under xtem K, four altemanvc conservation and growth scenarios
have been evaluated for the NCCP/HCP. From the land cover analysis prepared, it has been -
possible to estimate the amount of agricultural land in the West Placer area that will be developed in
each of the four scenarios analyzed. The currently undeveloped area of West Placer County
encompasses 130,236 acres, of that 103,506 acres are either cumently utilized for agriculture or
suitable for certain types of agricultural pursuits. The crops include alfaifa mgated pasture, rice,

~ tow crops, vineyards and seasonal grains. In addition, substantial acreage is identified as anmual

grassland, oak woodland savannah, Valley Oak woodland and vernal pool complex, all of which are

grazed or suitable for grazing for livestock production.

- Without amending the General Plan or expanding any City sphere of inﬂuence, substantial loss of
agricultural land is anticipated as outlined in Alternative 1 as described in the HCP/Conservation
strategy. The other three alternatives document additional development scenarios with altemative 3
and 4 adding the proposed Placer Ranch and the De La Salle University and Commumty
developmcnts The following chart estimates the loss of agncultmal land and the economic nnpacts

12
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that would result from such loss under the four alternatives addressed in the- HCP/Conservation
strategy (see Exhibit 8 for 2 memo from the Agricultural Commissioner and a detailed breakdown

by crop type). '

This loss of the agricultural land base will be in addition to losses documented over the last ten
years. The Placer County Agricultural Crop Report for 2002 indicates that between 1991 and 2001,
there was a 35% decrease in orchard/vineyard land, 11% decrease in irrigated pasture and an 18%

decrease in dry pasture.

Percentage Estimated Loss of total
Agricultaral Loss of vaine of Ag income generated
acrestobe | Agland Production as a result of Ag
converted. base Loss production *
Alternative 1 : _ ' : '
Develop existing spheresof . [9,225 = [ 8% = 1$4,410,137.00 | $13,230,411.00
influence and Placer Vineyards o .
© | Alternative 2 _ L ' . _ :
The above developmentplusan | 14,510  § 14% $6,518,461.00 $19,555,383.00
expanded Roseville sphere ' ' : :
inchiding the West Roseville
Specific Plan
Alternative 3 _ ' _ : .
The above development pins 18,735 18% $8,221,368.00 $24,664,104.00
Placer Ranch, De La Salle, and
expanded Lincoln sphere
Alternative 4 : ' ) ' _ :
The above development pins 24,635 23% $12,987,060.00 | $38,961,180.00
more expansion-of Lincoln B '
sphere and development north
and south of the De La Sall
site :

~ Impacts on West Placer County Agriculture

*A xﬁnlﬁplier of three has been utilized to represeat the ripple eﬁ‘eb&; a.gnculnxre creates in the local economy in the
form of jobs, income, and output. Source: The Measure of California Agriculture 2002, UC Davis, Agricultiral Issues
Center, and The Friant Unit of the Central Valley (water) project, and the Friant Water Users Authority, . o

According to the Placer County Agricultural Commissioner, "More losses to the Comnty's
agricultural land base would be significant and every option for preserving that land base needs to
be considered throughout the decision-making process. Options may include non-approval,
relocation of the projects and/or mitigation of the negative impacts such development represents to
- farmland, habitat, and a rural quality of life. Despite the fact that the County has a Right-to-Farm

Ordinance, there is no doubt that farming or ranching adjacent to or near urhan development is
much more difficult. Urban neighbors are often upset about standard farming and ranching.
practices and conflicts arise that are hard or impossible to resolve. The conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural land uses will obviously continue this trend unless the losses to the land
base are mitigated. There are just 5o many acres left that are suitable for agricultural production and
once they are developed, they are gone forever. If the extent of development approaches that
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considered in the conservation strategy Alternatives 3 and 4, the fiture of agriculture in Placer
- County will be severely threatened. If these two large projects, which convert agricultural land to
urban uses, are to move forward through the environmental /development review process, some
permanent protection of surrounding lands is essential if agriculture is to continue to be viable in

Placer County."”

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Given the goals and policies of the General Plan calling for
conservation of agriculturally designated land, is it appropriate to consider these two large scale
General Plan amendments on agriculiural lands? 2. Shall a threshold of minimum agricultural
~ lands be established to ensure the preservation of a viable agricultural segment of the County’s
economy? 3. What types of protection can be afforded to remaining agricultural lands should these

projects proceed?

D. BUFFERS BETWEEN INCOMPATIBLE LAND USES - The General Plan includes many
~ policies that call for appropriate buffers between incompatible land uses, including the following:

“Goal 7B: To minimize existing. and future Conflicts between agricultural and non-
. agricultural uses in agriculturally-designated areas.” _ :

“7.B.1. The County shall identify and maintain clear boundaries between urban/suburban

and agricultural areas and require land use buffers between such uses where feasible. These

buffers shall occur on the parcel for which the development permit is sought and shall favor
~ protection of the maximurm amount of farmland.” ' :

Accbrding to Table I-4 of the PCGP, buffers belween agricultural and non-agricultural wses should
be from 100 to 800 feet, depending on the agricultural pursuit and the project-specific
characteristics. ' ' - '

“Goal 4.G: To ensure the safe and efficient disposal or recycling of solid waste generated in
Placer County.” - _ :

“4.G.4. The County shall ensure that landfills and transfer stations are buffered from
incompatible development.” ' ' _ ' :
“4G.11. When considering land use changes in the vicinity of 2 landfill operation, the
County shall consider the landfill as the dominant land use in the area. In order to protect
these facilities from incompatible encroachment, new residential land uses shall be separated
from the property lines of active and future landfill sites by a buffer of one mile.”

In addition to the one-mile buffer for residential uses, Table I-5 of the PCGP shows a minimum
buffer between solid waste disposal sites and commercial sites of 1,000 feet and a minimum buffer
between solid waste disposal sites-and recreation of 500 feet.

- The Dé_ La Salle University and Placer Ranch sites are located on and surrounded by agriculturally
zoned property. Therefore, they will not only convert agricultural land to non-agricultural uses,
- they are likely to encroach into the agricultural buffers described in the General Plan as they are

_ currently proposed. - :

- ISSUES TO CONSIDER: If the two proposals' are to proceed forward through the environmental
review process, should the full agricultural buffer requirements as prescribed in the General Plan be
applied? ' - : o
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The Placer Ranch site is located d:rcctly south of the Western Regional Sanitary Landfilt operation

- and fiture expansion area. The proposed concepiual site plan shows indusirial, industrdal park,
office-professional and business park uses closest to the Landfll. However residential uses are
proposed within the one mile buffer around the Landfill and expansion area. In addition, the CSUS
campus would be located approximately 3200 feet from the landfill and 2500 feet from the 1andﬁ11 |
expansion area. Commercxal sites are proposed well within the buffer

There are no spec:1ahzcd setbacks that apply to collcge campuses but this use would appear to be
fairly noise and nuisance sensitive. Both the Cities of Rocklin and Roseville have expressed concem
about the proximity of the university campus to the landiill and e.xpansxon area (see attached Exhibit -

1.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER 1. Should the County require adherence to the one-mile buffer between
the landfill and expansion area and any residential uses? 2. Should on- campus housing be subject to
the same standard? 3. If some reduced standard is to be considered, what should it be or how should
it be calculated? 4. Given the sensmvlty of campus activities including classrooms and outdoor uses
to incompatible uses, parncularly noise, odor, and dust, what would be an appropnate butfer _

between the landfill and expansion area and the campus?

E. PRESERVATION OF INDUSTRIALLY ZONED LAND - The General Plan inchides a
number of policies intended to foster job creation/retention in Placer County to encouragc a

jobs/housing balance. These pohclts include the following:

“1.N.10. 'The county shall support the development of primary wage earner job
opportumtxcs in the South Placer area to provide residents an alternative to commuting to

Sacramen
“1.N.11. The County shall retain undeveloped industrially-zoned land i in the umncomorated

area for future use’’

The Placer Ranch proposal differs from this policy direction by converting a largc segment of the

- Sunset Industrial Plan Industrial Reserve Area to a variety of uses including business park,
industrial park, office professional, muiti- fa:mly residential, = single-family residential, and -

- commercial uses. The reasons for the policy of retaining industrial land include financial
considerations as well as job creation. The County has long considered the County's broader
economic health to be dependent upon a balanced mix of land uses. Where many paris of the
County are devoted to residential uses, typically requiring extensive services and therefore costs {o
the County, the industrial areas generally require few services and generate revenues that offset
-other costs. The loss of the County's industrial areas, and therefore future indusirial uses, could tip
this economic balance upon which many fiscal declsxons of the County have been based.

Another consequence of the development proposed m the Sunset Industnal area will be the
limitation on future expansion of the area. At present the Sunset Industrial Area includes a future
expansion area and agricultural lands to the west. Over the long term, this current arrangement
allows for future expansion to the west if demand exists at some point in time. The proposed Placer

Ranch project would eliminate this option.

ISSUES TO CONS]DER 1. Given the recent remdcntlal growth thhm the Cities of Rocklin,
Roseville and Lincoln and proposed residential projects, including the West Roseville Specific Plan
and Placer Vineyards, would it be appropriate to consider a Genera] Plan amendment that will
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convert Industrial Reserve land to residential and other uses? 2. Should the amount of such land that
is to be converted be dependent upon a showing that the overall County fiscal baiance is not
adversely affected? 3. Is it appropﬁate to foreciose on the future option of expanding the Sunset
Industrial Area? 4. Is the rema:mng available mdustnal land sufficient to accommodate projected

growth of industrial uses?

F. ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT - The General Plan includes numerous policies that encourage
urban growth to be directed to the cities or to existing community plan areas, and to support logmal

growth patterns. These policies include the following;
Part III - Standards and Requirements within Future Study Area

“2. Where appropriate, anncxanon should be conmdered first for proposed urban pro;ects
. The County supports logical, planned growth, contiguous to existing urban areas.”
"3. The County shall consider GPAs that designate areas for significant new growth where
the planning and design carries out the following objectives:
a. Concentrate hlgher-denmty residential uses and appropriate support services
' along segments of the transportanon system with good road and transit
~connections to the remainder of the region; :
b. Support concentrations of medium and high-density residential uses and hjgher
intensities of non-residential uses within one-quarter mile of transit stops along
truck Imes of major transportatmn systems;" : _

“1.A.2. The County shall pmmote patterns of development that facilitate the efficient and
timely provision of urban infrastructure and services.” _

“I.M.l. "The County shall concentrate most new growth within existing communities
emphasizing infill development, intensified use of existing development, and expanded
services, so individual commumities become more complete, diverse, and balanced.”

“4D3. The County shall discourage extension of sewer service outside of city spheres of
influence and commumity plan areas, except in limited circumstances to resolve a public
health hazard resulting from existing development, or where there is a substantial overriding

public benefit.”

Both proposals appear to contradict the above General Plan policies. Both proposals would be
located outside of nearby cities and are not contiguous to existing urban areas. Neither project is
located on a major transportation route or is served by transit located along a major transportation
route. A portlon of the Placer Rarich site is within the Roseville Sphere of Influence and the De La
Salle site is located outside of Roseville's Sphere. Annexations to Roseville are not proposed,
although the City has indicated they may be interested in amnexing these project sites. The
extension of sewer semces outside of c1ty spheres of mﬂucnce and commumty plan areas would be

required.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER 1. Given the above General Plan pohc:les related to directing major new
growth to cities, and lack of consistency with current infrastructure plans, should the County
consider the propesed General Plan amendments within the unincorporated area or suggest that
project proponents approach the City of Roseville? 2. Should the Placer Ranch and De La Salle
projects be treated differently since one is partially within the City of Roseville sphere of influence
and the other is not? 3. Are the public benefits of these university campuses substantial enough to
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warrant revising the General Plan policies related to the location of-‘ new development and
annexation?

' G. AVAILABILITY OF INFRASTRUCTURE

The PCGP contains numerous policies to ensure that development occurs when and where
infrastructure is available. Part Il of the Gcnera.l Plan a.lso mcludes the following policy to insure

adequate infrastructure planning:

“9, New development areas shall be designed and constructed to provide all public
infrastructure, facilities and service necessary to serve both initial and buildout populations,
“including but not limited to: adequate surface water supplies; sewage collection, treatment,
and disposal facilities; public utilities; police and fire protection and ‘emergency services,
school and medical facilities where warranted by population; and pubhc transportation.
Extensions of new infrastructure, inchuding water, sewer, roads, etc. should be compatxble
wrth existing mcorporaicd Cmes General Plans.” -

The extension of the new infastructure is not compatlblc with cmsnng incorporated Cities' General
Plans (see attached Exhibit 11 for comments from the Cities of Rocklin and Roseville).

Developing plans and financing for an adequate road network and sewer facilities will be necessary
during the environmental review stage which must be coordinated with the surrounding cities who
share these facilities. The adequacy of the road network will have to be evaluated extensively during
the environmental review process, and coordinated with PCTPA, Calirans, and the surrounding
Cities. This issue is discussed further under items L and M. In terms of solid waste disposal, the
addition of these two large projects to the area will likely generate the need to expand the landfill
earlier than otherwise anticipated. Tt is critical to the County and the Cities of Lincoln, Rocklin and
Roseville that share the facility, that no land use decisions are made that compromise the ability of .
the Landfill Authority to operate efficiently and expand their operatlons as necessary. The ability of
the County to provide police and fire protection and emergency services will be tied to an economic -
analysxs to insure that these developments gencrate revenues to cover the costs of providing such

services (PCGP policy 4.B.3.) and the cost of provxdmg facilities necessary to dchvcrmg the

. services (PCGP Policy 4. A.1.).

Issues related to Sewer Service

Wastewater treatment in western Placer Couniy is currcntly prowdcd at facilities in meoln and
Roseville. Both cities are constructing new treatment facilities. Lincoin’s new plant will be in
operation in 2005, and will replace its existing plant Roseville's Pleasant Grove plant will be
operational by the end of 2003, and will operate in conjunction with the existing Dry Creek

plant. Options for additional wastewater treatment beyond the currcntly planned capacmes
mciudc S :

> Expansion of Roseville’s facilities

> Expansion of Lincoln’s new facility

» Development of new treatment facilities

» Transport of wastewater to Sacramento County for treatment.
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Roseville’s Treatment Facilities_

The Dry Creek/Pleasant Grove service area includes those areas ‘generally south of Athens

Avenue, east of Fiddyment Road, south of Baseline, east of Watt Avenue, and north of the
Sacramento County line.The service area is currently being expanded to include the proposed
West Roseville Specific Plan Annexation Area. Provision of services to areas outside the
service area requires that the service area be formally expanded. In the case of the
Roseville Regional facilities, expansion of the service area requires:

> Modification of the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Masterplan. This

plan details wastewater service and operations within the service area, establishing

flow basin designations, discharge volumes, infrastructure needs, etc. This
document was the basis for the environmental impact report prepared in 1996,

analyzing wastewater services in the region.

Modification of the Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Roseville and
the Fish and Wildlife Service. This MOU outlines conditions for the operation of the
treatment facilities, and specifically defines the existing service area. _
Modifications to the Funding Agreement and Operations Agreement between the City of
Roseville, the South Placer Municipal Utility District and the County. These agencies
form the South Placer Wastewater Authority, a Joint Powers Authority responsible for
funding capital construction of infrastructure. '

* Expansion of the Roseville Treatment Facilities would require the following actions:

>

Both the Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove treatment plants would need to be expanded to -
accommodate significant flows beyond those projected in the Roseville Regional -
Wastewater Treatment Masterplan. _ L ‘
The National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permits for the
Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Treatment Plants would both need to be modified. These
permits are issued by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and
govern the operation of the treatment facilities. - a

Expansion of the Pleasant Grove Treatment Plant beyond the master-planned capacity
may require modifications to the designated 1000’ non-residential buffer surrounding the
plant, _ _ o
Expansion of treatment capacity would require construction of infrastructure to distribute
reclaimed water. Due to regulatory constraints associated with discharging wastewater
into Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek, particularly during warm weather and low-
flow periods, it is likely that the use and/or storage of reclaimed water will be required fo

. far greater degrees in the firture.

All of the areas west of Roseville are downhill from the treatment plants, requiring wastewater
be pumped back to the treatment facilities. - '

- All of the actions listed would require environmental review.
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Lincoln Treatment F ét:ilitv

' The City of meoln cperates a secondary treatment system with spray 1mgatwn for d1sposa,1
- This plant is near capacity and cannot be expanded. Lincoln is currently constructing a new

tertiary treatment facility with both discharge and land-disposal capabilities. This facility will be

- online in 2005, and will ultimately replace the existing plant. '

Topography and distances may make fransportation of wastewater to Lincoln more expensive

than transportation to Roseville. Due to the land-intensive nature of Lincoln’s treatment/disposal

- process, expansion  of Lincoln’s faciliies may be far more expenswe than expansmn of
Roseville’s plants. Treatment at Lincoln’s new facility would reqmrc _

> Development of agreements with the City for expaudmg and operating the treatment
‘plant and associated infrastructure.

> Constructlon of mﬁastructurc to transport wastewater uplnll from the south and west, and
to distribute reclaxmcd water back to those areas. ' _

» Modification of the National Pollutmn Discharge . Elimination System (NPDES)
discharge permit issued by the Central Vallcy Regional Water Quahty Control Board.

» Expansion of Lincoln’s plant beyond the currenﬂy planned capaclty would require the
dedication of large tracts of land for spray irrigation. _

All of the areas south and west of Lincoln are downhill from the treatment plant, requiring ._
wastewater be pumped back to the treatment facilities,

All of the actions listed are subject to environmental review.

_ Develooment of New Treatment Facilities

Accurately est;maimg the cost and timeframe for permitting and constructing a new treatment
plant would require significant investment; however, permitting additional discharges to Pleasant
- Grove Creek or Auburn Ravine would be problematic at best. Any new treatment would need to

be premised either on extensive use of reclaimed water and/or construction of 2 transmission
pipe to the Sacramento River. The RWQCB is on record as being opposed to any new
discharges to the Sacramento River upstream of the inlet to the City of Sacramento Water

Treatment Plant

Transport of Wastewater to Sacramento Coun_gy_for Treatment

A large transmission pipe could be censtructed to the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation
District (SCRSD) treatment facility near Elk Grove. However, there is not sufficient
capacity in the SCRSD collection/transmission system for the volume of water that could be
produced by the various proposed developments. This alternative would; therefore, require
- approximately 30 miles of transmission pipe be constructed, primarily tbrough developed areas
“of Sacramento County. This would likely prove to be far more cxpensxve that any of the other

alternatives.
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In conclusion, there appears to be two potentially viable alternatives for sewering the Placer
Ranch project; via either the City of Roseville or Lincoln. However, each of these alternatives
has its own set of regulatory as well as other implications. In regards to De La Salle, feasible

- sewering options are more limited and currently favor only the Roseville option with the same

set of regulatory issues as previously described.

Water Availability

- In terms of infrastruciure development, the most important concern is the availability of surface
water to serve these projects. PCWA has consistently indicated that there is enough water available
to serve projects that are consistent with the County and Cities' General Plans. This is true even
after bringing on-line the proposed 35,000 acre foot extraction from the Sacramento River. The
Agency's projection that supply and demand are balanced at the buildout of the existing general
plans within the PCWA service area has several major assumptions built into it. Specifically;

» that the existing general plans can/will buildout to 80% of their maximum theoretical
density; - S '

* that there will be no increase in conservation/water use efficiency in either the Agency's
treated or raw water systems; '

m that there will be no increase in the supply of reclaimed water;

* . that Roseville and San Juan Water District will require 100% of their contract/option
quantities to supply the buildout needs of their service areas; :

" that there will be no change in the current amount of water needed to supply agriculture in

. ourservice area; and, ' ' ' '

= there will be no ncrease in use of groundwater.

Both projects would generate substantial urban growth beyond what is planned in the County and
Cities' General Plans. The above policy No. 9 (from Part ITI of the PCGP) indicates that any new
development area must be served by surface water supplies. With regard to the Placer Ranch
project, we have heard from the applicant and PCWA that they may be able to utilize the water
already allocated to the SIA area to serve this project. Since the entire site would be developed in
an urban fashion and the SIA Plan only anticipated haif of the site developing as industrial land, it
will be important o determine the assumptions the applicant used in reaching this conclusion. It
‘may be that water intended for the core industrial/commercial area of the Plan would have to be re-
allocated to serve Placer Ranch and result in limits on industrial development in other parts of the

Sunsct Industrial Area.

The applicants for the De La Salle University and Community have proposed the use of
groundwater, at least on an interim basis. This nms counter to numerous General Plan policies,
Jincluding No. 9 cited above, as a condition for considering any General Plan amendment to aliow
urban uses. ' . |

- ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Should the projects be considered if inftastructure plans can be
amended to demonstrate how adequate public services and facilities can be provided and finded by
the new development? 2. Is the Board willing to consider modifying General Plan policies which
Tequire that new development be served with surface water? 3. Is the Board willing to consider re-
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allocating water supplies that could serve other pmpert:{cs in order to serve these two prc:jects with
surface water? : :

H. SUNSET INDUSTRIAL AREA (SIA) PLAN POLICY CONSIDERATONS

The Placer Ranch project is entirely within the Sunset Industrial Area (SIA). The single most
important goal of the SIA Plan is to improve the. ab111ty of the County to attract new industria}
.development and to retain and allow for the expansion of existing development in a modern, and
attractive industrial park setting. The SIA Plan includes numerous goals and policies which call for
industrial uses to predominate in order to create and retain jobs, to preserve agricultural land, to
provide a fairgrounds re-location area, to prevent residential uses, to retain suitable habitat, and to
provide adequate buffers around public facilities, parﬂcularly the landﬁll These goals, objectives,
and policies include the following:

Goal: “To nnprove the opportumnes for industrial and other employment based
- development in the SIA in order to attract new industries, retain existing industries,
to allow existing industries to expand, and to provide the necessary public and -
pnvate sector services and facilities for all area cmploycrs, businesses and patrons,”

Objectives: '
“Protect existing and future industrial developmemt from mdentlal encmac}nncm »

“Protect the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill facility, the Western Placer Waste
Management Authority Material Recovery Facility, and landfill expansion properties
from thc incompatible encroachment of rcsuienﬁal commen:xal and pmfcssmnal
uses.’

“Prepare and mplement a habitat conservation/mitigation plan in order to balance
the need for economic growth against the County's desire to provide suitable habitat
for the ongoing viability of the area's plant and animal resources.”

“Examine the potential fo move an expandcd Placer County Fairgrounds from the
City of Roseville into the SIA. ...... _ :
Policies: ' I
" A I Protect the Sunset Industrial Area from encroachment by incompatible
nses.”
“1.A6. (m part) The Sunset Industnal Area shall be dommated by an industrial land
inventory.” '
“l.A8. The County shall permit the development of only agricultural, industrial or
similar compatlble land uses around Western Placer Waste Management Authority
properncs Remdemtlal uses around these properties are not consxdercd a compatible

use.”
Goal 1.E: “To provide for the long-tenn conservatlon and use of agnculmrally
designated lamis »
Policies:

“1.E.1. 'I'he County shall protect agncu.lturally designated areas from conversion {o
nop-agricultural uses.”
“L.E.5. The County shall encourage infill development in undeveloped areas of the
Slmset Industrial Area as an alternative to expanding urban uses into agricultural
areas.”

Goal 8.A. “To maintain a healthy and diverse local economy that meets the present and.
fitture employment, publlc sa.fety, and service needs of Placer County resmmts and
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to expand the economic base to better serve the needs of residents and local
businesses.” : '

Policy: o -
' “8.B.2. The County shall seek to retain the SIA as an umincorporated, non-
residential region for the development of employment-generating uses and
activities.” L

The Placer Ranch project, as proposed, would convert agriculturally designated land and Industrial -
Reserve land to a variety of uses including a college campus and 4794 residential mnits. Residential,
and other sensitive uses, are proposed within the one- mile residential buffer from the landfill and
expansion area. Potentially incompatible uses are proposed in close proximity to industrial uses.
Options for habitat conservation and re-location of the fairgrounds will be reduced. .

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Should the County consider amendments to the Placer County
General Plan and the Sunset Industrial Area Plan to accommodate the Placer Ranch project? 2.
Should the County request that the Placer Ranch applicants eliminate residential uses, other than on-
campus housing, to provide greater consistency with the SIA Plan? . 3. Should the County require
a redesign of the project to locate the campus and any related housing as far from the landfill and
industrial areas as feasible (to the west) to eliminate potential incampatibility issues? .

L IMMEDIATE CANCELLATION OF A WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT

The westerly 640 acres of the Placer Ranch project site is within an Agricultural Preserve, subject to
a Williamson Act Contract. The Land Conservation Act (aka Williamson Act) was passed by the
- State Legislature in 1965 in order to preserve the maximum amount of the limited supply of
agricultural land in the State. Financial incentives are provided to farmers and ranchers in the form
of reduced property taxes for property owners who maintain their land in agricultural production.
The State and local regulations allow interested property owners to enter into a contract with the
County to keep their land in production for an on-going ten year period, which automatically renews
every year unless a property owner requests to enter into a 10-year phaseout by filing a Notice of
Non-Renewal. ' Placer Ranch property owners filed a Notice of Non-renewal in November 2002 to
enter into 2 10-year phase-out to remove the land from contract. They have requested an immediate
cancellation of the Williamson Act Coniract in order to accommodate the proposed Placer Ranch

projst

Both State law and the Placer County Administrative Rules allow the Board of Supervisors to
cancel a Williamson Act contract only under extraordinary circumstances. In fact, it has never been
done in Placer County in order to allow for the development of contracted lands.

In order to approve a cancellation request, the Board of Supervisors must find that either 1) the
cancellation is consistent with the purposes of the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 or 2)
the cancellation is in the public interest in that other public concerns substantially outweigh the
objectives of the Land Conservation Act. In either case, it is necessary for the Board to make all of
the following findings: 1) that cancellation is not likely to result in the removal of adjacent lands
from agricultural use, 2) an alternative use is proposed which is consistent with the County General
Plan, 3) cancellation will not result in discontiguous patterns of urban development and 4) there is
1o proximate noncontracted land which is available and suitable for the proposed altérnative use, or
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development of the contracted land would provide more contiguous patterns of urban.developmeht
than development of proximate noncontracted land. : '

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Does the Board find it appropnate to entertain a request for
cancellation of the Williamson ' Act contract in order to accommodate the proposed project that
would place primarily residential uses on the contracted land? 2. If the Board does not find it
appropriate to consider canceling the Williamson Act contract, is it appropriate to process the
proposed General Plan amendment, but notify the applicants that they will have to wait for phase-
out to occur before development can take place on the contracted land? 3. Another option would
be for the Board to indicate that cancellation of the Williamson Act contract could only be
considered in order to accommodate the propesed branch campus of CSUS, a public university, so
the finding of public interest could be made. (This would require the applicants to re-design the
_ proposal to place the campus on the westerly 640 acres. In addition to better meeting Williamson
Act requirements for cancellation, placing the campus on the westemn edge would provide a more
definite boundary to development and a more compatible use fo surrounding agricultural uses.)

J. COUNTY/ROSEVILLE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING S

In July of 1997 the County and the City of Roseville entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
 that addresses issues of mutual concern related to land use in the "Roseville/South Placer County
- area"(See Exhibit 10). One specific component of the MOU potentially affects the proposed Placer

Ranch project. Section Six addresses the landfill buffer zone as follows: :

“Both the City and the County hereby acknowledge their continued support and
endorsement of the policy of maintaining a one mile buffer zone around landfill operations,
as set forth in Policy No. 4.G.11 of the Placer County General Plan..."

Neither the Placer Ranch nor De La Salle projects are within the "ransition area” referenced in the
MOU however both are on the imumediate border of that area, both are in the greater
- "Roseville/South Placer County area" referenced in the preamble, and both are the types of projects
that the MOU was intended to address as they affect the City. For that reason another section of the
MOU may provide guidance to be considered in this discussion. Section Four of the MOU -
addresses development standards as follows: '
~ "“..any approval resulting from such application shall be conditioned to require that all
physical development, infrastructure development, and public services be constructed,
installed, financed, and provided at an "urban" standard of development or service, By way
of illustration and not limitation, the parties agree that the minimum standards set forth in
‘the "Development Standards” document attached herefo....shall be required of all
development within the Transition Area...." .

" The attached "Development Standards" (part of Exhibit 10) indicate that surface water must be
provided. The De La Salle project has now proposed the use of groundwater for at least an interim
period of time to serve the project. Lastly, the City of Roseville has suggested (see Exhibit 1 1) that
the MOU should be expanded to address the two project areas, thus -allowing for 2 more formal
coordination process. Such an agreement would be consistent with section 16 of Part III of the

General Plan which states: '
“16. In conjunction with the processing of a GPA application for development located

within the future study area, the County will enter into an agreement with the adjoining city
that would specify acceptable levels of service (including police, fire, park programs, eic.)
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and measures to mitigate impacts to municipal facilities (fransportation, circulation, parks,
libraries, etc.).” : o

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Does the specific reference to the landfill buffer in the MOU mean
that the staff should ensure that such a buffer is maintained with the Placer Ranch project?
2. Should the "Development Standards” attached to the MOU provide guidance to staff in
determining the appropriate public service standards for the Placer Ranch and De La Salle

projects? |
K. CONSERVATION STRATEGY/HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

" As discussed earlier, the staff is working with a number of resource agencies on the development of
an NCCP/HCP to address impacts associated with endangered species and their associated habitat,
The staff has prepared an analysis, called the HCP Draft Conservation Strategy, that was released in
mid-September. The draft identifies some of the anticipated impacts associated with growth on a
number of endangered species and a range of altemative conservation and growth scenarios that will

- be used for further evaluation. The subject projects are incorporated into two of the four growth
scenarios : ' : _ o

The staff seeks direction on certain issues related to the NCCP/HCP; because these projects have a
large footprint on the landscape and they are located in an area of the County that contains a number
of key resources (e.g., vernal pools, riparian and grassland habitats) it will be important for staff and
the proponents to understand how such projects can be evaluated for a determination of impacts and
- how those impacts should be mitigated. In particular, it will be important to know how a
comprehensive mitigation strategy will be not only consistent with the NCCP/HCP but how it can
initiate the implementation of such a program.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Should the projects be designed or located to ensure that they do not
prevent the successful development and implementation of the HCP/NCCP? 2. Should the projects
emphasize the avoidance of important biological resources through project design and further to
avoid such resources in a way that provides for offsite connectivity?, or 3. Should the projects
mitigate biological resources entirely offsite through large-scale conservation that also addresses the
loss of open space and agricultural lands? This is a key part of the discussion related to the
Conservation Plan. There is a concern that the historical emphasis on avoidance of small on-site
areas of natural habitat will result in a highly fragmented landscape of sensitive natural commumities
‘that will provide diminished vatue over time. 4. Should the projects be required to mitigate their
open space and biological resource impacts entirely within the political boundaries of Placer County
except in those circumstances where there are opportunities such as watershed relationships, species
population relationships or opportunities to improve connectivity? 5. Should the projects be required
to mitigate their itnpacts before the anticipated “take™ of the species and/or the habitat they inhabit?

Many conservation plans have a lag between the availability of funding (especially if it’s a fee-
‘based program) and the ability to provide compensatory lands. Additionally, because restoration is
an jmportant part of the County's Conservation Plan, the 2-10 year period it takes for restored
habitats to mature represents a temporal impact that must be addressed. 6. Should the projects be
treated as independent proposals or be treated as "interim" projects and be incorporated into the

unfolding conservation plan and follow the guidance from future documents? '
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L. PLACER? ARKWAY ROUTE, ALIGNTVIEN_T

The effort to identify a corridor between Highway 65 and Highway 99/70 for the Placer Parkway

1 _The proposed project's Tier 1 environmental document will result in the selection o
;Sc?;iir;agignm;t. This work should be completed by 2007. _

The process. must meet both ‘State and Federal environmental requirements. The Federal
require local agencies to follow a process that places top priority on

Resource Agencies ; - .
environmentgl constraints. Federal funding will be needed to plan and construct the route so

federal procedures need to be followed.

Tt would be prcferable to wait until _the high_wf:-iy alignment is established before approving land
development projects along the c9mdor. This is bfccaus_e the goal of the route alignment process
is to find the route that results in the least environmental damage while meeting the project
objectives. This process is b?St.d‘?ne on a regional scale and with a minimum of constraints. A
highway alignment that avoids a newly approved project at the expense of the environment
would face serious, possibly fatal, obstacles. ' '

The proponents of the projects {West Roseville Spcci-ﬁc_: Plgn, Placer Rarfch and De La Salle
University) have advocated -for a process where thcx.r pro;ects. are considered prior to route
adoption. There is risk in doing this in that the best highway ahg.nmcnt from an environmental
standpoint could conflict with any of these land development projects. This may not be known
until late in the highway alignment process aﬁer the land development project is already
approved. The risk can be reduced, but not eliminated by requiring additional environmental
studies for these proposals. In the case of Plager Ranch, the Parlfway alignment must pass
through the project and therefore the challenge is to find the best highway alignment from an

. environmental standpoint and then plan the _la_nd_ development around it. In the case of De La -
Salle University and Community, the question is WhCﬂlEl: the best highway alignment passes
throu gh the p roposed site. In on;lcrito answer tl.:tese questions, an extra level of environmental

' review is necessary. This work will mvolve lqolang. at areas adjacent to the project site and may
involve duplicate studies. .How_evcr, even with tl_:us extra work there is still a risk because
individual projects cannot view .the entire ﬁﬂccn-m{le corridor and.make assessments based upon

ov'e_rall'impacts. Further, these incremental evaluations could "point" the Parkway corridor to a

sensitive enviropmental area. _

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: 1. Shoqld these land development proposals be delayed until the

Placer Parkway alignment is estal?hshcd? 2. Ifnot,_ should the projects be required to conduct

supplemental environmental studies to reduce the risk to the Placer Parkway Route Alignment

process now underway by PCTPA and Placer County? '

M. TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING

anning in the West Placer region has forecast the need for major Transportation
future. These forecasts rely on the General Plans of the jurisdictions in the
assumptions. Major new land development proposals will result in more
additional improvements. More importantly the new facilities will be

Transportation pl
improvements in the
region for land use
- traffic and therefore
needed sooner.
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Local roadway systems have typically been funded through traffic mitigation fee programs.
Regional facilities are funded through a combination of State, Federal and local sources. A
recent analysis has shown that funding for the regional system falls well short of available
revenue. The new land development proposals will exacerbate this problem unless they
construct extensive improvements or contribute funds well in excess of current fee programs.

The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the main source of funds for regional
improvements. Currently these funds are being spent on the Hwy 65 Bypass of Lincoln. In
order to construct this project (3210 million), the County will be borrowing against the future
share of these funds, essentially using all available STIP funds.through the year 2014.

The next three major regional improvements that will be needed are the widening of Hwy 65,
Placer Parkway and improvements to 1-80 through Roseville. The South Placer Regional
'Transportauon Authority (SPRTA) has provided for $50 miilion in funding for Placer Parkway
in the fee program for thé region. The cost of the facility will exceed $300 million. The
remainder of the funding for the facility has not been identified. The cost of widening Hwy 65
has not been determined and there are no fees currently being collected for this work. The 1-80
project is the County’s number one priority for Federal funds under the next Transportation
Enhancement Act (TEA) cycle, however no construction funds have been identified ($100
million plus). The funding for all three of these regional facilities goes way beyond the current
capacity of Federal State and local fundmg programs.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER Should the consideration of major new land development proposals
include an analysis of the cost, funding, and schedule for major regional transportatmn

infrastructure projects (e.g-, Placer Parkway and Hwy 65)?
N. ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS FOR UNIVERSITIES

As indicated above, there are numerous potential benefits provided by higher education facilities in
Placer County. In many ways the university proposals themselves are far less problematic than the
additional development proposed to accompany them. Because of the potential benefits it may be
appropriate to look at possible alternative sites or project modifications that could accommaodate the
universities. There are a number of alternative locations within West Placer County’ that could
‘accommodate university campuses without amending the General Plan or extending urban
development and infrastructure further to the west than currently anticipated. Although such sites
are not without challenges, they may be far more easily met. These areas or pm_;ect changes include

the following oppurtumtlcs
A. Sunset Industnal Plan Area

The SIA Plan encompasses 8883 acres - of that 3646 acres are designated agncultural 3479 acres
are desxgnated industrial, and 941 acres are designated commercial or business park. The Placer
Ranch site is primarily within the agricultural designation (about 60%), with most of the rest
designated industrial, but located within the Industrial Reserve Area intended to be used as an
extension of the Industriai Core area at such time that additional development area is needed.
Substantial new residential growth is occurring or is pmposed within the Clty of Roseville,
immediately adjacent to the proposed Placer Ranch project. The CSUS- campus is proposed within
the agricnltural area, with residential uses proposed to the south and west. The proposed campus site
could be moved to the west, replacmg the proposed residential uses, and provide a more logical
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buffer for agricultural uses while also maximizing the distance from the landfill, and maximizing -
potential industrial uses. The necessary residential uses to support the students and staff of the
university would be available to the immediate south. Such an alternative could address many issues
that will be raised by the current proposed project desxgn :

B. Placcr Vmeyards Specxﬁc Plan Area

The 1594 General Plan demgnatcd the area now known as Placer Vmeyards asa ma_]or new growth
area to be planned and dcveloped through the Specific Plan process. The Placer Vineyards Specific
Plan has been prepared in draft form and the accompanying EIR will be released for public
comment within the next few months. The Specific Plan area encompasses 5,158 acres and will
acconmmodate as many as 14,000 residential units in addition to business park, office, town center
office/commercial and commercial nses intended to generate up to 14,000 jobs. This is a very large
new growth area already designated for development that could accommodate one or more
umvcrmty campuses. -

C. West Roseville Specxﬁc Plan and Sphere of Inﬂucnce Expansion Area

The West Roseville Specific Plan encompasses 3,162 acres west of the City of Roseville that is
proposed for annexation and an additional 2,100 acres is proposed to be added to the City’s sphere
of influence. This is an undeveloped area proposed for development into residential neighborhoods,
community. commercial, business/professional, light industrial and industrial land uses. Again,
sufficient area is available to accommodate one or more university campuses that would be located
‘within the community of Roseville where a broader level of land uses and services would be
available. This project does not require a General Plan amendment on the part of Placer County, but
it does reguire an amendment to Roseville's Sphere of Influence, which must be approved by
1.AFCOQ. The remainder of the Expanded Sphere, particularly the area south of the WRSP and north
of Placer Vineyards, is also an available undeveloped area that could accommodate a university and
- would provide a more compact, contignous pattem of growth than the proposed De La Salle site. A
portion of this siie is under the same ownc:shxp as the proposed DelaSallesite. -

D. Adjacent to the West Rosevﬂlc Speclﬁc Plan Area

* Yet another alternative would be to relocate the proposed campus to the property that immedmtciy
adjoins the WRSP area and incinde the "community" property, intended for residential and
comrmercial uses, within the Sphere of Influence expansion area to the south. Again this would
resuit in a more logical pattern of development while minimizing impacts on agricultural lands and
habitat, reduce the cost of extending infrastructure, provide residential and commercial support uses
in close proximity and still allow for the endowment concept presented by the project proponent.

Whether the landowners or the Board wish to discuss altemative locations for these types of
development at this time, the issue must be addressed as a part of any ﬂ]ture environmental review

for either project.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER: Should the County work with the university proponents to explore
_ alternative locations that do not raise the same agricultural, Infrastructure, water, land use, or
circulation issues as the two s1tes cu:renﬁy proposed? _
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIGNS

The staff has addressed many topics in this report that in one way or another affect the Board's
consideration of, and interrelationship between, the four major proposals discussed. In an effort to
assist the Board in providing clear direction on how the County should proceed from this point,
these topics have been condensed into nine issues. These nine issues are summarized and specific
questions attached to each one in Exhibit 16. Possible responses, are also provided to assist the
Board in weighing alternative approaches to the issues. The staff suggests that the Board, following
a presentation on the topics in this report and public comment from project proponents, other
agencies and the public, consider addressing the issues in the order presented in Exhibit 16.

The staff's recommendations, when taken collectively, would result in the following direction:.

-The County is very supportive of locating one or more universities in western Placer
County. It is possible to resolve many of the issues identified by modifying the current
project proposals. - _ o ' _
~Amendments to the General Plan will be entertained in order to accommodate one or more
universities. _ S _ :
-Existing planned development can provide much of the support uses, in immediately
adjacent arcas, especially housing, for both proposed universities. The proposed sphere
expansion area can provide an opportunity for the private endowment needed for the private

- university and this altemative should be considered. .

-Infrastructure needs must be met including the finding and construction of adequate
sewers, water infrastructure from a surface water supply, and roads. :

- -The landfill must be protected from encroachment of incompatible uses including most
types of residential uses. Although the one-mile buffer for residential uses is appropriate, the
County would consider 2 project that placed the campus as far from the landfill as possible
on the same ownership, and would consider on-campus housing if appropriately buffered.
-New development that uses agricultural lands and removes suitable wildlife habitat must be

 responsible for creating and financing a program that permanently protects other areas.

-The Placer Parkway routing process must be considered concurrently with the planning for
new development within the corridor being studied. '

The staif is prepared to assist the Board and to provide information in any way that will be helpful
~ to this discussion. _ .

Rcépectﬂ_ﬂiy submitted,

Frederic K. Yeager"
Planning Director

. FKY/PLANNER'S INITIALS:DU
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EXHIBITS:
1. Maps* :
-a) Base Map
b} Sphere's of Influence _
¢} Key Properties & Preposed Roadways
d) Future Study Area & M.O.U. Area
e} Existing General Plan Des11gnat10ns
f) Circulation Diagram
- g) Conservation Lands
h) Detailed Land Use ! & 2

Project Description — Placer Ranch*
Project Description - De La Salle University & Commumty*
Project Description - Placer Vineyards*
* Project Description - West Rosevﬁle Speclﬁc Plan*
- Part Il - PCGP .
HCP/NCCP - Draft Conservation Strategy Overview*
Agricultural Commissioner's Report
2002 Agricultural Crop Report
10. MOU County/Roseville
11. Correspondence - Roseville
12. Correspondence - Rocklin
- 13. "Implications of a Private Umvermty in Placcr County”
14. "The Key Role of Universities in Our Nation's Economc Growth and Urban Rewtalzzarxcm“
15. Summary of key issues - 1 page
16. Issues 1-9 : - - * Provided under separate cover

\0 80N OV A N

e CED
County Counsel
- Facilities
DPW
. Planning
Econamic Development
Landfill Authority
Raoseville
Rocklin
Lincoln
PCTPA
PCWA
_ Placer Ranch
De La Salle
" Placer Vineyards
‘Woest Roseville Specific Plan Apphcant
BWG
BIA
-Sierra Club
West Placer MAC
Rural Lincoln MAC
Planning Commission

- /f1ed/2003/West Placer Visioning/westplacerbosmerno
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"ARKWAY

LAMD TO BE PRESERVED FOR FUTL RS

- Placer Parkway is a proposed 15-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 Parlway is a high-priority regional trans-
portation project. Employment, population
growth, and traffic have become major
issues for many people who live and work

in the area. The amount of time and
productivity lost has a real impact on the
regional econoimy and our quality of life. At

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 beneﬂts:

» Ease traffic and enhance the flow of

people and goods

+ Link rapidly growing areas of wesiern

Placer County and plannad indusirial
development in south Suler County

¢ Improve access 1o the g corridor and ths

Sacramento International Alrport

Provide an altarnative to heavily travelad
Intarstate 8o

CENTRAL SEGMENT

L1 easTERN

Ganset 24

SEGMENT

o, TR
L T -

Bl Ehila R

et

:xu;.e-iﬁ""':s

. il
B
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| 1/

Study Area Concept Allgnments
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i
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Sguree: 2001 Projest Study Report

PCTPA | 550 High St., Suite 107 | Auburn, CA 95803 | tel 530;823-4030 | fax §30-823-40136 | web www.pctpa.org
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june 2003

» Promote agriculiural open space
1o preserve and enhance natural
rEsoUrces

» Restrict access along an approxi-
mately 7-mile central segment
between Fiddyment Road in
Placer County and Pleasant
Grove Road in Sutter County

A key objective of the project is to -

preserve enough land for a 1,000-
foot-wide central segment corridor
. and s00-foot-wide eastern and
western segment corridors. Several
concept corridors were identified
via a previous study (see map).

Within the corridor, Placer Parkway
would be divided into three
- segments: '

s Western: Highway 7«:5;’99&9 the
Sutter/Placer County line

o Central Sutter/Placer County line
to Fiddyment Road, with no
access [preserving a 1,c00-fool-
wide, 7-mile-tong corridor from
Pleasant iirove Road to
Fiddyment Road).

» Eastern: Fiddyment Road to
Highway 65

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 agency for
Placer County and its six cities,
SPRTA consists of several PCTPA

member jurisdictions in western
Placer County.

PCTPA will be preparing a Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Reporl
{EIS/EIR}. A Tier 1 document is
used for long-term projects and to

“streamline environmental review.-

This will help to ensure that the
land needed for a future transporta-
tion carridor 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 enviro_n_mental review would

address design and construction
issues for the specific alignment
within the corridor. '

SPRTA and Sutter County are
co-lead agencies for California
Environmental Quality Act
compliance. Caltrans is acting on
behalf of the Federal Highways
Administration, lead agency for
National Environmental Policy Act
compliance.

PCTPA has programmed about $4.7
million to complete the required
federal and State environmental
review. SPRTA oversees a regional
fea program that is expected to
collect about $50 million for acquir-

ing a corridor. Actual construction
funding for the transportation 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.placerparkway.org

Or contact: :
Celia McAdam, Executive Director,
PCTPA, 550 High Street, Suite 107,
Auburn, CA g5603.

Telephone: 530-823-4030

Fax: 530-823-4036

~ Email: cmecadam@petpa.org

PCTPA | 550 High St., Suite 107 | Auburn, CA gs5603 | tel §30-823-4030 | fax 530-823-4036 | web www.pctpa.org.
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TERRANCE E. LOWELL
& ASSOCIATES, INC.
Engineering, Plauning
& Public Finanee

February 28, 2003

Mr Fred Yeager
Planning Director
11414 B Avenue
‘Aubum, CA 95603

RE:  PRE-EIR SUBMITTAL FOR PLACER RANCH

Dear Fred: o S : . o "

- As discussed at last wér;k_sigjéc;ﬁng we are submitting the attached project desctiption and map
- sets. The attached transmittal indicates the number of copies/map sets provided. If additional
sets are needed let me know-'_:iz-id we can quickly provide them. ' e

our list of possible EIR consultants so that the County can begin
> dis¢ussed last week. [ anticipate we will be able to provide additionat
project studies at that meetm L : ' : '

H you have émy questions of_ﬁécd for additional copies/information please lets me know. The

proponent is anxious to get started with the process and 'we are prepared to quickly respond to
any. information you feel is needed to initiate things

Thanks for all your help and WE;_:,!ook forward to wdrki“ﬁg with Staff on this exciting project.

- Sine i‘ely:

M. Steve Spain
VP - Planning Director_ :

Placer County

et feeogl! oy

I . N Ut TROUGNS e EB TR :
32N BURERA RUADY SIHTE g ROSEVHLE, CAYSEAT YI6R6A0NS s Fi6 D5 P CETTI T -
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1.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION - -

Project Name: : ~ Placer Ranch

Pfoj__ect Contacts for Placer Ranch:

Property Owner:
— - Placer Ranch Inc. _
6731 Five Star Blvd. #F,
Rocklin, CA 95677

Develo.per: Bryant Properties’
: 2150 Professional Drive, Suite 170
Roseville, CA. 95661

Engineer: . Terrance E. Lowell & Associates.
: 1528 Eureka Road, Suite 100
- Roseville, CA 95661

. 2.0 . PROJECT LOCATION

. Tﬂc'project site is located within the boundaries of the Sunset Industrial Arez Plan encaxhpassing
‘portions of the Industrial Core Area, the Sunset Boulevard Corridor West, the Industrial Area and
- the Agricultural/Fairgrounds Relocation Area, The project site consists of 2,213 44/~ acres

located immediately to the north of the boundary with the City of Roseville and the proposed
West Roseville Specific Plan area, in unincorporated Placer County. - .

The site is located approximately one mile west of the State Route 65/Sunset Boulevard

Jinterchange. Other roads within or adjacent to the project include a one-mile segment of
' Fiddyment Road, a 1.5 mile segment of Sunset Boulevard West, Sunset Boulevard and Nichols
-~ Drive. The project is comprised of 13 existiig parcels that extend generally one mile in width
. from the north boundary of the City of Roseville to the southern boundary of the Placer County

landfill. From west to east, the site extends approximately 3 4 miles beginning from
approximately 4 mile west of the existing western terminus of Sunset Boulevard, to the site’s

F T S FE h.,mm" T =
R ST il e e Sl e S e -
017-020-018 J_ 5414+ ae Agricultural and Pairgrounds Relocation Area
017-020-019 98.64/- ac _ Apricultural and Fairgrounds Relocation Area
- 017-061-007 86.5+/- ac Industrial Core Arez -
~017-061-011 72.04/- ac " Industrial Reserve Area
017-061-012, 261.7H-ac ' : Industrial Reserve Area
017-061-036 287.2+H- ac . . Industrial Reserve Area
017-061-047 318.1+5~ ac Agricultural and Fairsrounds Relocation Area
017-061-058 2273+~ ae Agricultural and Fairgrounds Relocation Area
017-061-059 90.8+/- ac : Apricultaral and Fairgrounds Relocation Area
017-061-060 89.2+/- ac Industrial Core Area/Sunset Boulevard Corridor West -
017-061-061 18.74/- ac ~_Industrial Core Area/Sunset Boulevard Corridor West
017-061-077 59.44/- ac Industrial Reserve Area
017-061-078 65.44/- ac Industrial Cotre Areéa
Total _ | 2216.3+/-ac . _
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The portion of the site east of Fiddyment Road is within the City of Rosevﬂle".s sphere of
influence. Additionally, the West Roseviile Specific Plan area abuts the westerly portion of the
subject site to the south. ' -

3.0 PROJECT SETTING

The project site is presently undevelaped, containing non-native annual grasslands on the east aﬁd

- agricultural uses including hay and rice production on small tracks in the western portions of the

site. The site has minimal topographic relief with elevations on the site ranging from a high of
140 feet msl in the eastern portion of the site to a low of 90 feet msl in the west. Tributaries of

Pleasant Grove Creek traverse the site generally from the northeast to the southwest, Trees are

largely absent of this site with the exception of areas along the drainages. Wetland areas are
dispersed in many areas in asscciation with the riparian corridors. ' o

40  PROJECT APPROVALS

It is anticipated that the folloﬁing project approvals would be required bﬁr the .Couhty of Placer

for the Placer Ranch project: . o

* General Plan Amendment including amendment of the Sunset Area Industrial Plan and
the Placer County General Plan; .

Development Agregments;

Pre-zoning land; ¢ -

Adoption of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan;

Adoption of Specific Plan Design Guidelines;

Approval of Large Lot Tentative Map; -

Certification of the EIR; -

Utility Service Area Annexations (City of Roseville Wastewater Treatment Service Area)

Cancellation of 2 Williamson Act Land Conservation Contract
— —— .'

50  PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Project Objectives

The Placer Ranch Specific Plan is intended to augment the Sunset Industrial Area Plan (SIAP)
and belp define land use classifications, development standards, identify needed infrastructure
improvements needed, and design guidelines for guiding future development. The Placer Ranch
Specific Plan i5 being proposed to meet the following objectives: : _ :

* . Provide a site for construction of a university in South Pléce:r County. . :
* Provide the opportunity for CSUS to expand to meet the growing need for higher educationin -
‘the South Placer and greater Sacramento region. ' - -

*  Provide a university site within/proximate to an area already planned by Placer County for

extensive office and industrial development. _

= Provide for higher education opportunities that will in a unique way complement and enhance
business and job growth within south Placer County. ) . o

* Promote the orderly, systematic and comprehensive planning of land within the project site
and the Sunset Industrial Area Plan, _ , - : '
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* Provide a commercial, business professional and industdal land base that will promete and

enhance job opportunities in South Placer County, _ '
*  Provide the residential, parks, open space and school land uses needed to support and

augment a viable university community. .
° Preserve and incorporate existing natural resources and open space in the master land use

* Provide pedestrian trails both within open space areas and throughout the plan that will
promote alternative use transportation systems.
B. Existing General Plan and Zoning Designations

Under the Placer County Sunset Industrial Area Plan (SIAP), the land use designations on the

-project site are as follows:

- SUNSET INDUSTRIAL AREA
USE DESIGNATIONS
Rk ]
017-020-018 . - 541.4+/-ac
017-020-019 98.6+/- ac - - B _
017-061-007 - ' . 835+ ,ac : _ 3.0+~ ac

- 017-061-011 ' - T2.0+- 2 -
017-061-01% - 2617+ ae -
017-061-036 - 287.2+/-ac -

-~ 017-061-047 318,14/ ac - o
017-061-058 227.3+/- ac - -

017-061-05% 90.8+/- ac - . .

— 017-061-060 . - ' 82.24/- 3¢ - 7.0+~ ac
017-061-061 - 18,74/ ac : -
017-061-077 . - S 58.4+/- ac o -
017-061-078 _w . 65.4+/- ac .

TOTAL 1276.10+4/- sc : 930104/~ ac 10.0+/~ ac

Agriculture 80 ac. Minimum ~ These dcsig;uatiéﬁs-idenﬁfy lands set aside for the production of
focd and fiber, including areas of prime and non-prime agricultural soils. '

Industrial This designation provides for all types of manufacturing, assembly storage and
distribution, and research and development activities in settings ranging from industrial parks
dominated by light industrial activities to heavy industrial areas which could include power
plants, batch plants, outdoor manufacturing and other heavy industrial uses.

General Commercigl This designation identifies a variety of urban commercial uses inchuding
shopping districts, service commercial areas, office areas, and neighborhood-serving commercial
centers and is generally applied to areas along major transportation corridors. This designation is
intended to provide goods and services to the businesses and employees working within the
Sunset Industrial Area in order to reduce vehicle trips to other areas in the vicinity, which

_ cumrently provide these goods and services.

Under the Placer County Sunset Industrial Area Plan (SIAP), the zoning districts on the project
site are as follows: '
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SUNSET INDUSTRIAL AREA
ZONING DISTRICTS

A A
017-020-G18 | 449.6+-ac | 91.8+/-ac - - - 541.4+/- ac
017-020-019 | 98.6+-ac - - - - - 98.6+/- ac
017-061-007 - - - - 79.5H-ac | 7.0/~ 86.5+/-ac
017-061.011 - - 72.0+- ac - - - P2.0H- ac
017-061-012 - - 216.74/-ac | 45.0+)-ac - - 261.7+/-ac
017-061-036 - .. 1 2422%-ac | 43.0+-ac : - 287.2+/-ac
017-061-047 | 196.9+/-ac | 121.2+/- ac - - - - | 318.it,ac
017-061-058 | 106.1-+-ac | 121.21/-ac - - - - 227.3+/- ac
017-061-059 | 90.8+/- ac - - - - | 90.8+-ac
017-061-060 _ - - - 86.2+"~ ac 1 3.0+/- 89.2+4/- ac
017-061-061 - - - 18.74/- ac - . I8T+ac
017-061-077 - - - PAlac | o - | 594+ ac
017-061-078 - - - 654+~ ac - 1654+ ac

TOTAL 9430047 1 334.20H- | 53080+~ | 149.40+H- | 24980+~ | 10.00+/- | 22163 -
ac ac - ac ac ac B AL

Land uses permmed under the Farm Zone demgnatmn will contmue to be pex:rmtted in the project
area until the Specific Plan process is complete. Figure | depicts the existing General Plan and
Zonmg des1gnat10ns for the Spec:ﬁc Plan area and adjacent propcmes

rm (F) to pmwdc areas for the condnet of commercial agricuitural operatlons than can also

E accommodatc necessary services to support agncultural uses, together w1£h residential land uses
at low population dens1txcs : :

Industrial Park (INP) is intended primarily for hght industrial uses such as manufacmnng,

assembly, research and development and similar industrial uses, as well as limited commercial
and office uses that are compatible and appropriate along with industrial uses.

N Ge,,e,-g; Commercial {C2) is intended to provide areas for the continued use, enhancement, and

new development of retail, personal service, entertainment, office and related commercial uses

. that will attract patrons from all areas of the community and region. The C2 district is located

mainly along major transportation: corridors.

- Special Purpose (SP) is applied to property around the landfill properties.

Combining Desion Scenic Corridor (DC) is used where design review approval is required prior

to construction.

C. Project Inteht'
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It is intended that an entitlement track process can be identified that would facilitate a Fall 2006
opening for the university campus. This could entail a master use permit for development of the
portions of the site currently designated industrial or industral reserve, and a Specific Plan for the
remaining 1280Q acres that are currently designated for Agricultural uses. An alternative scenario
would be to remove the site from the Sunset Industrial Area and preparing a Specific Plan for the
entire site. Ongoing discussions with Placer County are anticipated to resolve and define the
most appropriate entitlement process. ' -

The Placer Ranch Specific Plan proposes a mix of land. uses, including industrial, cominercial,
office and professional, educational, residential, parks and open space, on the approximately
2,213.4+/- acres of property. Of the total acreage, 350.2+/- acres are designated Industrial,
352.6+/- acres are designated Business Park, 343.5+/- acres are designated General Commercial,
261.8+/- acres are designated College Campus, 437+/- are designated Residential, 122.3+/- are

.designated Park and Open Space, 51.3+/- acres are designated for various public facilities—

schools and multi-use detention basins, and 294.7+/- acres are designated for public road rights-
of-way. : _ .

At buildout, the project area is expeéted to contain approximately 1,261;11 é—square foot of
commercial development, 1,106,250-square foot of industrial developrment, 3,165,070-square foot
of industrial park development, 1,701,454-square foot of office and professional uses, 3,686,221-

‘square foot of business park uses, 6,607,718-square foot of college camapus development, and-
- 3,095 dwelling units of residential development, _ o o

LANDUSE - _ -
The Specific Plan area proposes sixteen zoning districts, A summary. of the proposed land uses is

provided in Table 1 and the proposed land use configuration is depicted in Figure 2.

Commercial Three categories of commercial ' zones are proposed, namely, - General
Commercial (C-2), Commercial Planned Development (CPD) and Highway Services (HS). .

- *General Commercial (C-2) The General Commercial (C-2) zone district is intended fo
provide areas for the continued use, enhancement, and new development of retail, personal
service, entertainment, office and related commercial uses that will attract patrons from all -
areas of the specific plan and region. Two parcels, totaling approximately 27 acres, have
been designated general commercial. The C-2 districts are located mainly along major

 transportation corridors. ' ' -

Commercial Planned Development (CPD) The purpose of the Commercial Planned
Development (CPD) zone district is to designate areas appropriate for mixed-use community
shopping centers, office parks, and other similar ‘developments, where excellence in site
planning and building design are important objectives, Two parcels, totaling approximately
33 acres, located in the southern portions of the plan area are designated commercial planned
development. These are in proximity to proposed residential developments.

Highway Services (HS)  The Highway Services (HS) zone district provides areas for
commercial uses and services oriented toward the traveling public. One 39-acre site located

at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and the proposed Placer Parkway is designated for
highway services. ' .
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9T

Comm, Plan Dev. __ 84 3.8 1 7is164

Gan, Comn, 1.2 - 223,898
___Highway Services 1.7 S __331,055

" Industrial . 4 : . 1,106,250

Industrial Park o 1L7 I - 3,165,070
Businesy Park - - -

Callege Campus

School (X-6)

Office and ProfessionaiThe Office and Professional (OP) district is intended primarily for the
‘development and operation of professional and administrative offices, personal services, as well -
as limited warehousing uses. that are compatible and appropriate along with office and
professional uses, rather than retail trade. New development in such areas would be planned and
designed to be relatively compatible with residential uses.” Five siteg totaling approximately
195.3 acres, spread around the plan area’s northern, central and eastern portions, have been
designated office and professional, T - :

- Industrial DevelopmentThree categories of industrial zones .totalin_g apprnximately 702.8 acres

are proposed within the Specific Plan Area. These are Industrial (IN), Industrial Park (INP) and
Business Park (BF). ' :

Industrial (IN) District The Industrial (IN) zone district is intended for a wide range of
industrial activities including manufacturing, assembly, wholesale distribution, and storage.
“Two parcels, totaling approximately 90.7 acres, have been designated industrial. One of the
* industrial parcels is located in the northern portion of the site adjacent to the Western
- Regional Sanitary Landfill. The second site is located adjacent to the existing power plant in
‘the southeastern corner of the plan area, - ; :

Industrial Park (INP) District The Industrial Park (INP) zone district is intended
primarily for light industrial uses such as manufacturing, assembly, research and
development and similar industrial uses, as well as limited commercial and office uses that
are compatible and appropriate along with industrial uses. Site development in the industrial-
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park district i$ characterized by careful attention to a_ttrzictiVe building design, landscaping,
and less site coverage than in cther commercial and industrial districts. _

che_n-éites totaling approximately 259.5 acres, spread around the plan area’s northern and
eastern portions, mostly along transportation corridors, have been designated for industrial
park uses.

Business Park (BP) District The purpose of the Business Park (BP) zone district is to

designate areas appropriate for the development of a mixture of light industrial, office and

comumercial land uses in a campus-like setting. Such uses may include high-technology

manufacturing and assembly, warehousing, professional offices, research and development,

- and commercial uses that are primarily for the support of the employees of other businesses

'~ in the district and the businesses themselves. The intent of the BP zone is that allowed

businesses will involve larger numbers of employees, and will construct facilities that are

attractive and environmentally sensitive, The types of industrial and office land uses that will

- be appropriate in the zone will be those with most of their employee positions at primary

wage eamer levels, with salaries comparable to the county’s median income {evel. Land uses

that involve any outdoor manufacturing or storage, or that emit any appreciable amount of

. visible gasses, particulate, steam, heat, odor, vibration, glare, dust, or excessive noise will not
- be allowed. ' : -

Eight sites totaling approximately 352.6 acres, spread generally around the eastem half of the
plan area, have been designated for business park uses. T

College Campus (Ckzmpus) District A total of approximately 261.8 acres of contignous land

- within the plan area is designated College Campus District for the purpose of future development

of a full-scale, on-site intensive, state-of-the-art college campus. The proposed college campus
site is located in the central portions of the western haif of the specific plan area.

Residential Zone Districts The Specific Plan designates approximately 437 acres for the

. development of 3,095 residential dwelling units to serve the housing needs of the proposed plan.

Residential parcels are located near the western and southern boundaries of the plan area, and
generally serve as a transitional zone or buffer between adjacent existing and planned residential
developments in the City of Roseville and proposed industrial and other non-residential land uses
within the plan area. ' ' }

Two general residential districts, namely, Residential Single-Family (RS) and Residential Muiti-
Family (RM), are proposed within the specific plan area, .

" Residential 'Single-Famﬂz The RS distri_ct is intended to provide areas for .residential
development characterized by detached and attached single-family homes. The Specific Plan
proposes three categories of RS zones. : o '

 Residential Single-Family, 5 Dwellin Units per acre (RS-5) © The purpose of the RS-
3 district is to provide for medium density, single-family detached residential units, A
minimum lot size of 6,500 square feet will apply to traditional single-family lots.

Residential Single-Family, 6 Dwelling Units per acre (RS-6) The purpose of the RM- -
6 district is to provide for medium density, single-family detached. and attached

- residential units. A minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet will apply to traditional
single-family lots. .
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Residential Single-Family, 8 Dwelling Units per acre (R$-8)  To provide for medium

density, single-family detached or attached residential units, using traditional and non-
traditional lot designs. A minimum lot size of 3,500 square feet will apply to traditional
single-family lots. : . '

Residential Multi-Family (RMY The' RM district is intended to provide areas for
residential neighborhoods of single-family dweIIings,_multipIe single-family dwellings on
one lot, halfplexes, duplexes, apartments, and other multiple-family attached dwelling units
such as condominiums. Development in the RM district will utilize innovative site planning
and provide on-site recreational amenities, Two RM districts would be located adjacent to the.
college campus. The plan proposes the following RM zone:

Residential Multi-Family. 18 Dwelling Units per acre -18} To provide for high
density, multi-farnily attached residential units, apartments, tomlhouses,_condominiums,

or cluster design. Minimum lot size of 2 acres for multi-family,

Schools ' 1t is anticipated that the proposed Placer Ranch Specific Plan will generate the need
for elementary school. facilities for approximately 1,076 new students. -- The plan therefore
designates two 10-acre K-6 school sites. The proposed school sites are located near the western
boundary of the plan area and are within proximity of proposed residential areas. -

- Park/Basin (P/Q?) The Park/Basin (P/B) district is intended to serve the dual purpose of

providing for onsite retention/detention needs of the plan, and also be developed as passive/active
park facilities. The Specific Plan designates two sites totaling approximately 37 acres, generally

located in the plan area’s low elevation points, for these purposes.

Parks The Specific Plan designates five parcels, comprising approximately 27.1 acres, for the
development of park facilities. Two S-acre parcels are located adjacent to proposed elementary
school facilities. The remaining three park sites are located within proposed residential parcels,
Each of- the propesed park sites is to be developed as active neighborhood focus public
recreational facilities. Recreational activities at these public parks may include the following:
passive and active recreational interests, turf area for multi-use recreztional activities, pre-school

~ and school-aged playgrounds, picnic areas, hard courts for basketball and tennis, and restrooms.

Open Space  Approximately 95.2 acres have been designated Open Space (OS), exclusive of

* Open space contained within the Campus District. The land preserved as open space includes the

floodplain corridors along existing creeks and drainage channels and incorporate a significant
amount of the wetland resources present in the area. Additional areas would be provided to
provide open space linkages between developed areas. Allowable uses in this zone are research
and monitoring of plants and/or animals, as well as reconstruction of native habitat.- Recreational
uses other than pedestrian trail crossings will not be allowed in the open space areas.
Development adjacent to these arcas will require special setbacks to buffer potential impacts.
Structures, paved areas and landscaping will be a minimum of 25 feet from open space land and
water resources (i.e., perennial streams, intermittent streams, wetlands). - Hiking, jogging and
bicycling will be allowable uses for these buffer areas. '

CIRCULATION

- The existing roads within or bordering the project area, F iddyment Road, Sunset Boulevard West

and Nichols Drive, are two-directional, two-lane rural roads. Currently, these roads support less
traffic than their design capacities. Uses proposed within the Specific Plan area and on
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surrounding properties will increase the traffic on these roads and require improvements to mest
standards for Placer County. - . i

Circula_tibn system within the Placer Ranch Specific Plan project area would be composed of

‘major road connections, local streets, and pedestrianfbikeway network. The extension,

realignment and/or improvement of existing arteria} roadways such as Fiddyment Road, Foothills

Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, Nichols Drive, Sunset Boulevard West and Woodereek Qaks

Boulevard would constitute the backbone of the project’s proposed circulation plan. Fiddyment

Road and the proposed extensions of Woodereek Oaks Boulevard and Foothills Boulevards

would provide north-south connections within the plan area. Sunset Boulevard West and the

extensions of Sunset Boulevard and Nichols Drive would provide primary east-west connections
within the plan area. All of these roads are anticipated to be at least four lane public roadways,

The proposed circulation system also accounts for i:lans by Placer County Transportation

- Planning Agency (PCTPA) to locaté a segment of the proposed Placer Parkway within the Placer

Ranch Specific Plan area. Consistent with the project study plaa (PSR) of the proposed Placer
Parkway, the plan includes an east-west right-of-way alignment for Placer Patkway. The Placer
Ranch Specific Plan incorporates the firture Placer Parkway into its overall circulation system by

. making provision for future interchanges where the proposed parkway intersects Fiddyment Road
* and Foothills Boulevard, . : : -

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES . '

‘The Placer Ranch Specific Plan provides for a variety of public facilities and services, including
water, wastewater, recyeled water, storm drainage and flood control, police and fire, solid waste,
and electric and natural gas service. Each of these is described briefly below, |

Potable Water It is anticipated that the Placer County Water Agenéy (PCWA) would
provide potable water to the Placer Ranch project. . '

Wastm&ter'{'he proposed project would construct wastewater infrastructure consistent with
the Regional Wastewater Master Plan. The project would require annexation of a portion of
the project site into the City of Roseville Wastewater Treatment Service Area,

Storm Drainage and Flood Control The proposed Placer Ranch site is located within the
Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, Improvements to the drainage system within the specific
plan area would include rechannelizing minor tributaries, construction of drainage basins,
construction of pipe conveyance.systems, and construction of culverts and bridges over

creeks and tributaries.

NATURAL RESOUR_CES‘ : : _ .
The Placer Ranch Specific Plan land use has been configured with the intent of ensuring that the

natural resources of the project area are conserved and that impacts associated with development
are mitigated to the extent possible. : - : ' -

Wetlands A variety of wetland resources are located within the Placer Ranch Specific Plan area.
These include creek, intermittent and ephemeral drainages, vernal pools, seasonal wetlands and
swales, and emergent marshes. It is anticipated that while a majority of these would be preserved
onsite, there would be a substantial offsite preservation component..
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Qak Woodlands Oak woodlands on the site are minimai, contained-pdmarily'within the on-site
drainages. The specific plan land uses have been configured to retain 2 majority of the existing
oak woodlands in permanent open space. However, some tree removal may be necessary to

- accommodate developments proposed. Any removal of native oak trees would be subject to the
County’s Tree Preservation requirements. o S

Historic Resources A records search has been conducted for the Placer Ranch sife. ‘The records
indicated that there are no significant or potentially significant archacological resources within
the project area. Nevertheless, a complete survey of the site will be conducted as part of the EIR.

process. '

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The Placer Ranch Specific Plan will entail the conversion of approximately 1,920 acres of
agriculfural lands to non-agricultural uses. Additionally, the immediate cancellation of a

Williamson Act Land Conservation Contract would be required on the westernmost 640 acres of
the site. A Notice of Nop-renewal was filed with Placer County in November 2002 for remov al

of the land from contract. R .

6.0, SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The EIR will address the anticipated environmental impacts on a project-speci'ﬁc level for the

Placer Ranch Specific Plan Area, At this time, it is. anticipated that the EIR will address impacts
associated with the project in the following issue areas: -

Agricultural Resources
Air Quality _

- Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils - :
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrological and Water Quality
‘Land Use and Planning
Noise :
Population, Employment and Housing
Public Services '
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities and Service Systems
Fiscal Impact Analysis

1t is anticipated that the following significant impacts could be identified in the draft RIR,

» Conversion of farmland.
. * Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract,
* Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature,
could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.
= Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
*  Population growth inducement; ' '

10
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" Adverse effect on a scenic vista; S

® Lack of certainty regarding sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources; _ _ ' . _

= Potential violation. of the Placer County Air Pollution Control District source review
rules; _ ' . '

*  Potential cumulatively considerable inerease in criteria air pollutants;

® Increase in noise levels associated with increased traffic and project construction and
. Operation; : :
- ® Conlflicts with applicable plans or policies;
= Conversion of undeveloped land; - _
- ®  Adverse effects on candidafe, sensitive or specials-status species, riparian habitat or other
- sensitive natural communities, federally defined wetlands, or wildlife corridors; o
* Increase in current wastewater treatment requirements; - -
* Construction of new wastewater, drainage, or water supply facilities; a
Increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manmer, which would result in or
contribute to flooding on or off:site, '
Creation of objectionable odors:
Sail erosion or the loss of topsoil;
- Locating structures on expansive soils; , )
Depletion of groundwater supplies or alteration of existing drainage patterns;
- Conflict with any local palicies or ordinazces protecting biological resources, or habitat
conservation plan; ' _ C o _
Exposure of sensitive receptors to noise impacts from the surrounding land uses;
* Adverse effect on the provision of public services (including police, fire, schools, parks);
- * - Creation of a new source of light and glare. -

70  JUSTIFICATION FOR CAMPUS LOCATION

The Placer Ranch project' is intended to meet a Jjobs-housing balance. Because of the constraints
created by the sanitary landfill and the required setbacks from the landfill, potential housing areas
are limited to the westem and southern periphery of the project site,

~ The Placer Rzinéh project is intended to be a fully integfated self-contained community., The

campus should be located in close proximity to housing for students, staff and faculty. Richard
Daber, a renowned expert on campus planning states that, “ag a land use the campus should be
located in ap area which is in keeping with the educational objectives of the institution, The
availability of housing, commercial centers, schools and churches for those living off campus is
an important consideration.” Furthermore, it is anticipated that the college and housing would

provide a collaborative relationship with the local business community requiring reasonahly close

proximity to both professional and industria] developments.

Access is a primary consideration in the siting of the college campus. The proposed campus
parcel is sited to have quick access to the Placer Parkway’s Fiddyment Road interchange. The
college is to be an institution for the entire Western Placer region and function conjunctively with
Sierra College in Rocklin.

. Within the Placer Ranch site, the siting of the campus also maximizes izor@-vchiculér travel and

emphasizes pedestrian access by placing it at the center of residential, office, commercial and
industrial development. Open space corridors in and adjacent to the campus can be used as .
pedestrian corridors, linking the campus use to areas designated for housing and employment,

11
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80 PLACER RANCH CONCEPT ANALYSIS |

A. Setting

The 2,200 ac Placer Ranch property is located uniquely within Placer County's Sunset Industrial
Area (SIA). The SIA is an +8,000 community plan area which lies between the Cities of
Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoly, each of which represent some of the fastest growing cities in the
State of California. The SIA was planned and approved in 1997 with the anticipation i would
provide Placer County a land use base for future business, high tech industry and manufactuﬁﬁg

jobs,

B. Design Concept -

The overall design intent of Placer Ranch 15 aimed at blending the SIA's anticipated business
‘professional and industrial land uses, with a site for a university and a mixed-use residentizl
commmmify that can augment and. support an institute for higher leaming and employment center,

- The university itself possibly represents the most significant end user in the history of

- development in Placer County. The significance of the university lies in the ability to provide
Placer County an institntion for higher Iear_x':ing, advance education in Placer County and provide
local businesses and indust'r_y with an educated work force. R .

C. Design Goals

The development of the proposed Placer Ranch Master Plan, required analysis of Humerous.
- factors related to the environment, . existing and proposed land uses as well ag the areas
infrastructure needs and deficiencies. As with any large master planned project, design goals

must address such considerations as well as local, State and Federal development policies.

The resultant findings of this process lead to the following design goals on which fhe proposed
land use design is founded: _ o .
D. - Land Use

" Aspart of the SIA, the plan must propose an in'dustﬁal, business professional and commercial
land use mix that, to the extent Dossible, is compatible with the intent of the community plan,
The plan must address Placer County's goal of the job base opportunities anticipated in the
SIA. : : : '

2
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Given the defined significance of Placer Cbunty’s Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, the
plan must respect the influence and policies related to the regional facility. Land use design
must find adequate compromise with these policies while at the same time provide the type

With immediate'adjaéency to the City Roseville and s existing residential edge, the plan
must address potential land use conflicts inherent between them and the nen-residential intent
of the STA. Land use design must provide an appropriate intensity and use transition between

residential and non-residential development,

Residential land uses should take into account the principals of smart .growth. Residential

densities should be higher than the typical 3, 4 and 5 dwelling units per acre along major
transportation corridors. Residential ises should also account for housing types typical to
university settings and provide housing opportunities for students and employees of the
university. Components of the residential housing mix should also be aimed at addressing the
need for affordable housing in South Placer County,

Infrastructﬁre

Given local limitations of the domestic water source and the demands generated by a profect
of this magnitude, the plan must address the sensitivities of water conservation.
Infrastructure design must provide solutions that are efficient and sensitive to resource
limitations, Design should make extensive use of drought resistant landscaping, maximize
the re-use of treated water for irrigation and other potential uses and help develop a water

- conservation program in cooperation with Placer County Water Agency.

13

Implementation of two regional wastewater treatment facilities in the Cities of Roseville and
Lincoln will significantly increase treatment capacities in the region. Infrastructure design
must work with both facilities to define treatment responsibilities and conveyance gystems
adequate to serve the proposed project. The plan must also implement annexation of the
proposed plan into applicable district boundaries. ' ;

Preservation of existing natural drainages and identification of both pre and post development

Circulation

| iject proximity to ‘adjacent jurisdictions and their housing basé, SR 65 and the City of

Lincoln Afrpark provide unique opportunities that can enhance success of the concept,
Proximity to quality housing and regional transportation corridors should create z unique
opportunity to attract manufacturin , business professional and industrial development,
Circulation design should be aimed at maximizing opportunities associated with existing
transportation facilities and adjacent, supporting land uses. '



oy " Comment Letter 29

A primary goal of the plan, via its pfbposed circulation system, shaould be to help enhance the
ability for residents of South Placer County to both live and work in the immediate area. An’
additional plan goal should be a land use design aimed at balancing the positive affects of

Circulation goals should be aimed at providing other forms of transportation such as

' pedestrian trails and bike lanes that intercomnect appropriate land uses within the plan. The

plan should also provide convenient and well-placed transit stops to take advantage of mass
transit opportunities. ' ' : o AT o

" drainages and at the same time provides convenient connections to local street ;iystems.

14

Project influence on adjacent jurisdictions could result in impacts to local street systems.”
Circulation design should take such potential conditions into account when locating roadway
connections between jurisdictions. Design goals should also take into -account a balance
between the potential regional benefits of shorter commute drives for local residents and

Jimpacts that may result from the close proximity between jobs and housing,
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SMART GROWTH LAND USE SUMMARY

UNITS

Lanp Usy . [ ACREAGE % OF _ NUMBER OF
' PROJECT: DWELLING -

- POTENTIAL NON-

RESIDENTIAL
S.F.

S.F. Residential 41526 18.76 2610 -

Myt Family Res. |O181 | 4.i3 1653

RS-4 43.53 2.06 | 182 -
RS5 12183 550 | 609 :
RS6 8231 | 370 | 494 -
RS-8 116557 1 748 | 1323 _

RMIS | 980 | 415 | IckT

Commercial | 194.57 " 1878 333

CPD (Mixed-

Llpraf 10 xs\ 108D ocumentsPlacer RanchtFroject Deaciphiont SMART GROWTH LAND USE SUMMAR1.doc -

)?// 7/»-:":
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March 20, 2002 _ o HAND DELIVERED

Mayor Claudia Gamar and
Members of the City Council
City of Roseville

2005 Hilltop Circle
Roseville, CA 95747

Re:  West Roseville Area Plan Rezone — Item #30 on Tonight’s Agenda
Dear Mayor Gamar and Council Members:

It is my understanding that the Council is taking no specific action on this item, therefore
I will keep my comments brief. Also, since we only received the technical information
on March 14, we are very appreciative of the assistance of Derrick Whitehead and Kelye
McKinney in understanding the details in such a short period of time.

Concept

In concept, T support the notion that Roseville should do its best to control its
borders. However, since resources are limited and finite, at some point that
control will not be by further expansion but rather challenges to projects in the
County that have a negative impact on the City. In the past, the City has taken
this role, which bas benefited the residents in the City of Roseville and their
quality of life. Where the line is for Roseville’s future growth and annexation
without compromising levels of service, I don’t purport to know; however, it is
clear we are coming close to that line.

- Wat_er

- When I'read a report that statcs that a project can work, as long as we reduce
water demands by 20%, aggressively use reclaimed water, and introduce aquifer
storage and recovery, that creates a whole host of concerns. In the last water fee
increase, Roseville published a technical memorandum dated August 10, 1995.
As expected, Roseville did an excellent job seeking input from those who would
be impacted by this increase. The North Roseville Owners Group, together with
Del Webb, hired CH2M Hill to look very carefully at Roseville’s assumptions
behind the significant increase in the water fee. At the end of that study, we
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- Mayor Claudia Gamar and

- Members of the City Council
Page 2

March 20, 2002

decided that while Roseville was conservative, they were not overly conservative
and that since those monies funded the large transmission water mains, being a
little conservative was good. The City essentially implemented the conservative
numbers for transmission mains and a different set of assumptions for local
distribution lines because clearly their impacts were more predictable. In the end,
this was accepted by all and we accepted the higher fee.

3

. Page Two of that study determined that the six highest years utilized a demand of
320 gallons pet person per day and the data from that study was from 1980 to
1992, As we sought to convince the City of a different approach on demand, we
compared Roseville’s demand numbers and other assumption to other cities and,
again, found that while Roseville was conservative, they were not overly
conservative for the transmission mains. With this being the conclusion after so
much work, you can understand my discomfort with the notion of a wholesale
discount upon demand, and even more di scomforting, is the notion that the benefit
of this reduction will be utilized by the West plan. To be clear, I do believe the
demand number can be modified and other concepts explored by staff utilized to
correctly analyze Roseville’s true water capability. However, I think it is
impossible to make that exact decision today (i.e., is 20% the right number?) and
even more impossible to predict how Roseville’s nonexistent aquifer storage and
recovery and well field actually work, '

Clearly, there are financial questions as well (i.e., if Roseville really does have a
lower demand, does that mean Roseville has been overcharging for the connection
fee?). Ibelieve that these questions will be answered when the City updates its
water fee. Even if we utilize a lower demand asstiumption I am sure there are other
capital improvements not previously anticipated that will probably make any
concerns about the fee being too high moot. I would assume that after that fee is
updated, that those assumptions would then be utilized in the West area plan-
analysis. '

The concepts discussed in those studies as well as the 1994 work by CH2M Hill on the
fee review, the 1995 work on Aquifer Storage and Recovery Feasibility, are all things
that should be explored; however, until they are proven with some time for performance
criteria, it would simply be impossible to allocate land use on such unproven
assumptions. Again, I understand that is not what is occurring this evening; however, at
some point, it will be discussed. When that time comes, it seems inevitable that there -
will be a choice as to how much is actually approved based on proven resources.

IADCPAcilycouncil_westrosevillel.doc
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Phasing

Because of the limitation on Roseville’s facilities, both in water as well as traffic
and other limited resources, ultimately it will be surprising if the entire plan could
be serviced without putting the City’s standards at risk. By the same token, it also
seems logical to assume that some portion of the plan could be serviced today
without putting any of those levels of service at risk. Such an approach would
allow other technology to be implemented and monitored for perhaps 5-7 years,
whatever is determined appropriate, and then allocate land use based on hard data.
It seems that such an approach has benefits, both to the apphcant and to the City,
and hopefully can be explored.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on fonight’s discussions. I apologize for not
being able to be here in person. While I have other concerns with the materials, since no
decision is being made tonight on land use, it probab]y is appropriate to dlscuss those
items at a future date.

Best regards,

Diamond Creek Partners, LTD.,
a California limited partnership

Stephen L. Des Jardins
President of Diamond Equities, Inc.

SLD/jb
cc:  Patty Dunn, City of Roseville Community Development
Derrick Whitchead, City of Roseville Environmental Utilities .

Kelye McKinney, City of Roseville Envzronmental Utilities
John Tallman, Signature Properrzea

IADCPeitycouncil_westrosevillel.doc






Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. Williom Yeafes, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Pariners, Ltd. (October 29, 2003)

%% Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. Willium Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond
Equities, Inc., and Diamond Creek Partners, Lid. (October 29, 2003}

Response to Comment 1

This comment provides introductory lext that identifies the commenting entities. Further, the comment
contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no {urther

response is 1'equircd.

Response to Comment 2

Responses to certain comments on the Draft TIR are provided following this paragraph, as the
commenter indicates that specific comments will follow Comment 29-2. With respect to the length of Lhe
document, while CEQA indicates that Draft EIRs should normally be less than 350 pages, these
recommended page limits were adopted to encourage agencies Lo avoid preparing unnecessarily fong
EiRs and to focus their analysis on the key environmental issues. The page limils correspond to the page
limits tor an environmental impact statement prepared under NEPA in an efforl lo make the two systems
compatible. Howcever, as reflecled in Practice under the California Envivonmental Quality Act (Kostka and
Zischke 1999), “Thoese page limits are rarely observed. EIRs are frequently invalidated by the courts for
including too little informalion bul rarely for including too much information.” In order lo provide full
disciosure of the environmenlal impacts that would result from construction andjfor operation of a
project that covers a large geographic area with various environmental resources and several ownership
interests, at two lovels of details {project level and program level), more than 3530 pages were required. To
the extent possible, additional information is provided jn the technical appendices, rather than in the

body of the Draft EIR, to reduce the number of pages to the maximum extent feasible.

The commenter is also correct in noting that several reference documents were not included in the Draft
EIR, but arc available for review at the City of Roseville. This is consislent with CEQA Guidelines Section

15148.

Response to Comment 3

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public
Review Period and the many opportunitics for public participation. Refer also to Topical Response C

(Adequacy of Dratt EIR) tor a discussion as to why recirculation of the Draft EIR is not necessary.,

13-257




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 4

Neither the General Plan nor any other planning document or state law recommends a minimum or
maximum number of unils appropriate for a Specific Plan. The City’s General Plan calls for
comprehensive tather than incremental land use and facilities planning through the use of
comprehensive plans that integrate various elements of development including implementation
strategies sccured through development agreements and the establishment of financing districts to

ensure funding and maintenance of facilities and improvements.

Units are one measure of a specific plan’s size. Residential units are typically only one type of land use
contained in specific plans. Specific plans also include other land uses such as, but nol limited to
Commercial, Industrial, Public/Quasi-Public, Business Professional, Parks, and Open Space land uses.
Other land uses are desirable in specific plans to insure that the fiscal impacts of residential units on the

City’s General Fund are offsel by the fiscal benetits from other land uses.

In terms of the size of The West Roseville Specific Plan compared to other Specitic Plans in the City, the
Northwest Roseville Specific Plan, originally approved in May 1989, contains 8898 units, which is more
units than proposcd in the WRSP. The issue of how many units are appropriate with one approval is a
City Council decision that also depends on the City’s ability to provide services when the demand for
those services occurs. In orvder fo address the question of the City’s ability to provide services in the West
Plan and/or mainlain existing levels of service to existing residents and businesses, the City completed a
Tiwasibility Analysis before beginning the process of evaluating the WRSP. The Feasibility Analysis was
prepared over the course of 10 months and presented to the City Council for their direction prior to
initiating the specific plan analysis and preparation of an EIR, The Feasibility Analysis concluded that the

City could provide service to the Plan arca.

For historical context, the City approved 7,161 units in a short (10 month) lime frame wilh the approval
of the following specific plans:

m Highland Reserve North, Approved by Council 5/28/97, 1,770 units

m North Roseville Phase 1, Approved by Council 8/6/97, 2,509 units

m Stoneridge, Approved by Council 3/18/98, 2,882 units

All three Specific Mlans woere processed simultaneously with staggered approvals due to the staff time

and hearing schedules needed for each specific plan.

One year and 10 monlhs after NR5P Phase T was approved, NRSP Phase 2 was approved with another
2,466 units. This brings total units to 9,627, North Plan Phase [T {(Dr.s Ranch) was approved with 600

units bringing the grand lolal to 10,227,
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Low Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Sfephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. (October 29, 2003}

Wilh the exception of project phasing, for the orderly and logical extension of services, the City’s has not
prescribed the rate of specific plan build out but rather the ability to mect all service demands within
each specific plan. The actual rate of development is a tunction of several things:

1 Market demand/influences {e.g. strength of economy, interest rates, cte.}

m The establishment of a financing district 1o pay for the cost of backbone improvements (sewer,

water, roads, etc.) following the land use entitlement process

m Construction and completion of backbone infrastructure prior to initiation of individual projects
within the Plan arca

m Type of land uses within the planfphase

Specific Plans have allowed the City to react to various growth rates over time while minimizing impacts
to services and quality of life and are recognized as the comprehensive planning process, rather than the
establishment of growth limitations, that are a key component to Roscville's growth management

strategy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment does not include the elimination of the Urban Reserve land use
designation. Additionally, the General Plan does not require a designation of LUrban Reserve before
consideration of a Specific Plan, or that a Specific Plan contain an urban reserve componenl. The use of

the Urban Reserve land use category is at the discretion of the City Council.

Urban Reserve is defined by the General Plan as a ”.. land use designation applied to those lands that are
anticipated to receive urban land entitlements but at the present time arc consirained by growth
managemenl policies, availability of services or other limitations.” With the approval of the last specific
plan, no further Urban Reserve land use exists in the City limits. As such, Growth Managemenl policies
that reference this land use are oul of date by referring to a land use category that doesn’t apply to any
land in the City. The fand use category has not been eliminated, however its reference in General Plan

policies doesn’t have an application.

Land proposed for annexation is first required to be within a City's sphere of influence. Tand in the
sphere is similar to land that was inside the City designated Urban Reserve, it cannol develop without
Council approval of a General Plan Amendment to designate more specific land use. The intent of the
amendmenl language was to more accurately reflect present conditions in the City without eliminating,

the option to use Urban Reserve in the future.
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Response to Comment 5

As reflected on page 3-3 of the Final EIR, “"Development of the proposed project would result in the
continued commitment of the majority of the project site to urban development, thereby preciuding any

other uses for the lifespan of the project.”

The project description provided in the Final EIR is consistent wilh CEQA's requirements for a project
description, which are outlined in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Specific Plan contains a full
program of implementation measures {(including financing measures) to ensure the provision of all
infrastructure, facilities, public services, and/or mitigation measures that are necessary o supporl the
proposed development. These implementalion 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. CEQA docs not require Development Agreements, Tinancing Plans, and other project
implementation documents to be prior to public review of the Draft EIR. The Development Agreements
and Financing Plans will, however, be available for review and consideration by the City (and the

interested pubiic) prior to consideration of approval or denial of the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 6

This comment provides text introducing a consultant hired on behalf of the commenter to assist in
providing comments on the Draft EIR. It does not provide a comment on an environmental issue, and no
further response is required. However, responses have been provided to all of the comments raised by

International Engineering Services, which are provided m Response lo Comment Letter 29A.

Response fo Comment 7

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) tor a discussion of long-term supply contract and water
supply rcliability of the Cily’s USBR and PCWA water supply entitlements. In addition, Technical
Meworandun, Task 7-Water Supply Strategy, Montgomery Watson Harza, April 10, 2003), which is

provided in Appendix R (Utilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final EIR, alse discusses the increase in

reliability due to implementation of the Water Forum Agreement.

As demonstrated in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Vlla}, existing surface water
entilements of 35,700 AF/yr can meel the City’s wet vear 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 Lo 39,800 Alfyr of
supply in the driest years. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TT) indicales thal
during drv, drier, or driest years, the City’s maximum diversion will decrease from 54,900 AF/yr lo
39,800 Ab/yvr with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project providing replacement water 1o the river equivalent to

Roseville’s diversions above baseline conditions {1995 levels of diversion =19,800 AF/yr plus 20,000 AT /fyr
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Response fo Comment Leifer 29
Low Office of J. Willium Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jordins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Pariners, Lid. {October 29, 2003)

resulting from an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs). 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/yvr. 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 addilional conscrvation measures.
Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Sections La.i and TL.g) and Responses to Comments 29A-

12, 29A-13, and 29A-14 for a discussion of long-term supply comtract and supply reliability

The commenler also questions what restrictions are placed on existing wheeling contracts for PCWA
water. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1b) for a discussion of water supplies

provided by PCWA.

The commenter states that the City does not have a contract with SJWD for the 3,200 AF/vr of water
supply reflected in the Final EIR and questions whal condilions are attached to that source of water
supply. The City entered into an MOU with S]WD for the transfer of the 3,200 AT/yr to the City, which
documents all conditions established for this transfer. The MOU is included as Appendix X of this Final
[IR. Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Le) for additional information regarding

the STWD supply and its reliability.

The commenter also questioned why the surplus of 4080 AF/yr should be allocated to the proposced
project, rather than re-allocated to proposed uses within the existing Cily boundaries or to those entities
thal have alrcady invested in infrastructure in the City. There is sufficient supply for the existing and
proposed uses within the City, using the established demand factors. Once the WRSP is annexed to the
City, the City will determine the adequacy of water supplies on a citywide basis and will not allocate

particular supplies to particular sub-areas.
F PP P

The commenter also questions the need for maintaining a reserve belween demand and available water
supply in times of drought. Maintaining a reserve does not necessarily secure the water supply for use
during drought conditions. As specified in the Water Forum Agreement, the City has pre-established
Iimilations on the amounl of waler that is available during drought years. Refer to Topical Response G
{Water Supply, Section 1) fur a detailed discussion of the Water Forum Agreement and Topical Response
G (Water SUP_piy, Scclion V) for a delailed discussion of the City’s policies related to actions to be taken
during drought conditions, which apply to all City water supply customers. The Cily has also clected w
develop such a reserve through an in-lieu groundwater banking al Reason Farms, as described in Topical

Response G (Water Supply, Section IV),
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Chapter 13 Responses to Cammenis

Response to Comment 8

The commenter is correctly citing text from the Draft EIR. No response is required.

Response to Comment 9

While the City cannot require the replacement of water-saving devices as homes age and new technology
becomes available, the City does have an active water conservation program, which was established as
required by the City’s USBR contract and the Water Forum Agreement, to educate the communily on
various ways to conserve waler, As a part of this program, the Cily has initialed a low-flow toilet rebate
program. The State has also mandated that only low flow fixtures be sold in home improvement stores,
which will further ensure the use of water saving fixture devices. Other water conservation incentives
include conservation pricing for water use in the City’s metered water rates, which encourages customers
to reduce water use in order to reduce their water bill. In addition, a tull description of conservation
“Best Management Practices” is described in detail in the City's Urban Water Management Plan, which is

available for review from the Cily's Permit Center or on the City’s website,

Response fo Comment 10

The City s not aware of any other external factors that would have atfected or artificially lowered the use
of water within the City during the time period that meter data was collected for the water demand
factor study. During that time period, the City did not implement any drought restrictions nor was the
City actively soliciting increased water conservation from its customers. The City also has no reason to
believe that the cutbacks cited by the commenler in years 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994 would have affected
the results of the study. Turther, the data was adjusted upwards using a normalization factor to reflect
average demands in higher water use years. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section I for a

discussion of modification to the City’s water demand factors.

Response to Comment 11

As mentioned in Response to Comment 29-1), the City had not implemented any drought stages during
the time period that meter data was collected for the demand factor revision study. Refer to Topical
Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) for a discussion of modification to the City's water demand

factors.

Response to Comment 12

The City is committed lo supplyving a safe and reliable water supply to all of its customers. However,

when water resources are reduced due to dry or driest year conditions, all Roseville customers would be




Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on hehalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and

required to conserve water according to the City’s existing Municipal Code (Section 14.09—Water

Conservation), which is included as Appendix Z to this Final EIR.

With respect to NEC, the majority of groundwater wells planned for construction by the City and those
plannad for this project are located in a different pressure zone from NEC. When these wells are used,
the existing Clity pressure-reducing stations will prevent this water from reaching NEC facilitics. As such,

adverse impacts to NEC from this project are not anticipated.

The only other business that could potentially be affected by groundwater use in the City is the Roseville
Dialysis Center. The Roseville Dialysis Center is a current City customer, and the addition of the WRSP
would not change any existing circumstance with respect to the use of groundwater to fulfill Gity
demands during drier and driest vears. The City has cslablished provisions to notify the Roseville

Dialysis Center during drought comditions that could affect the Center’'s water supply.

Turther, a waler quality analysis was performed on a groundwater sample collected from the City's
Diamond Creek well. Results show that all censtituent concentrations are within drinking water
standards. Total hardness was reported at 152 mg/l. The American Water Works Association classifics
this as bordering between soft and hard water, where water with less than 75 mg/l is considered soft and
above 150 mg/l is considered hard. Neither the USEPA nor the State has policies with respect to the

hardness of public water supplies.

Response to Comment 13

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Scctions Ik and V) for a discussion of the Cily’s policies
related to service during drought conditions, including the provision of water in “dry or dricst” years
that existed in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994, As discussed in the Topical Response, the City was able to
provide suftficient water supplies during in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994 and is anticipated to continue to be
able to provide water if, or when, dry or driest conditions exist in the future. Providing 4,080 AF/yr of
surplus water to areas outside of the existing Gencral Plan arca will not affect the City’s ability to provide
water during dry or driest year conditions. The miting factor during these hydrologic vear types s the
amount of water the City may divert from the American River as outlined in the City's Waler Torum
Agreement (refor also to Topical Response G [Water Supply, Section 11y The Cily has established a

strategy to meet the needs of exisling customers during dry and dricst vears,

Various levels of conservation would be required of all Roseville water customers depending upon the
drought stage. The drought stage is defined by the amount of waler supply available from the American
River to the City to serve its customers. During droughts, demands are reduced by customer

conservation and short falls in supplies are made up by the use of groundwater. The City has further
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

reduced ils reliance on surface water through implementing an extensive recycled water program. The
use of recycled water reduces normal vear demands by transferring irrigation customers from potable
water to recycled water. Roseville anticipates the use of 3,000 AF/vr of recycled water at build cut of the
City and, with the WRSP, the tise of recycled water would increase to 4,526 Ab/yr. Recycled water is also

more refiable than potable water during drought conditions.

Response to Comment 14

This commenl provides text introducing a consultant hired on behalf of the commenter L assist in
providing comments on the Draft EIR. 1t does not provide a comment on an environmental issue, and no

further response is required.

The commenter also indicates that comments in addition to those provided by his consultant are being

provided. Responscs to those commoents are provided in Responses to Comments 29-15 through 29-48,

Response tc Comment 15

Refer to Response to Comments 20-6, 29-18, and 5-3 for a discussion of traffic analysis. Refer aiso to all
responses to Comment Letter 358, which provides a discussion of the transportation and circulation

analysis.

Response fo Comment 16

The traffic volume assignment for the proposed project may accuralely represent 2020 conditions, but
substantial uncertainty is associated when trying to predict traffic conditions almost 20 vears into the
future. lt is possible that the proposed project would contribute higher volumoes of traffic in 2020 onto
regional roadways such as Baseline Road, SR-63, and I-80. Impact 4.3-3 in the Final EIR acknowledges the
adverse impact of the proposed project on these facilities. Further, the project, by itself, cannot be
expected Lo miligate this impact independently because no financing program exists to collect the
project’s fair share contribution of improvements or the remaining fair-share from other projects or
contributors. 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. As a resull, this timpact was

considered significant and unavoidable.

Consistent with the requirements of CTIQA, the Final EIR discloses this impact and the problem
assoctated with providing adequatle mitigation. The Final EIR contains this response, which provides

addilional information about the uncertainty of predicting future conditions and acknowledging that the
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeotes, on beholf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, inc., and
Diamond Creek Pariners, Ltd. {Qctober 29, 2003)

traffic contribution to regional roadways could be higher. Nevertheless, the contribution does not reach a

level that would constitule the project being solely responsible for mitigation.

Response to Comment 17

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 selected after entitlements are
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 impact. Further, the
proposed project is not reliant on Placer Parkway as mitigation. Model runs wilh Placer Parkway were
done as an alternatives analysis, and show that traffic would improve. Tt was not included as part of the
project, because il is more conservative to assume it is not in place, in order to require mitigation as part

of the project.

As part ot the alternatives analysis, the Tinal EIR provided additional information on the compatibility of
Placer Parkway should an alignmoent be built along the northwestern boundary of the project and two
other alternatives within the 50[ Area. In addition, as part of the development agreements, the City is
requiring that all purchasers of lots or residential unils localed within the WRSP be notified that there is a

“polential Placer Parkway within the WRSD boundaries.”

Response to Comment 18

The City of Roseville has maintained a traffic impact tee program that does not rely on outside funding
sources to pay for the public road improvements necessary to accommodate land use development
within the City. The current traffic impact fee program was adopted by the City Council in 2002 as part
of the CIP update and provides full funding for the City roadway improvements required to
accommodate currenlly entitled development through 2020 {refer to pages 4.3-44 and 4.3-43 of the Final
EIR}.

The methodology used to delermine the City’s Capital Improvement Program is included within the
Technical Memorandum and associated Final EIR for the Update to the City's Capital Improvement
Program certified in September 2002, The updated CIP identifies improvements necessary to maintain
the City's LOS standard through year 20201 Tees are collecled on a fair share basis as outlined with the
Technical Memorandum. As staled within the Final EIR and within the Development Agreement by and
between the City ot Roseville and the Landowners, the CIFP will be updated so as to include the WRSP

and the additional CIP projects identified in the Final EIR,
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Response to Comment ]

9

Refer to Response to Comment

impr(‘) Vements.

Response o Comment 20

Refer to Response to Comment

Improvements.

Respeonse to Comiment 21

20-6, 29-18, and 3-3 for a discussion of funding for roadway

20-6, 29-18, and 5-3 for a discussion on funding for roadway

In response to this comment, Table 4.4-3 of the EIR has been revised as follows to include ambient atr

qualily data for 2002 and 8-hour ozone concentrations.

Table 4.4-3 Summary of Air Pollutant Dats Compared to Relevant Federal and
State Ambient Air Quality Standards, 1999-2001

Pollutont - - RCK: ii:? [ nhp RCK? ii?fll [ nee RCK' | :{5):: NHI'
QOZONE
Highest 1-hour {ppm) 0.118 0.128 0.120 0.128 0.122 0.132 0.135 0131 0123
Days>0.12 ppm [Fed} 3 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 0
Days>0.09 ppm (Cal} 13 10 18 13 12 21 21 14
Highest 8-hour {ppm} 0.098 2.100 0.100 0.097 0.102 0.094 0111 0.105 0101
Days=0.08 ppm (Fed) 12 B 7 8 9 7 15 1 1
CARBON MONOXIDE
Kighest B-haur {ppm} — 2.36 3.07 — 1.90 318 - 2.81 3.13
Duys>=9.5 ppm (Fed) — 0 0 — 0 0 — 0 —
Doy s=>=2.7 ppm (Cal} - o] sl — o] 9] — al —
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM2.5)
Fighest 24-haur {ug/m?) — 5.0 — — 4%.0 — — 33.0 —
Poys»65 ug/m? {Fed)® —_— a — — o} —_ —_ 0 —
PARTHCULATE MATTER [Piio
Highest 24-hour {ug/m3) 46.0 58.0 B2.0 574 59.0 64.0 34.0 58.0 53.0
Days:1 50 ug/m3 (Cal)? 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Days>50 ug,/m3 {Calj? 0 é 2 12 18 2 0 & 1

NOTES:

3 Stattens: RCK (Receling, RSV {Roseviice], MH1 (Narth Hichlends).
2 Calwloted by sstimeting the number of doys that o mecsurement would have besn greater than the standard had measurements been coliected every duy.

Pallurant nat moniraree.

SQURCE: Califarnio Air Resources Board, www.arb.ca.goy sife weeessed | 5-10-03.
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Response fo Comment Leifer 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diam?nd cf‘_‘-ffk Partners, Ltd. {Ociobher 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 22

‘The data provided in Table 4.4-3 retlects the ambient air quality that occurs in the City of Roseville and
surrounding vicinity. Including data tor areas that are tarther away, such as Auburn, would neither
enhance the EIR analysis nor attect the conclusions of signiticance regarding the air quality impacts of the
WRSP and SOI Amendment Area. Emissions data was gathered from air quality monitoring stations
closer than Auburn. Therefore, it is not necessary to add data for setting an additional monitoring site to

characterize the ambient air quality environment being assessed in the EIR.

Response to Comment 23

The Roseville Energy I’ark is undergoing separate environmenlal review through the California Energy
Commission and will be required to meet the requirements of the California Encrgy Commission and
PCAPCD. The Roseville Energy Park is not a component of the WRSP, although the proximity of the
project to this potential future use was considered in determining appropriate land uses within the
WREP. As shown in Figure 2-3 on page 2-13 of the Tinal EIR, the WRSP Land Use Plan has focated light
industrial and open spaces around the PGWWT?D and the RTIP. These areas would act as a buffer area of
at least 1,000 feet between the PGWWTP and REP uses and the proposed sensitive residential and
cducational recoptors that would be part ot the WRSP. Turther, the impacts associated with the REP are

analyzed in the cumulative impacts analysis, Section 5, of the Tinal TR,

Response to Comment 24

The analysis of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations presented on pages 4.4-30 and 4.4-31 of the Final
IR is based on Jocalized CO concentrations near roadway intersections where congested traffic
generates localized concentrations of this pollutant. The CALINE4 methodology used to calculate these
emissions adds the emissions generated by motor vehicles to ambient CO concentration levels, As shown
in Table4.4-8 on page 4.4-31 of the Final EIR, the 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations at the study
intersections would be substantially below the applicable threshold. Any CO emissions generated by the
proposed REP would be emilled inlo the air through stacks at a velocity that ensures substantial
dispersion. The CO concentrations generated by this facility would not be emitted at ground level in
close proximity o the study intersections or the residents of the site. Therefore, the conclusions presented
in the Final EIR are accurate for this potential impact. Reter to Response to Comiment 35-69 for a

discussion of cumulative air quality impacts from the REP,

Response to Comment 25

Litetime cancer risk is defined as the increased chance of contracting cancer over a 7(-year period as a

result of exposure to a toxic substance or substances. It is the product of the eslimated daily exposure of
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each suspected carcinogen by its respective cancer unit risk. The end result represents a worst-case
eslimate of cancer risk by assuming that an individual would be exposed o the same toxic substance at

the same localion continually for 70 vears.

Risk characterization combines the results of the exposure and dose-response assessments to estimate the
potential for adverse health etfects as represented by the probability for an individual to contract cancer
bevond the normal background likelihood. Risk analysts describe risks numerically in scientific notation;
for example 1 x 10 means that there is one chance in 1,000,000 of an event occurring. The California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Risk Assessment Cuidelines establish an upper
threshold of 10 in one million for acceptable cancer health risk. The PCAPCD also recommmends the use of
this threshold to determine acceplable cancer heath risk for individual sources of toxic air pollutants,
Cancer risk is defined as the worst-case probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as
a result of an exposure to potential carcinogens. The cancer risk level is intended to ensure a sufficient
safetv margin to prevent a single project or activity from causing a subslaniial contribution to the overall
number of cancer cases in an area. It is not intended or designed to scrve as a means to evaluate
cumulative risk associated with multiple activities not associated with the project in question or to assess

risk poscd by ambienl background conditions.

The conclusions of a health risk assessment must be considered in context. As a general matter, the
background probability of an individual contracting cancer in one’s lifetime is 333,000 in one million; that
i, one in three people will contract cancer in their lifetime. This averall probability of contracting cancer
can be influenced by dict, smoking, heredity, chemicals in the environment and the workplace, and other
factors. An individual source of toxic air contaminants that would result in less than 10 excess cancer
cases in one million is unlikely to cause a substantial increase in the overall number of cancer cases thal

would otherwise ocour.

It should be recognized that when small populations are exposed, population risk estimates may be very
small. For example, if 100 people are exposed to an individual lifetime cancer risk of one in 100,000 or 1 x
10, the expected number of cases is 0.001. For risk assessmenl purposes, a lifetime of exposure is
considered to be 70 years, 365 days a year, 24 hours per day. It should further be recognized thal a health
risk assessment does not calculate the exact risk for all individuals, but a hypothetical risk assuming that
all of a series of “worst-case scenario” exposure assumptions apply, such as that the maximally exposed
individual does not move from the specific worst-case location and worst-case wind conditions do not

change. The chance that an individual would be exposed to any one of These exposure assumptions is

small, and is even smaller for all assumptions to occur simullancously (e.g., 70 years of continuously
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. Williom Yeates, on hehalf of Sfephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Lid. (Octeber 29, 2003)

breathing air at the location of maximum impact). Thus, an individual’s actual risk is likely to be

subslantially over-estimated by the recommended methodology of a health risk assessment.

It is also important to place health risk and the assessment of probability in the context of daily activity.
To provide an idea of the size of risks from environmental hazards, the continuum below provides risk
statistics for some tamiliar events (USEPA 1991).

accicent
[(uli=dulg!TaTs}

home fires | lighd ity

N

-

T -
1 chatse 1 chance 1 chance 1 chance 1 chanoe 1 chance L0
im0 in100 in1,000 in 102,000 00,000 el 200,000

Comparative Risk Probabilities

Based on this information, the evaluation of toxic air contaminants and associaled risks is limited to the
emissions that could possibly be generated by the proposed land uses. It is not based on emissions from
the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant, the proposed REP, or any other exisling or proposed
nearby source. These uses are not compornents of the WRSP. As shown in Figure 2-3 on page 2-11 of the
Tinal TR, the WRSP Land Use Plan has located light industrial and open spaces arcund the PGWWTE.
These areas would act as a buffer arca of at Teast 1,000 fect between the proposed sensitive residential

and educational receptors of the WIRSP.

Response fo Comment 26

The City of Lincoln wastewater treatment plant is lfocaled some distance {rom the project site, therefore,
no air quality emission impacts are expected to result from its operation on the WRSP, nor result in

significant cumulative impacts.

Response to Comment 27

As discussed in the Response to Comment 29-25, the 10 in one million threshold was eslablished by the
CAPCO Risk Assessment Guidelines, The PCAPCD also recommends the use of this threshold to

determine acceplable cancer heath risk tor individual sources of toxic air pollatants.

Response to Comment 28

A hazard index (HT) valie lor organ systems of 1.0 is tvpically used in health risk assessments to evaluale
chronic and acule risks associated with sources of toxic air contaminants. Chroric and acute HT values

less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer cffecls from chronic exposure to emissions from operations are
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unlikely. In general, the potential chrontc and acute risks associated with sources of emissions are less
than the cancer risks for the same pollulants. The Final EIR concludes that the potential impacts
associated with toxic air contaminants generaled by the proposed uses within the WRSP and SOI
Amendment Arca could be significant. MM 4.4-7 identifies the means i which the individual and
combined emissions of loxic afr contaminates does not exceed the risk standard of 10 in one million for

lhe WRSP.

Response to Comment 29

Health risk evaluations will be conducted for each individual source of toxic air contaminants that is
subject to the permitting authority of the PCAPCD. MM 4.4-7 identifies the means by which the
individual and combined emissions of toxic air contaminants would not exceed the risk standard of 10 in

one million for the WRSP.

Response o Comment 30

In response to this and other comments regarding this issue, the operational emissions associated with
the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer model
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.

Response to Comment 31

Refer to Response to Commeoenl 29-30) for a discussion of the air quality and traffic impacts.

Respense to Comment 32

Refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the polential for the development of the SOT Amendment
Area as envisioned m the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Qzone Non-altainment

Area (SFONA) to attain federal ozone standards by November 2005.

Response to Comment 33

The architectural coating module of the URBEMIS model was not utilized because it would have
overstated levels of ROG, due to the lack of information available to predict architectural coating use. It is
reasonable lo make assumptions regarding the amount of grading and the types and number of
construclion equipment that would be used through the construction of the WRSP. However, there arc

too many unknowns regarding architectural coatings at this level of review. Given [he speculative nature
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Law Office of 1. William Yeotes, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diomond Equities, Inc., and

Diamond Creek Parfners, Lid. {October 29, 2003)

of this information, the decision was made to not try to quantify the potential daily emissions, and

instead assume that there would be significant and unaveidable impact.
The use of low VOC coatings is required pursuant to PCAPCD Rule 218 Archifectural Coatings.

Response to Comment 34

In response to this and other comments regarding this issue, the operational emissions associaled with
the WRSP and Remainder Arca have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer model
developed for the California Air Resources Board and the trip generalion 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 WRSE and

Remainder Area.

Response o Comment 35

Refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the SOl Amendment
Area as enwisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Czone Non-attainment

Area (5FONA) to attain federal ozone standards by November 2005.

Response to Comment 36

The Cily's Transportation Systems Managemenl (TSM}) Ordinance is codified in the City's Municipal
Code. [tis enforced on companies with more than 50 employees through the Citv's business license and
occupancy permit programs. Companies that fail to comply with the ordinance ave subject to penalties

from the City.

Response to Comment 37

The Final EIR does not determine that & total of 100 park and ride spaces would adequately address the
transit and carpooling needs of the WRSP. This is the number proposed in the Specific Plan. It should be
neted that another 100 park and ride spaces are envisioned for the SOI Amendment Area. The Final FIR
simply identifics this component of The WRSP and 501 Amendment Area development as a feature that
would help lo reduce the number of vehicle trips and associated emissions generated by people who

might otherwise drive single occupant vehicles to and from work.

Response to Comment 38

The writer is correct in stating thal the present Long Range Master Transit Plan did not provide for
specific transit services to the WRSP or MOU area. However, there are policies in the TRMTT thal

provide direction to evaluate new projects, Lo, specific plans. As noted in the Tinal EIR, it is reasonable
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lo assume that at a minimum, fixed route transit services will be extended at some point in the future
into the WRSP area. The City's Short Range Transtt Plan (SRTP) is presently being updated and s
expected to be completed in 2004. The City's Long Range Masker Transit Plan (LRMTTP) will be updated
thereatter. The SRTI and LRMTD both will evaluate the ransit services and levels of service 1o be
provided in the future. These documents typically evaluate the expected ridership for new transil routes
and the expected farcbox recovery. TF the SRTT finds that new services are needed and thal any new
services will provide a minimum 15 percent farebox recovery ratio, then the Cily will pursue
implementation of fixed route transit services to the arca. The transit mitigation provided by the project
will help ensure that adequate transit revenues are available to provide such services. The City Council is
the {inal approving body that determines what transit services are provided. The City has provided Dial-
A-Ride transit services Lo all new developmient within its boundaries, and it plans to do so with this
project. Further, the City is obligated to abide by the statutes of the Transportation Development Act
{TDA) in order to continue to receive TDA revenues from the Placer County Transporlation Planning
Agency (PCTPA). PCPTA annually meets to determine if Tocal agencies are complying with the TDA

regulations to provide transit services where they are reasonable to meet.

Response fo Comment 39

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted for the certified EIR will be consistent with

the mitigation measures identilied in the EIR.

Response fo Comment 40

The proposed solid waste recycling area that would be located within the WRSP would allow residents
to off-load recyclable materials such as paper, cardboard, glass, aluminum cans, and other recyclable
products. The City’s solid waste staff will monitor and pick-up wasle from this facilily and transport it to
a Material Recovery Tacilily (MRT) that is owned by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority
for the purpose of receiving, separating, processing, and marketing recyclable materials removed Trom

the wasle stream.

Response to Comment 41

The emissions associated with the off-site construction projects would fil under the envelope of the
construction emissions identified in Table 4.4-5 on page 4.4-20 of the Final EIR. These emissions are
identified in pounds per day and are based on construction activities that occur in association with the
proposed land uses, including any necessary off-site improvements. Therefore, no further analysis of this

potential impact is required.
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Low Office of J. Willium Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diomond Creek Partners, Lid. (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 42

Refer to Response to Commenl 35A-3 regarding the daily operational emissions of the WRSP and 501
Amendment Area as they perlain to the thresholds ot significance recommended by the PCAPCD. The
EIR analysis used the URBEMIS model that is recommended by the PCAPCD for general development
projects. The URBEMIS model actually identifies grealer emissions than other models that can be used to
predict regional air qualily conditions. This is because the URBEMIS model assumes that all vehicle trips
arc new 1o the region. For example, it assumes that all vehicle trips associated with a commercial
development are new, as though the people who shop there would not go anywhere else. This just
doesn’t occur in the real world. The use of a different regional ozone mode!l would not change the
conclusions presented in the Final EIR and may actually show less impact from the WRSP. Therefore, the
analysis is based on the recommendations of the PCAPCD and assumes a worst-case analysis of regional

air qu ali ty impacts.

Response to Comment 43

The results from an early modeling effort were mislakenly provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR. The
URBEMIS 2002 results from the revised modeling effort have been provided in Appendix H of this Final
EIR. These numbers are consistent with those identified in the revised Table 4.4-6. Refer to Response to
Cormment 11-9 for a discussion of the revised Lolal of operational emissions associated with the WRSP

and Remainder Area.

Response to Cominent 44

The receptors for the localized carbon monoxide (CO) analysis were located 50 feet from cach roadway al
the sludy intersections. The methodology and emissions factors were obtained from the Bay Area Air
Quality Management Districl’s BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Although the CO emission factors are from
an older version of the CARB’s EMTAC modcl {the actual version of FMFEAC is not identified), they are
considered worst case since they were developed prior to the adoption of gasoline reformulation
requirements that reduce the amount of CO generated by motor vehicles during winter months. Use of

newer emission factors would result in identification of lower localized CQO concentrations.

Response fo Comment 45

The lext of MM 4.4-3 has been revised to reflect the current recommendations of the PCAPD. Refer to

Response to Comment 11-7 for a discussion of air quality mitigation measures.
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Response fo Comment 46

MM 4.4-5 requires each developer to rcach an agreement with the PCAPCD concurrent with any
subdivision or design review permit on air quality mitigation measures. Several measures are identified
that could be implemented in order to reduce vehicle emissions and other operational emissions, These
include on- and off-sile mitigalion slrategies, and the contribution to the PCAPCIYs Ajr Quality
Mitigation Fund. The PCAPCD will require the developer to implement sufficient lo satisfy their

concerns for the project.

Response fo Comment 47

With the revisions to MM 4.4-3 discussed in Response to Comment 11-7, the EIR includes the mitigation

measures for construction equipment currently recommended by the PCAPCD.

Response to Conmment 48

Pursuant to the recommendations of the PCAPCD, MM 4.4-3 gives project developers the option to either
provide a gas outlet and ceramic logs in any proposed [ireplaces, incduding outdoor or recreational
fireplaces or pits, or use only US. EPA Thase 1 certified wood burning devices in single-family
residences. The emission potential from each residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Wood
burning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in mulii-family developments. Only natural gas or
propane fired fireplace appliances are permitted. Ttis not the intent of the PCAPCD to climinate all wood
buming devices from new development project since many homebuvers demand such items. Instead, it

is simply lo allow he use of such devices that generate the {cast amounl of emissions.

Response to Comment 49

Refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the polential for the development of the SOL Amendment
Arca as envisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment

Arca (STON A} to attain federal ozone standards by November 2003.

In order for a State Implementation Plan (5TP) to include the land uses proposed for the WRSP and 501
Amendment Area, the land use clement of the City of Roseville General Plan will need to be amended to
include these uses. The amended land use designation would then be used as Lhe basis of the new
projections for the SIP. The general plan amendment is component of the WRSP and 501 Amendment
project. Whether the change in land use designations occurs as a result of the WRSP and SO1
Amendment project or as a result of a comprehensive update of the General Plan Land Use Element by
the City of Roseville, the impacts of the change need to be addressed. The EIR evaluates the impacts of

the WRST and SOT Amendment project.
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Response to Comment Lelter 29
Low Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diemond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Cree__k__!“_ariners, Ltd. {October 29, 2003)

Response fo Camment 50

As discussed in the Response to Comment 29-25, the evaluation of toxic air contaminants and associated
risks is limited to the emissions thal could possibly be generated by the proposed land wses. It is not
basced on existing ambient levels of toxic air contaminants. Therefore, no further evaluation of this

potential impact is required,

Response to Comment 51

This comment provides text-introducing comments on biclogical resources. It is not a comment on an

environmental issue, and vo further response js required,

Response o Conmment 52

The commenter states that the Habitat Map in the Draft EIR is limited and doces not iTlustrate the habitats
on the site. The commenter refers to Tigure 4.7-1 (Habital Map) on page 4.7-4 of the Final EIR. As the
commenter notes, Tigure 4.7-1 idenlifies the riparianfoak woodlands, a small agricultural arca in the
eastern edge of the project south of Pleasant Grove Creek and north of Blue Oaks Boulevard. Figure 4.7-1
has been revised to depict the following features: existing waterways, vernal pools, riparianfoak
wondlands, grasslands, burrowing owl sites, and the Swainson’s hawk nest site previously identified
within the WRSL site. Revised Figure 4.7-1 (WRSP Habitat Map and Site Features) is included in the Final

EiR.

Response o Comment 53

The commenter states no informalion regarding species distribution or abundance is provided in the
Draft EIR. Habitat types are identified in Scction 4.7 (Biological Resources) in Sectiom 4.7.2
(Environmental Setting, Terrestrial Habitats) of the Final EIR. In addition, the locations of sensitive
species and/or habitats is provided by revised Figure 4.7-1, Figure 4.7-2 (On-5Site Wetland Mitigation
Plan}, Figure 47-3 {Swainson’s hawk Nest Sites), Figure 4.7-5 {West Reseville Specific Plan Western
Spadefoot Habitat), and Figure 4.7-6 (Oak Woodland Tocalions). In addilion, a comprehensive listing of
special-status species that could occur in the WRSP Area are provided by Table 4.7-2 (Special-Stalus
Species Potentially Occurring in the West Roseville Specific Plan Arca). It s rarely possible to
conclusively determine all the species that exist on a project sile due to constraints related to the time of
year surveys are conducted, environmental conditions that exist when surveys are conducled, the size of
the site (e, 3,527 acres), and/or the ability for field biologists to gather every piece of data during tield
visils given the species variabilily; therefore, it is customary to discuss species that could polentially

occur on sile andfor those that are typically found in similar habitats,
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Response to Comment 54

The commenler states that the Dratt EIR provides a misleading description of the legal status of “tully
protected” bird species. In response to the comment provided, page 47-26 of the Final EIR has been

revised as [ollows:

Fish and Game Code section 3511 describes bird species, primarily raptors, which are “fully
protected.” Fully protected birds may not be taken or possessed_at any time-exceptunderaspeeifie
parmit Section 3503.5 of the code protects all birds of prey and their eggs and nests.

Response to Comment 55

The commenter states that the Draft EIR misinterprets FESA and CEQA review standards. The Final EIR
used thresholds of significance to evaluate impacts o biological resources from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. Specifically, as it relates to vernal pools, the thresheld applied was whether development
proposed under the WRSDI and 501 Amendment (the proposed projecty would contribute to a substantial
reduction in numbers, restriction of range, or loss of habitat for a population of special-stalus species,
including fully protected, candidate for listing, proposed for threatened or endangered, and spedies
considered “rare” under CEQA Section 13380 by the CDFG. The threshold is distinct from compliance

wilh Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Using the CEQA thresholds, impacts to vernal pool crustaceans and associated habitat were identified in
the Final EIR. These impacts were determined to be significant prior to mitigation. Mitigation for impacts
to vernal pools was developed as part of both the CEQA and Section 7 processes. The Section 7 process
provides the formal mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure that the actions they take, including
those they fund or authoerize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed species. A critical part of this
process is the developmoent of mitigation strategics that assist in the survival and recovery of the impact
resources. Independently, the CTRQA analvsis must determine whether the proposed mitigation would
reduce the level of significance using the CEQA thresholds. The Final EIR conciuded that the proposed

mitigation wotld, in tact, reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

With respect e the adequacy of the mitigation, the USFWS, in the Final Biological Opinion (dated
November 20, 2003), affirms the mitigation approach taken by the City in the Final EIR, including the

mitigalion acreage and locations proposed by the Applicant.

Response to Comment 56

The commenter states (hal the Draft EIR does not include an accurate description of designated critical

habitat on the project site. Refer to Response to Comment 17-2 regarding critical habitat designation.
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Law Office of 4. William Yeufes, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, fnc., and

Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. {October 29, 2003)

Response fo Comment 57

The commenter indicates that MM 4.7-1 does not reduce impacts to wetlands and vernal pool habitats to
a less-than-significant level. There is substantial evidence in the record to reach the opposite conclusion.
The USFWS approved the proposed mitigation and concluded that implementation of the project, with
all identified mitigation measures, would not jeopardize the continued existence of a listed spoecies or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. The USFWS issued an

Incidental Take Statement dated November 20, 2003.
Refer also to Response to Comment 29-55 for a discussion of the adequacy of the proposed mitigation,

The USFWS5 assessed on-site and off-site compensation habitat and recently issued a Final Biological
Cpinion dated November 20, 2003, under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (Biological
Opinion letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE, dated November 20, 2003).
On page 17 of the Incidental Take Statement, which is provided as part of the Final Biological Opinion,
the USEWS states that “due to the amount of on-site and off-site compensation within vernal ccosystem
within Placer County proposed for the project, we have determined that the project, although significant,

would not represent an adverse modification of critical habitat for the species.”

Response to Comment 58

The commenter states that the Draft EIR 1s deferring CEQA analysis and mitigation in amending The

General Plan to allow open space o be used as flood control.

The commenter identifics a proposed revision to the City of Roseville General Plan to add a new open
space palicy that would allow flood control facilities to be constructed in open space arcas and notes that

the EIR acknowledges that such a change in policy would destroy or degrade habitat.

As stated in Section 2 (Project Description) of the Final EIR, five detention basins and one weir {at the
weslern boundary, where an unnamed swale to Curry Creek leaves the WRSP Area) would be
constructed on the Westpark property to serve arcas of the WRSD that drain to Curry Creek. The basins
would provide detenlion slorage or a 100-year, 24-hour peak event. The detention basins and associated
flood control devices have been included in the Section 404 Permit application, which, in tarn,
necessitated a Section 7 Consultation to address impacts (o sensitive species. The Final Biological
Opinion dated November 20, 2003, which resulled {rom the Section 7 Consultation, outlines the
mitigation necessary to address impacts covered under the Seclion 404 permit. Impacts to the detention
basins and weilr are also addressed in the Final EIR (pages 4.12-34 and 4.12-33). The Final Biological

Opinion is attached to the Final TR as Appendix Y.
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The USFW5 (Letter from Ken Sancher of USFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE daled November 20,
2003), determined thal there will be 0.6 acre of indirect impacts to wetlands from detention basins on the
Westpark property and Lhal the acquisition of 1.2 acres of vernal pool preservation on the Yankee Slough

property will serve as adequate mitigation for these impacts,

Tmpact 4.7-11 (Changes in General Plan Policies Regarding Flood Control Facilities in Open Space) is
discussed on pages 4.7-61 and 4.7-62 of the Final EIR, Currently, flood control facilities are already
permilted in open space areas under the Rosevilie General Plan (November 1992, updated January §,
2003, page V-4) and Roscville Zoning Ordinance (Title 19, Scction 19.08.06C). The proposed addition of
General Plan Open Space Policy 10 “Consider the use of open space for the location of flood control
tacilities where such facilities allow compatible passive recreational use and resource proleclion,” does
not change this existing policy but is designed to encourage flood control facilities to be located where

recreational uses (i.e. parks in detention basins) can be accommodated.

As is the case with flood control and recreational facifitics planned in the WRSP project, any specific
flood control and/or recrealional facilities planned elsewhcere in the City would require environmental
review and permilling, The description of future environmental review relates to flood control and/or
recreational facilitics that may be proposed in the future as a result of the revised General Plan Open
Space Policy 10. Becausce impacts related to the WRSE project have been addressed in the Final EIR, no
segmentation of environmental review is taking place. Nonetheless, Sections 15162 through 15164 of the
CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for evaluating subscquenl changes in a proposed project or action to
determine whether the existing cnvironmental document is adequale or whether additional

environmental analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 59

The commenter restates concerns described in Comment 29-58 and describes additional concerns about
the Draft EIR's evaluation of the proposced General Plan policy permitting flood control facilitics in open

space. Refer to Response to Comment 29-58.

Ag staled in Section 2 (Project Description) of the Tinal BIR, a total of five detention basins and one weir
(at the western project boundary, where an unnamed swale of Curry Creek leaves the WRSP Area)
would be constructed in the WRSP. These detention basins would provide detention storage for a 100-

vear, 24-hour peak event.

The current environment of Curry Creck, as it relates to hydrology and waler qualily, is described in
Section 4.12.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality, Environmental Setling) and pages 4.12-28 and 4.12-29 of

the Final EIR. Figure 4.12-2 (On-5ite Drainage Improvements and 100-year Floodplain), which shows the
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Law Office of J. William Yeafes, on behalf of Stephen Des Jordins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. {October 29, 2003)

locations of the detention facilities within the Curry Creek watershed (e.g., Basing D and E), as well as
drainage outfalls and drain lines. Further, pages 2-32 and 2-34 of the Project Description also include a
comprehensive description of the proposed detention facililies. Tach of the basin storage volumes
represents existing topography. Theretore, excavation is not anticipated. In addition, the propoesed basins
were modeled below the State Department of Dam Safety jurisdictional dam high of greater than 6.0 feet

with a storage volume of greater than 5.0 acre-feet.

In addition, vegelation and wildlife impacts from the detention facility are analyzed on page 4.7-38 of the
Final EIR, which identified that periodic inundation could result in impacls from the construction of the
proposed weir, culverts, and drainage delention basing within the Curry Creek watershed. MM 4.7-1 was

designed to ensure that no net loss of wellands would occur, and impacts would be less than significant.

Hydrologic impacts associated with the construction and use of retention and detention basins are
discussed in Impacts 4,7-1 through 4.7-5 of Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Final EIR.
These impact discussions address the rate of stormwater runotf, the amount of stormwater runott, an
increase in water surface elevations caused by the placement of structures (such as a weir} in a 100-vear
floodplain, and water quality. Feasible mitigation measures have been designed Lo reduce hyvdrelogy and
water quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. In addition, and as required by CEQA, alternatives

to the proposed project have been analyzed in Section 6 {Alternalives) of the Tinal TTR.

The detention basing and associated flood control devices have been included in the Section 404 permit
application, which, in turn, necessitated a Section 7 Consultation to address impacts to sensitive species.
The Final Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, which resulled [rom the Section 7 Consultation,
outlines the mitigation necessary to address impacts covered under the Section 404 permit. Therefore,
impacts to Lhese flood control facilities have been addressed and mitigation provided. The Final
Biological Opinion is allached as Appendix Y to the Final EIR. Consistent with Section 15146 of the
CEQA Guidelines, the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlving action. Each element of a proposed preject cannol be provided with the same
level of detail. Nonetheless, Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for
evaluating subsequent changes in a proposed project or action to determine whether the existing
environmental document is adequate or whether additional environmenlal analysis s necessary,
Consistent with Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, the degree ol specificily required in an EIR will
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying action. Each element of a proposed
project cannot be provided with the same level of detail. Nonetheless, Sections 15162 through 13164 of

the CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for evaluating subsequent changes in a proposed project or action
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to determine whether the existing environmental document is adequate or whether additional

environmental analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 60

The bascline for the tratfic analysis contained within the Final EIR is consistent with the City’s CTP and

assumes build out of the City of Roseville and 2020 Market Rate development outside of the City.

The 2020 baseline includes buildout of Phase 1 of the Placer Vineyards project, which is expecled Lo be
completed by the year 2020, and was assumed in the project-level analysis. Levels of development
beyond the horizon year of the CTP and the 2020 baseline for this analysis are included within the
cumulative impacts section of the Tinal EIR, which includes buildout of the enlire Placer Vineyards

project.

Response to Comment 61

Section 3.3.2 (Development Considered in Cumulative Tmpact Analysis) of the Final EIR indicates that
the Placer Ranch project is considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, refer to page 3-14
of the Final EIR, which provide a specific “heading” and discussion as to the assumptions for the Placer
Ranch project in terms of the cumulative impact analysis. While the land use data might differ between
that provided by the commenter and that assumed in the Tinal FTR, the land use data assumed in the
F'inal TR represents the most current data available at the time the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR
was released, pursuant to Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines. At the time of issuance of the Notice of
Preparation, and even to date, no formal application has been submitled to Placer County for the Placer

Rarich project.

Placer Ranch is geographically located within the Sunset Industrial Arca Plan (1996), which is listed on
Table 3-3. With respect to the Sunsct Industrial Area Plan, it is listed in two rows of Table 5-3 {Roseville
Model Assumptions: 2020 Land Uscs in Other Arcas). The comumenter is citing only the first row. Both
rows indicate that the Sunset Industrial Area would include a total of 187 single-fumily dwoelling unils, 80
mulli-family dwelling units, 498,000 square fect of commercial uses, 823,000 square fect of office uses,

and 3,046,000 square feet of industrial uses.

Response to Comment 62

The commenter is correct in concluding that the text of the Lraft LTR should reference Section 5.5.2 of lhe

Draft FIR, rather than Section 5.2.2, when describing the projects included in the cumulative context.

The approach to the cumulative analysis allows for tlexibilily in determining the scope of cumulative

impacts. The first cumulalive analysis scenario, which was requested by the cominenter, assumes full
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buildout of the SOl Amondmenl Area, including both the WRSP and Remainder Areas, as well as all of
the cumulative projects and/or assumptions provided in Section 5.3.2 of the Tinal IR, However, because
there is no spedific development proposed in the Remainder Area, a second comulative analysis scenario
was developed 1o address the impacts of the WRSP Arca in conjunction with all of the cumulative
projects and/for assumptions provided in Scction 5.5.2 of the Tinal TTR. This dual-level approach ensures
full public disclosure of all cumulative impacts that would occur whether, or not, future development

occurs in the Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 63

While a formal application for Placer Ranch has not yet been submitted, a memorandum from the
County of Placer Planning Department to the Board of Supervisors (dated Qctober 9, 2003) indicates that
the Placer Ranch projects has recently been revised to incorporate higher residential densities. The Final
LIR uscd current information as of the date of issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this Final EIR.
Nonetheless, current information indicates that the majority ot the residential units would be single
family, as reflected in the commenter’s informalion provided in Response to Comment 29-61 regarding

Placer Ranch.

In addition, with respect to the compalibility of a potential higher educational campus and residential
uses, it s common to have these types of uses located in proximity to one another (i.e, UCLA, UC
Berkeley, Sacramento State University). Furthermore, also by way of example, the new tenth campus of
the University of California at Merced has purpesely planned for a town to be located directly adjacent to
the campus (o promote a town-grown rclalionship, allowing students, professors, and other employees

of the institution (o live nearby, thus reducing commule trips.

Response to Comment 64

As reflected inan Qctober 9, 2003, Memorandum {rom the County of Placer Planning Department to the
County of Placer 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 roule alignment process must
tollow federal procedures since federal funds are being used. Therefore, because the Placer Parkway
project is in a preliminary feasibility stage of planning, it would be speculative to include it in the
evaluation of land use consistency. However, recognizing that Placer Parkway could be implemented,

Alternative 4 of the Tinal FIR included a potential alignment of the parkway.

Under Alternalive 4, it is assumed that Placer Parkway would be constructed through the northern
portion of the WRSP and Remainder Arcas. As previously mentioned, while an alignment for Placer

Parkway has not been selected, two of the potential sludy alignments being examined by the Placer
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County Transpertation Planning Agency (PCTPA) would transect the project sile. One alignment would
bisect the WRSP Arca from north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the
Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP and Remainder Areas. PCTPA requested that an alternative with
one of the study alignments be studied in the Final EIR; therefore, Alternative 4 provides for a 1,000-{oot

Placer Parkway corridor, which is Hlustrated in Figure 6-4 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 65

The commenter correctly indicates that the County of Placer has identified lhe Remainder Area as a
possible location for a proposed University. At this time, no specific development is proposed within the
Remainder Area and the general assumptions analyzed in the Final EIR do not include a proposed
University. Further, the Remainder Area is not cusrently in the City’s jurisdiction. If this arca were to be
annexed into the City at a future date, and an application for a university was submitted, the City would

analyze such a request through the specific plan and environmental review process.

Response to Comment 66

The Roseville Energy Park (REP) project is currently undergoing separate environmental review as parl
of the Calitornia Energy Commission process. The RED is included in the cumulative context for the

project’s cumulative analysis, which is provided in Seclion 5 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final FTR.

As stated on page 5-19 of the Tinal BIR, the REP is over 1,000 feet from the proposed high school. To
further clarify, the nearcst corner of the REP to the nearest high school boundary is 1,900 feet, well over
the quarter mile (1,300 foot) standard cstablished by Section 15186 of the CEQA Guidelines for proximity
of hazardous materials or uses to school facilities. In addition, the gas line for the REP is currently
proposced to come from the east, along Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road, and then west along the
proposed Blue Oaks extension in order to provide adequate separation from any proposed school

facilities.

Response to Comment 67

This comment provides text indicating that the proposed project is inconsistent with the General Plan
policy that requires specific plans to “ensure a comprehensive, logical growth process for new
development arcas.” As an objective, the Specific Plan has endeavored to provide a logical and orderly
extension ol the City of Roseville, and the environmental analysis has provided a comprehensive analysis
of environmenlal impacts that would occur as a result ot development bolh the WRSE and Remainder
Arcas. Nonetheless, this comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter(s) will be
provided lo the decision-makers for their review and consideration when deciding whether to approve

or deny the proposed project.
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Comment Letter 29A
Intematzonal Engineering Servzces

© NORTH AMERICA~ASIA~EUROPE

October 28, 2003

~ City of Roseville
Planning Department

311Vermon Street

Roseville, CA 95747

RE: Comments to the Environmental Impact Report for the West Rosevdle
Specific Plan and Sphere of Inﬂuence Amendment

' Tc; Whom IT May Concern:

International Engmeermg Servwes (IES) has been asked by D1arnond Creek
Partners to review the above referenced environmental document. The significant
volume of the document, combined with a very short review period, has presented
a situation that does not meet the standard of adequacy of environmental document
review per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, In general, IES has found the
' document to be more speculative than concluswe

The focus of our review is the wet utility portion of the document. From 1985 to
1997 I worked for the City of Roseville in Environmental Utilities. In that time [
served as Facilities Engineer overseeing all aspects of planning, desi gn,
construction, inspection and operation of the water distribution and wastewater
collection systems. In that time frame the city received a number of local, state
and national awards for excellence in design, construction and operation of the
city wet utilities. Since 1997 I and IES has been involved in the design,
construction and operation of water, wastewater, solid waste and waste to encrgy
pro_;ects both locally and mtematlonally

We look forward to dlscussmn of the environmental document and of our attached -
review of said document. Please forward any future public notices pertammg to
- the document orproject to the address listed below.

. Sincerely, |
-‘Vy i"‘-/\f-"’w

La_rry T. Budkle, PE.

 Larry T’ Buckle, P.E. -
8349 Dalkeith Way' Antelope, California 93843
916-349-0868 H20Buckie@aol.com
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Comment Letter 29A

for the I T

WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN

and Sphere of Influence Amendment

- Question/Comments/Observation

The following discussion of the water utility portion of the Public Utilities Section of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)
follows the order of information presented in the EIR. Specific sections discussed in this
report are segregated by bold text. In most cases the EIR page dlscussed is'in parentheses

mcluded in the section title.

Table 4.11-1 City of Ros eville American River Water Contracts (4.11-3)

_ Table 4.11-1
Contracted Water Supply Contracted Amount (A/F/Year)
US Bureay of Reclamation 32,000 '
' PCWA 30,0007
STWD L 800°
Total Contracted Supply | 62,800
WFEA: Wet Year 55,700
WFA: Dry Year 39,800°

What is the true reliability of water presented in Table 4.11-1? What wonld be the.
volume currently contractually available to the city in dry years between the years 2005

and 20307

1. This volume has been reduced by the USBR on several occasions due to drought.

In 1991 the volume was reduced 75%.

Terms of a future USBR contract are

pending. What could be the possible downside of those future terms?

2. Per EIR documents:

a. This volume of water is currently dependent on a year to year contract

with the Bureau to wheel water.
b. The agreement with PCWA will expire in 2011.
c. Per the contract with PCWA, water can be reduced proportlonaiiy in dry

years.

d. The January 17 1996 contract between the city and PCWA states:
(c)The city will not purchase more than 15,000 of the 20,000 acre-feet

before July 1, 2009.

There appears to be real questions as to what volume is available from PCWA and
in what years. Inadequate documents have been prowded as part of this EIR.

‘“__'—““‘“"'*—-m——_h_
ke z_f“““““
N

Env1ronmenta1 Impact Repdrt ; j__

. This water is not available in dry years. 7

. The EIR gives every indication that 39,800 AF/year is the least amount of surface —
water the city will receive in a dry year. Unfortunately, for the following reasons

this does not appear to be true: .

29A-2
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Comment Letter 29A - ..: ]

a. Inthe WFA it states': Legal Authority
“Nothing in the Memorandum of Understanding or attached Water F. orum
Agreement is intended to give any signatory, agency, entity or .
organization expansion of any existing authority,”

Then the WFA goes on to say: Non-Contractual Agreement

“This Memorandum of Understanding and attached Water Forum
Agreement are intended to embody general principles agreed upon
between and among the signatories but they ave not intended to, and do
not, create contractual relationships, rights, obligations, duties or
remedies enforceable in a court of law by, between, or among z‘he
S:gnatorzes or any third party.”

29A-6

The WFA 1s nothing more than a concept and provides no security for
water delivery. —

b. Even if the WFA were to be legally binding, the WFA makes it clear that
the city alIocatlon of surface water could drop far below the 39,800
AF/year.

"However it is recognized that in years when the projected unimpaired
inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre feet there may not be
sufficient water available to provide the purveyors with driest years 1 29A-7

- quantities specified in their agreements and provide the expected driest
year flows to the mouth of the American River. In those years Roseville
will participate in a conference with other stakeholders on how the
available water should be managed. The conference will be guided by the
Conference Year Prmczpals described in Section Four, I. of the Water
Forum Agreement.”

¢. The WFA also states that the Federal Government could at any time

impose provisions of the Endangered Species Act that would change 29A-8
- surface water allocations to everyone in both wet and dry years.

d. The Federal Government, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, is
not bound in any way to participate in the provisions of the WFA. ]

e. Aguin, even if the WFA were legally binding it does not appear the city T
would qualify to receive the full driest year allocation of 39,800 AF. In
the driest year the city would be “in theory” entitled to 19,800 AF. Any
water received beyond this would have to be matched with an equal - 29A-10
volume of water to be sent to the mouth of the American River. To
receive the full 39,800 A¥/year the city would have to receive 40,000
AF/year from PCWA3 —

- 29A-9

! Page 535 of the Memorandum of Understanding

? Page 194 WFA
%30, 800 AF is comprised of 19,800 AF base year allocation plas 20,000 AF from PCWA and an additional
2{},000 AF from PCWA 1o be sent to the American River,

International Engineering Services Page2of 12
Review of Envirorimental Impact Report
West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment
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Comment Letter 29A

i. At this time the city may have contractual water ri ghts to 30,000
~ AF /year from PCWA. Yet the PCWA contracts provided in the
EIR document only specify 20,000 AF/year and that volume is
limited to 15,000 AF/year until the year 2009.
ii. The 19,800 AF/year is the city WFA “baseline amount”.

“Baseline amount means the historic maximum amount of water that

@ purveyor | diverted from the American River in any year through the
year I 9957

Why would we ever assume that in a “driest year” the maximum
volume of water ever used through the year 1995 would be
available?

The conclusions of Table 4.11-1 are:

a.

b.
c.

All three “Contracted Supply Water Supply Source” water can be substantially
reduced or eliminated.

The WFA provides the city with no security or reliability.

It should be expected that every drop of potable surface water used by the WRSP-
in a driest year is made available only through the conservation efforts and
restrictions imposed on the rate payers of the current General Plan,

Groundwater Supply (4.11-4)

800 AF needs to be added to the WFA 6,600 AT/Y groundwater allocation to make up
for SYWD dry year water allotment. How is the 800 AF/Y addition to the WFA allotment
justified in terms of meeting the requirements of the WFA?

Futire Watér Supplies: Surface Water (4.11-4)

Is the 3,200 AF/year SJWD allotment of water to the city available in dry years? This is
not specified in this section of the document. The copy of the STWD contract suppiied in
Volume IV.of the BIR omits page 6 which likely details supply in dry years.

Table 4.11-2 City of Roseville Water Demand Factors and Existing and General
Plan Buildout Water Demand

This table substantially changes the average annual city water demands. Are there
different demands in different years, what is the peak year demand? What historic data
exists to justify the long-term acceptance of the new water demands? What will be the
¢ffect of aging of the distribution system on the predicted water demands?

* WFA Page 71 B, Dry Year Actions

L

International Engineering Services Page3of 12
Review of Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Ltaw Office of J. Williom Yewates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diomond Creek Partners, Ltd. {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond
Equities, Inc., and Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting entities. Further, the comment
contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further

response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Responses to certain comments on the Draft BIR are provided following this paragraph, as the
commenter indicales thal specific comments will follow Comment 29-2. With respect to the length 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 unnecessarily Jong
EIRs and to focus their analysis on the key environmental issues. The page limits correspond to the page
limits for an environmental impact statement prepared under NEPA in an effort to make the two systems
compatible. However, as reflected in Practice under the California Environmental Quality Act (Kostka and
Zischke 1999), “These page limits are rarely observed. EIRs are frequently invalidated by the courts for
including too lillle information but rarely for including too much imformation.” Tn order o provide full
disclosure of the environmental impacts thal would result from construction and/or operation of a
project that covers a large geographic arca with various environmental resources and several ownership
intercsts, at two levels of details {project level and program level), more than 330 pages were required. To
the extent possible, addilional information is provided in the technical appendices, rather than in the

body of the Draft FIR, Lo reduce the number of pages to the maximum extenl feasible,

The comunenter is also correct in noting that several reference documents were not inchuded in the Draft
LIR, but are available for review at the City of Roseville. This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section

15148.

Response to Comment 3

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public
Review Period and the many opportunities for public participalion. Refer also to Topical Response C

{(Adequacy of Draft EIR) for a discussion as to why recirculalion of the Draft EIR is not necessary.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

Response to Comment 4

Neither the General Plan nor any other planning document or state law recommends a minimum or
maximum number of units appropriate for a Specific Plan. The City’s General Plan calls for
comprehensive rather than incremental land use and facilities planning throtigh the use of
comprehensive plans that integrate various elements of development including implementation
strategies secured through development agreements and the establishment of financing districts to

ensure funding and maintenance of facilities and improvements.

Units are one measure of a specific plan’s size. Residential units are typically only one type of land use
contained in specific plans. Specific plans also include other land uses such as, but not limited Lo
Commercial, Tndustrial, Public/Quasi-Public, Business Professional, Parks, and Open Space land uses.
Olher land uses are desirable in specific plans 1o insure that the fiscal impacts of residential units on the

City’s General Fund are offset by the fiscal benefits from other land uses.

in terms of the size of the West Roseville Specific Plan compared to other Specific Plans in the City, lhe
Northwest Roseville Specific Plan, originally approved in May 1989, contains 8,898 units, which is more
units than proposed in the WRSP. The issue of how many units are appropriate with one approvalis a
City Council decision that afso depends on the City’s ability to provide services when the demand for
those services occurs. In order 1o address the question of the City’s ability to provide services in the West
Plan and/or maintain existing levels of service to existing residents and businesses, the City completed a
Feasibility Analysis before beginning the process of evaluating the WRSP. The Feasibility Analysis was
prepared over the course of 10 months and presented to the City Council for their direction prior to
injtialing the specific plan analysis and preparation of an ELR. The Feasibility Analysis concluded that the

City could provide scrvice to the Plan area.

For historical context, the City approved 7,161 units in a short (10 month) time frame with the approval
of the following specific plans:

a Highland Reserve North, Approved by Council 5/28/97, 1,770 units

m North Roseville Phase 1, Approved by Council 8/6/97, 2,509 units

m Stoneridge, Approved by Council 3/18/98, 2,882 units

All three Specific Plans were processed simullaneously with staggered approvals due to the staff time

and hearing schedules needed for each specific plan.

One year and 10 months after NRSP Phase 1 was approved, NRSP Phase 2 was approved with another
2,466 units. This brings tatal units o 9,627, North Plan Thase I (Dr.'s Ranch) was approved with 600

units bringing the grand total to 10,227,
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Response to Comment Leiter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on beholf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamand Equities, fnc., and
Diamond Creek Portners, Ltd. [October 29, 2003)

With the exception of project phasing for the orderly and logical extension of services, the Cily's has not
prescribed the rate of specific plan build out but rather the abilily to meet all service demands within
each specific plan. The actual rate of development is a function of several things:

a Market demand/influences (e.g. strength of cconomy, interest rates, elc.)

m The establishment of a financing district Lo pay for the cost of backbone improvements (sewer,
water, roads, etc)) following the land use entitlement process

m Construction and completion of backbone infrastructure prior to mnitiation of individual projects
within the Plan area

® Type of land uses within the plan/phase

Specific Plans have aliowed the City to react to various growth rates over Lime while minimizing impacts
to services and quality of life and are recognized as the comprehensive planning process, rather than the
establishment of growth limitations, that are a key component to Roseville’s growth management

strategy.

The proposed General Plan Amendment does not include the elimination of the Urban Reserve Jand use
designation. Additionally, the General Plan does not require a designation of Urban Reserve before
consideration of a Specific Plan, or that a Specific Plan contain an urban reserve componenl. The use of

the Urban Reserve land use category is at the discretion of the City Council.

Urban Reserve is defined by the General Plan as a “...land use designation applied to those [ands that arc
anticipated 1o receive urban land entitlements but at the present time are constrained by growlh
management policics, availability of services or other limitations.” With the approval of the last specific
plan, no further Urban Reserve land use exists in the City limits, As such, Growth Management policies
that reference this land use are out of date by referring to a land use category that doesn’t apply to any
Tand in the City. The land use category has not been eliminated, however its reference in General Plan

policies doesn’t have an applicalion.

Land proposed for annexation is first required to be within a City’s sphore of influence. Land in the
sphere is similar to land that was inside the City designated Urban Reserve, it cannot develop without
Coundl approval of a General Plan Amendment to designate more specific land use. The intenl of the
amendment language was to more accurately reflect present conditions in the City without climinating

the oplion 1o use Urban Reserve in the future,
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Chapler 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 5

As reflected on page 5-3 of the Final EIR, “"Development of the proposed project would resull in the
continued commitment of the majority of the project site to urban development, thereby preciuding any

other uses for the Hifespan of the project.”

The project description provided in the Final EIR s consistent with CEQA's requirements for a project
description, which are outhned in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Spedific Plan contains a full
program of implementation measures (including financing measures) to ensure the provision of all
infrastructure, facilities, 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, Implementation) of the
Final EIR. CEQA does not require Development Agreements, Financing Plans, and other project
implementation documents to be prior to public review of the Draft EIR. The Development Agreements
and Financing Plans will, however, be available for roview and consideration by the City (and the

interested public) prior to consideration of approval or denial of the proposed project.

Response fo Comment &

This comment provides text introducing a consultant hived on behalf of the commenter to assist in
providing cormments on the Draft EIR. It does not provide a commoenl on an environmental issue, and no
further response is required. However, responses have been provided to all of the comments raised by

International Engineering Services, which are provided in Response to Comment Letter 29A.

Response to Comment 7

Reler to Topical Response G {Water Supply) for a discussion of long-term supply contract and water
supply reliability of the City’'s USBR and PCWA water supply entitlements. In addition, Technical
Memorandun, Task 7-Water Supply Strotegy, Montgomery Walson Harza, April 10, 2003}, which is
provided in Appendix R {Ltilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final EIR, also discusses the increase in

reliability due to implementation of the Water Forum Agreement.

As demonstrated in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Vlla), existing surface water
entitlements of 55,700 AF/yr can meet the City's wet vear demands 51,620 AF, leaving a surplus surtace
waler supply of 4,080 AF. In addition, the City has provisions in place to receive up to 39,800 AT/vr of
supply in the driest vears. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section II) indicates that
during dry, drier, or driest years, the City's maxinum diversion will decrease from 54,900 AFfyr to
39.800 AF/yr with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project providing replacement water to the river equivalent to

Roseville’s diversions above baseline conditions (1995 Tevels of diversion =19,800 AF/yr plus 20,000 AF/yr

13260 R . o Q} ;‘"g:\- —



Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and

resulting from an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middie Tork Project reservoirs), However, 1l
is acknowledged that in certain extreme conditions, or potentially in successive dry vears, 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.
Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Sections La.i and T1.g) and Responses to Comments 29A-

12, 29A-13, and 29A-14 for a discussion of long-term supply contract and supply reliability

The commenter also questions what restrictions are placed on existing wheeling contracts for PCWA
water. Reter to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Th) for a discussion of water supplies

provided by PCWA.

The commenter stales that the City does not have a contract with SJWD for the 3,200 AF/yr of water
supply reflected in the Final EIR and questions what conditions are attached to that source of water
supply. The City entered into an MOU with SJWD for the transfer of the 3,200 AF/yr to the City, which
documents all conditions established for this transfer. The MOU is included as Appendix X of this Final
IIR. Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Lc} for additional information regarding

the STWD supply and its reliability.

The commenter also questioned why the surplus of 4,080 AF/yvr should be allocated to the proposed
project, rather than re-allocated to proposed uses within the existing City boundarics or to those enlities
that have already invested in infrastructure in the City. There is sufficient supply for the existing and
proposed uses within the City, using the established demand factors. Once the WRSP is annexed to the
City, the City will determine the adequacy of water supplics on a citywide basis and will not allocate

particular supplies lo particular sub-areas.

The commenter also questions the need for maintaining a reserve between demand and available water
supply in times ot drought. Maintaining a reserve does not necessarily secure the water supply for use
during drought condilions. As specified In the Water Forum Agrecement, the City has pre-established
Iimilations on the amount of water that is available during drought years. Refer to Topical Response G
{Water Supply, Section IT) for a delailed discussion of the Water Forum Agreement and Topical Response
G (Waler Supply, Section V) for a delailed discussion of the City's policies related to actions to be taken
during drought conditions, which apply to ail City water supply customers. The City has also clected to
develop such a reserve through an in-lieu groundwater banking at Reason Farms, as desceribed in Topical

Roesponse G (Water Supply, Section TV),
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Response to Comment 8

The commenler is correctly citing text from the Draft ETR. No response is required.

Response to Comment 9

While the City cannot require the replacement of water-saving devices as homes age and new technology
becomes available, the City does have an active water conservalion program, which was established as
required by the City’s USBR contract and the Water Forum Agreement, to cducate the communily on
various ways to conserve water. As a part of this program, the City has initiated a low-flow toilel rebate
program. The State has also mandated that only low flow fixtures be sold in home Improvement stores,
which will further ensure the use of water saving fixture devices. Other water conservation incentives
tnclude conservation pricing for water use in the Cily’s metered water rates, which encourages customers
to reduce water use in order to reduce their water bill. In addition, a fufl deseription of conservation
“Best Management Practices” is described in detail in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan, which is

avatlable for review from the City’s Permit Center or on the Citv's website.

Response to Comment 10

The City s not aware of any other external factors that would have atiected or artificially lowered the use
of water within the City during the time period that meter data was collected for the water demand
factor study. During that time period, the City did not implement any drought restrictions nor was the
City actively soliciting increased water conservalion from its customers, The City also has no reason to
believe that the cutbacks cited by the commenter in years 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994 would have affected
the resulls of the study. Further, the data was adjusted upwards using a normalization factor to refiect
average demands in higher water use years. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) for a

discussion of modification to the Cily's water demand factors.

Respense to Comment 11

As mentioned in Response to Comment 29-10, the City had not implemented any droughl slages during
the time period that meter data was collected for the demand faclor revision study. Refer to Topical
Response G {(Water Supply, Section 1l1) for a discussion of moditication to the City’s water demand

factors.

Response to Comment 12

The City is committed to supplying a safc and reliable water supply 1o all of its customers, However,

when water resources are reduced due to dry or driest year conditions, all Roseville customers would be
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J, William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., ond
Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. (October 29, 2003)

required to conserve water according to the City's existing Municipal Code (Scction 14.09—Water

Conservation), which is included as Appendix Z to this Final EIR.

With respect to NEC, the majority of groundwater wells planned for construction by the City and those
planned for this project are located in a different pressure zone from NEC. Whoen these wells are used,
the existing City pressure-reducing stations will prevent this water from reaching NEC facilitics. As such,

adverse impacts to NEC from this project are not anticipated.

The only other business that could potentially be affected by groundwater use in the City is the Roseville
Dialysis Center. The Roseville Dialysis Center is a current Cily customer, and the addition of the WRSP
would nol change any exisling circumstance with respect Lo the use of groundwater lo fulfill City
demands during drier and driest years. The City has established provisions to notify the Roseville

Dialysis Center during drought conditions that could afiect the Center's water supply.

Turther, a water quality analysis was performed on a groundwater sample collected from the City’s
Diamond Creck well, Results show that all constituent concentrations are within drinking water
standards. Total hardness was reported at 152 mg/l. The American Water Works Association classifies
this as bordering between soft and hard water, where water with less than 75 g/l is considered soft and
above 150 mg/l is considered hard. Neither the USEPA nor the State has policies with respect to the

hardness of public water supplies.

Response to Comment 13

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Sections ILb and V) for a discussion of the City’s policies
related to service during drought conditions, including the provision of water in "dry or driest” vears
thal existed in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994. As discussed in the Topical Response, the City was able to
provide suffictenl water supplies during in 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994 and is anticipated to conlinue to be
able to provide water if, or when, dry or driest conditions exist in the future. Providing 4,080 AF/yr of
surplus water fo areas outside of the existing General Plan area will not affect the City’s ability to provide
waler during dry or driest year conditions. The Hmiting factor during these hvdrologic vear types is the
amount of water the City may divert from the American River as outlined in the City's Waler Forum
Agreement (refer also to Topical Response ¢ [Water Supply, Scction M) The City has established a

strategy to meet the needs of existing customers during dry and driest vears.

Various levels of conservation would be required of all Roseville water customers depending, upon the
drought stage. The drought stage is defined by the amount of water supply available from the American
River to the Uity to serve its costomers. During droughts, demands are reduced by customer

conservation and short falls in supplies are made up by the use of groundwater. The City has furlther
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Chopter 13 Responses to Commenis

reduced its reliance on surface water through implementing an extensive recvcled water program. The
use of recycled water reduces normal yvear demands by transferring irrigation customers from potable
water to recycled water. Roseville anticipates the use of 3,000 AF/vr of recycled water at build out of the
City and, with the WRSP, the use of recycled water would increase to 4,526 AF/yr. Reeycled water is also

more refiable than potable water during drought conditions.

Response to Comment 14

This comument provides text introducing a consultant hired on behalf of the commenter to assist in
providing comments on the Draft ELR. it does not provide a comment on an environmental issue, and no

further response is required.

The commenter also indicates that comments in addition to those provided by his consultant are being

provided. Responses to those comments are provided in Responses to Comments 29-15 through 29-48.

Response fo Comment 15

Refer to Response to Comments 20-6, 29-18, and 3-3 for a discussion of traffic analysis. Refer also to all
responses to Conunent Letter 35B, which provides a discussion of the transportation and circulation

analysis.

Response o Comment 16

The traffic volume assignment tor the proposed project may accurately represent 2020 conditions, but
substantial uncertainty is associated when trying to predict traffic conditions almost 20 vears into the
future. It is possible that the proposed project would contribute higher volumes of tratfic in 2020 onto
regional roadways such as Bascline Road, SR-65, and I-80. Tmpact 4.3-3 in the Final EIR acknowledges the
adverse impact of the proposed project on these facilities. Further, the project, by itself, cannot be
expected to mitigate this impact independently because no financing program exists to coflect the
project’s fair share contribulion of improvements or the remaining fair-share from other projects or
contributors. Recommending the development of an improvement program for regional roadway
improvements is a good ides, but cannot be relied upon as mitigation because agency approvals
necessary to develop such a program have not been granted at this me. As a resull, this timpact was

considered significant and unavoidable.

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Tinal EIR discloses this impact and lhe problem
assoctated with providing adequate mitigation. The Final EIR contains this response, which provides

additional information about the uncertainty of predicting future conditions and acknowledging that the




Response fo Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equifies, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Portners, Ltd. [October 29,_ 2003)

traffic contribution to regional roadways could be higher. Nevertheless, the contribution does not reach a

level Ihat would constitute the project being solely responsible for miligation.

Response to Comment 17

Development ot the proposed project would not preciude any Placer Parkway alignments although it
could increase the cost of the project if an alignment through the project is selected after entitlements are
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 impacl. Turther, the
proposed projecl is not reliant on Placer Parkway as mitigation. Model runs with Placer Parkway were
done as an alternatives analysis, and show that traffic would improve. It was not included as part of the
project, because it is more conservative Lo assume it is not in place, in order to require mitigation as part

of the project.

As part of the altematives 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 and two
other alternatives within the 5Ol Arca. In addition, as part of the development agreements, the City is
requiring that all purchasers of lots or residential unils Jocated within the WRSP be notified that there is a

I

“polential Placer Parkway within the WRSI boundaries.

Response to Comment 18

The City of Roseville has maintained a traffic impact fee program that does not rely on outside funding
sources lo pay for the public road improvements necessary to accommodale land use development
within the Gity. The current traffic impact fee program was adopted by the City Council in 2002 as parl
of the CIP’ update and provides full funding for the City roadway improvements required to
accommodate currently entitled development through 2020 (refer to pages 4.3-44 and 4.3-43 of the Final
EIR).

The methodology used {o determine the City’s Capital Improvement Program is included within the
Technical Memorandum and associated Final EIR for the Update to the City’s Capital Improvement
Program certified in September 2002, The updated CIP identifies improvements necessary to maintain
the City’s LOS standard through year 2020, Tees are collecled on a fair share basis as outlined with the
Technical Memorandum. As stated within the Fipal EIR and within the Development Agreement by and
between the City of Roseville and the Landowners, the CTIP will be updated so as to include the WRSP

and the additional CIP projects identified in the Final EIR.
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Response fo Comment 12

Refer to Response Lo Comment 20-6, 29-18, and 3-3 for a discussion of funding for roadway

improvemoents,

Response to Comment 20

Refer to Response to Comment 20-6, 29-18, and 53 for a discussion on funding for roadway

Improvements.

Response to Comment 21

In response to this comment, Table 4.4-3 of the EIR has been revised as follows to include ambient air

quality data for 2002 and 8-hour ozone concentrations.

Table 4.4-3 Summary of Air Polivtant Data Compared to Relevant Federal and
State Ambient Air Quality Standards, 1999-2001
Pollutand . ' . 2000 2001 - 2002

RCK' 1 RSVt | NHp RCK' | RSV | nHp Rk | Rsvt | WM
QOZONE
Mighest 1-hour (ppm) 0.118 0,28 0.120 0.128 0.122 0.132 0.135 0.131 0.123
Days>0.12 ppm [Fed) 3 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 0
Days=0.09 ppm {Cal) 13 10 18 13 12 21 21 14
Highest 8-hour (ppm) 0.098 0100 0.100 0.097 0.102 0.094 0111 0.305 0.101
Deys>0.08 ppm [Fed] 12 a ¥ 8 o 7 15 11 I
CARBON MONOXIDE
Highest B-hour (ppm) — 234 3.07 — F.90 3148 — 2.81 3.13
Days>9.5 ppm [Fed) — o 0 — 0 0 — 0 —
Days>=9.1 ppm {Cal — o 0 — 0 0 — 0 -
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM2.5)
Fighest 24-hour [ug/m?) — 510 — — 49.0 — — 53.0 —
Days™65 ug,/m? (Fed): — 0 - — 0 s — 0 —
PARTHCULATE MATTER {PMic
Highest 24-hour [ug/m3) 460 380 B2.0 57.0 59.0 640 36.0 58.0 53.0
Days:1 50 ug/m3 [Cal)? 0 o o o 0 0 0 0 0
Days>50 ug,/m3 {Cal): 0 & 2 12 18 2 0 é 1
MNOITES:

T Stotom: RCX (Rogkin), RSV iRasevillel, NHI [Noah Highlands).

2 Calwleted by estitnating the aomber of doys that a measuremant would have beer grecter than the standerd hod menserenents been sollacred avery day.

Fallyrant net monitared.

SOURCE: Californic Alr Resaurces Roard. www.arh.ca.gov site noessed 171003




Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equiiies, Inc., and
Digmond Creek Partners, Lid. (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 22

The data provided in Table 4.4-3 reflects the ambient air quality thal occurs in the City of Roseville and
surrounding vicinity. Including data for areas that are farther away, such as Auburn, would neither
enthance the EIR analysis nor affect the conclusions of significance regarding the air quality impacts of the
WRSP and SO Amendment Area. Emissions data was gathered ([rom air quality monitoring stations
closer than Auburn. Therefore, it is not necessary to add data for setting an addilional monitoring site to

characterize the ambient air quality environment being assessed in the EIR.

Response tc Comment 23

The Roseville Energy Park is undergoing separate environmental review through the California Encrgy
Commission and will be required to meet the requirements of the California Energy Comunission and
PCAPCD. The Roseville Energy Park is not a component of the WRSP, although the proximity of the
project fo this potential future use was considered in determining appropriate land uses within the
WRSF. As shown in Figure 2-3 on page 2-13 ot the Final EIR, the WRSP Land Use Plan has localed light
industrial and open spaces around the PGWWTT and the REP. These areas would act as a buftfer area of
at least 1,000 feet between the PGWWTIP and REP uses and lhe proposed sensitive residential and
cducational receptors that would be part ot the WRSP. Turther, the impacts associated with the REP are

analyzed in the cumulative impacts analysis, Section 3, of the Final TTR.

Response to Comment 24

The analysis of carbon monoxide {CO) concentrations presented on pages 4.4-30 and 4.4-31 of the Final
EIR is based on localized CO concentrations near roadway inlersections where congested traffic
generates Jocalized concentrations of this pollutant. The CALINE4 methodology used o calculate these
cmissions adds the emissions gencraled by motor vehicles to ambient CO concentration levels. As shown
in Table 4.4-8 on page 4.4-31 of the Final EIR, the 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations at the study
intersections would be substantially below the applicable threshold. Any CO emissions generated by the
proposed REP would be emitted into the air through stacks at a velocity that cnsurcs substantial
dispersion. The CO concentrations generated by this facility would not be emitted at ground level in
close proximity to the study mtersections or the vesidents of the site. Therefore, the conclusions presented
in the Final EIR are accurate for this potential impact. Refer to Response to Comimment 35-69 for a

discussion of cumulative air qualily impacts from the REP.

Response to Comment 25

Lifetime cancer risk is defined as the increased chance of contracting cancer over a 70-year period as a

result of exposure to a toxic substance or subslances. H is the product of the estimated daily exposure of
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each suspected carcinogen by its respective cancer unit risk. The end resull represents a worst-case
estimale of cancer risk by assuming that an individual would be exposed to the same toxic substance at

the same Tocation continually for 70 years.

Risk characterization combines the results of the exposure and dose-response assessments to estimate the
potential for adverse health effects as represented by the probability for an individual to contract cancer
bevond the normal background likelihood. Risk analysts describe risks numerically in scientific notation;
for exampie 1 x 10 means that there is one chance in 1,000,000 of an cvent occurring, The California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Risk Assessment Guidelines establish an upper
threshold of 10 in one million for acceptable cancer health risk. The PCAPCD also recommends the use of
this threshold to determine acceptable cancer heath risk for individual sources of toxic air pollutants.
Cancer risk is defined as the worst-case probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as
a result of an exposure to potential carcinogens. The cancer risk level is intended to ensure a sufficient
safety margin to prevent a single project or activity from causing a substantial contribution to the overall
number of cancer cases in an area. It is not intended or designed to serve as a means to evaluate
cumulative risk associated with multiple activities not associated with the project in question or to assess

risk posed by ambient background conditions.

The conclusions of a heallh risk assessment must be considered in context. As a general matter, the
background probability of an individual contracting cancer in one's fifetime is 333,000 in one million; that
is, one in three people will contract cancer in their lifetime. This overall probability of contracting cancer
can be intluenced by diet, smoking, heredity, chemicals in the environment and the workplace, and other
factors. An individual source of toxic air contaminants that would result in less than 10 excess cancer
cases in one million is unlikely to cause a substantial increase in the overall number of cancer cases that

would otherwise oceur.

It should be recognized that when small populalions are exposed, poptilation risk estimates may be very
small. Tor example, if 100 people are exposed to an individual lifelime cancer risk of one in 100,000 or 1 x
107, the expected number ot cases is 0.001. For risk asscssment purposes, a lifetime of exposure is
considered to be 70 years, 365 days a vear, 24 hours per day. It should further be recognized thal a health
risk assessment does not calculate the exact risk for all individuals, but a hypothelical risk assuming that
all of a series of “worst-casc scenario” exposure assumptions apply, such as that the maximally exposed
individual docs not move from the specific worst-case location and waorsl-case wind condilions do not
change. The chance that an individual would be exposed to any one of these exposure assumplions is

small, and is even smaller for all assumptions to occur simultaneously {e.g., 70 years of continuously
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Sitephen Des Jordins, Diamond Equifies, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Pariners, Ltd. (October 29, 2003)

breathing air at the location of maximum impact). Thus, an individual’s actual risk is likely to be

substantially over-estimated by the recommended methodology of a health risk assessmenl.

It is also important to place health risk and the assessment of probability in the context of datly activity.
To provide an idea of the size of risks from environmental hazards, the continuum below provides risk

statistics for some familiar events (USEPA 1991).

acicident

poiSOning
stroke  car hore fires | ligghtniny

B

N
: -
T T | I T e
1chance 1 chanos 1 chatice 1 chance 1 zhance 1 chance
ire 100 in 100 in 1,000 i 10,000 i 13000 inct GO0 000

Comparative Risk Probabilities

Based on this information, the evaluation of toxic air conlaminants and associaled risks is limited to the
emissions that could possibly be generated by the proposed land uscs. Tt is not based on emissions from
the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant, the proposed REP, or any other exisling or proposed
nearby source. These uses are not components of the WRSP. As shown in Tigure 2-3 on page 2-11 of the
Tinal IR, the WRSP Land Use Plan has located light industrial and open spaces arcund the PGWWTP.
These areas would act as a buffer area of at least 1,000 feet between the proposed sensitive residential

and educalional receptors of the WRSP.

Response to Comment 26

The City of Lincoln wastewater treatment plant is located some distance from the project site, therefore,
no air quality emission impacts are expected lo result from its operation on the WRSP, nor result in

significant cumulative impacts.

Respeonse to Comment 27

As discussed in the Response to Comment 29-25, the 10 in one million threshold was eslablished by the
CAPCO Risk Assessment Guidelines. The PCAPCD also recommends the use of this threshold to

determine acceplable cancer beath risk {or individual sources of toxic air pollutants.

Response to Comment 28

A hazard index (H1) value for organ systems of 1.0 is typically used in health risk assessments to evaluate
chronic and acute risks associated with sources of toxic air contaminants. Chronic and acute I71 values

less than 1.0 indicate that noncancer effects from chronic exposure to emissions from operations are
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

unlikely. In general, the polential chronic and acute risks associated with sources of emissions are less
than the cancer risks for the same pollutants. The Final EIR concludes that the potential impacts
associated with toxic air contaminants generated by the proposed uses within the WRSP and SOI
Amendment Area could be significant. MM 4.4-7 identifies the means in which the individual and
combined emissions of toxic air contaminates does not exceed the risk standard of 10 in one million for

lhe WRSP.

Response 1o Comment 29

Health risk evaluations will be conducted for each individual source of toxic air contaminants that is
subject to the permitting authority of the PCAPCD. MM 4.4-7 identifies the means by which the
individual and combined emissions of toxic air contaminants would not exceed the risk standard of 10 in

once million for the WRSP.

Response to Comment 30

In response Lo this and other comments regarding this issue, the operational emissions associated with
the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer model
developed for the California Air Resources Board and the Irip generation data presented in the traffic
analysis and Section 4.3 Transportation and Circulation of the Final EIR. Refer to Response to Commenl
11-9 for a discussion of the revised total of operational cmissions associated with the WRSP and

Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 31

Refer to Response to Comment 29-30 for a discussion of the air quality and traffic impacts.

Response to Comment 32

Refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the 50T Amendment
Area as envisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment

Area (SFONA) to attain federal nzone standards by November 2005.

Response to Comment 33

The architectural coaling module of the URBEMIS model was not utilized because it would have
overstated levels of ROCG, duc to the fack of informalion available to predict architechural coating use. It is
reasonable to make assumptions regarding the amount of grading and the lypes and number of
construction equipment that would be used through the construction of the WRSP. However, there are

loo many unknowns regarding architectural coatings at this level of review. Given the speculative nature
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jordins, Dioamond Equifies, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd. {October 29, 2003}

of this information, the decision was made to not try to guantify the potential daily emissions, and

instead assume that there would be significant and unavoidable impact.
The use of low VOUC coatings is required pursuant to PCAPCD Rule 218 Architectural Coatings.

Response fo Comment 34

In response to this and olher commenls regarding this issue, the operational emissions associated wilh
the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer mode!
developed for the California Air Resources Board and the trip generation data presented in the tratfic
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 Arca.

Response to Comment 35

Refer to Response to Comunent 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the 501 Amendment
Arca as envisionied in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment

Area (SFONA) to attain federal czone standards by November 2005.

Response to Comment 36

The City's Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Ordinance is codified in the Gity's Municipal
Code. It is enforced on compantes with more than 50 employees through the City's business license and
occupancy permit programs. Companies that fail to comply with the ordinance are subject to penalties

from the Citv.

Response to Comment 37

The Tinal EIR does not determine that a total of 100 park and ride spaces would adequately address the
transit and carpooling needs of the WRSP. This is the number proposed in the Specific Plan. It should be
noted that another 100 park and ride spaces are envisioned for the SOl Amendment Area. The Final EIR
simply idenlifies this component of the WRSE and SOI Amendment Area development as a feature that
would help to reduce the number of vehicle trips and associated emissions generated by people who

might otherwise drive single occupant vehicdles Lo and from work.

Response to Comment 38

The writer is correct in stating that the present Long Range Master Transit Plan did not provide for
specific transit services to the WRSP or MOLU area. However, there are policies in the LRMTE that

provide direction Lo evaluate new projocts, ie., specific plans. As noted in the Final EIR, it is reasonable

Wosl Rosevilis 5
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to assumte that at a minimum, fixed roule Llransit seevices will be extended al some point in Lhe future
into the WRSP arca. The City's Short Range Transit Plan (SRTF) is presently being updated and is
expected to be completed in 2004, The City's Long Range Masler Transit Plan (LRMTT) will be updated
thereafter. The SRTP and TRMIT both will evaluate the transit services and levels of service to be
provided in the future. These documents typically evaluate the expected ridership for new Lransil routes
and the expected farebox recovery. If the SRTD finds that new services are needed and that any new
services will provide a minimum 13 percent farcbox recovery ratio, then the Cily will pursue
implementation of fixed route transit services to the area. The transit mitigation provided by the project
will help ensure that adequale transit revenues are available to provide such services. The City Council is
the final approving body that determines whal transit services are provided. The City has provided Dial-
A-Ride fransit services fo all new development within its boundaries, and it plans to do so with thig
project. Further, the City is obligated to abide by the statutes of the Transportation Development Act
(TDA) in order to conlinue to receive TDA revenues from the Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency (PCTPA). PCPTA annually meets to determine if Jocal agencies are complying with the TDA

regulations to provide transit services where they are reasonable to meet.

Response to Comment 39

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. adopted for the certified EIR will be consistent with

the mitigation measures identified in the RIR.

Response to Comment 40

The proposed solid waste recycling arca that would be located within the WRSP would allow residents
to off-load recyclable materials such as paper, cardboard, glass, aluminum cans, and other recvclable
products. The City’s solid waste staff will monitor and pick-up waste from this facility and transport it to
a Material Recovery Tacility (MRF) that is owned by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority
tor the purpose of receiving, separating, processing, and marketing recyclable materials removed from

ihe wasle stream.

Response to Comment 41

The emissions associated with the off-site construction projecls would 6t under the envelope of the
construction emissions itdentified in Table 4.4-5 on page 4.4-20 of the Final EIR. These emissions are
identified in pounds per day and are based on construclion activilies thal occur in association with the
proposed land uses, including any necessary off-site improvements. Thercfore, no further analysis of this

potential impact is required.
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Response to Comment Leffer 29
Law Office of J, William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diomend Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Lid. {October 29, 2003)

Response fo Comment 42

Refer to Response to Comment 33A-3 regarding the daily operalional emissions of the WRSP and SOI
Amcndment Area as they pertain to the thresholds of significance recommended by the PCAPCD. The
EIR analysis used the URBEMIS model that is recommended by the PCAPCD for general development
projects. The URBEMIS model actually identifies greater emissions than other models that can be used to
predict regional air quality conditions. This is because the URBEMITS mode! assumes that all vehicle trips
are new to the region. Tor example, it assumes that all vehicle trips associated with a commerdial
development are new, as though the people who shop there would not go anvwhere else. This just
doesn’t occur in the real world. The use of a different regional ozone model would not change the
conclusions presented in the Tinal ETR and may actually show less impact from the WRSP. Therefore, the
analysis is based on the recommendations of the PCAPCD and assumes a worst-casc analysis of regional

air quality impacts.

Response to Comment 43

The results from an early modeling effort were mistakenly provided in Appendix H of the Draft ETR. The
URBEMIS 2002 results from the revised modeling effort have been provided in Appendix H of this Final
EIR. These numbers are consistent with those identified in the revised Table 4.4-6. Refer to Response to
Comment 11-9 for a discussion of the revised lolal of operational emissions associated with the WRSP

and Remainder Area,

Response fo Comment 44

The receptors for the Jocalized carbon monoxide (CO) analysis were located 50 feet from each roadway at
the study intersections. The methodology and emissions factors were obtained from the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District’s BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Although the CO emission factors are from
an older version of the CARB’s EMFAC model (the actual version of EMFAC is not identified), they are
considered worst case since lhey were doveloped prior to the adoption of gasoline reformulation
requirements that reduce the amount of CO generated by motor vehicles during winter months, Use of

newer emission factors would result in identification of lower localized CO concenlrations.

Response fo Comment 45

The toxt of MM 4.4-3 has been revised to reflecl the current recommendations of the PCATPD. Refer to

Response to Comment 11-7 for a discussion of air qualily mitigalion meastres.
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Response to Comment 46

MM 4.4-5 requires each developer Lo reach an agreement with the PCAPCD concurrent wilh any
subdivision or design review permit on air quality mitigation measures. Several measures are identified
that could be implemented in order to reduce vehicle emissions and other operational emissions, These
include on- and off-site miligalion strategies, and the contribution to the PCAPCIYs Ajr Quality
Mitigation Fund. The PCAPCD will require the developer to implement sufficient Lo satisfy their

concerns for the project.

Response to Comment 47

With the revisions to MM 4.4-3 discussed in Responsc to Comment 11-7, the EIR includes the mitigation

measures for conslruclion equipment currently recommended by the PCAPCD.

Response to Comment 48

Pursuant to the recommendalions of the PCAPCD, MM 4.4-5 gives project developers the option to either
provide a gas outlet and ceramic logs in any proposed fireplaces, including outdoor or recreational
fireplaces or pits, or use only U.S. EPA Thase N certified wood burning devices in single-family
residences. The emission potential from each residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Wood
burning or Pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments. Only natural gas or
propane fired tireplace appliances are permitted. [t is not the inlent of the PCAPCD to eliminate all wood
burning devices from new development project since many homebuyers demand such items. Instead, it

is simply to allow the use of such devices that generate the least amount of emissions,

Response fo Comment 49

Reter to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the potential for the development ol the SOT Amendment
Area as envisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment

Area (SFONA) to attain federal ozone standards by November 20035,

In order for a State Tmplementation Plan (SIFP) to include the fand uses proposed for the WRSP and SO1
Amendment Arca, the land use clement of the City of Roseville General Plan will need to be amended to
include these uses. The amended land use designation would then be used as the basis of (he new
projections for the SIP. The general plan amendment is component of the WRSP and SOT Amendment
project. Whether the change in land use desighations occurs as a result of the WRSFP and SOI
Amendment project or as a result of a comprehensive update ot the General Plan Land Use Element by
the City of Roseville, the impacts of the change need to be addressed. The EIR ¢valuales the impacls of

the WRSE and 500 Amendment project.
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. Williom Yeotes, on behaolf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Lid. (October 29, 2003)

Response to Conunent 50

As discussed in the Response o Comment 29-25, the evaluation of toxic air contaminants and associated
risks is limiled o the emissions that could possibly be gencrated by the proposed land uses. Tt is nol
based on existing ambienl levels of toxic air contaminants. Thercfore, no further evaluation of this

potential impacl is required.,

Response fo Comment 51

This comment provides lext-iniroducing comments on biological resources. It is not a comment on an

environmental issue, and no further response is required.

Response to Comment 52

‘The commenter states that the Habitat Map in the Draft EIR is limited and does not illustrate the habitats
on the site. The commenler refers to Figure 4.7-1 (Iabitat Map) on page 4.7-4 of the Tinal ETIR. As the
commenler noles, Figure 4.7-1 identifies the riparianfoak woodlands, a small agricullural arca in the
castern edge of the project south of Pleasant Grove Creck and north of Blue Oaks Boulevard. Figure 4.7-1
has been revised to depict the following features: existing waterways, vernal pools, riparian/oak
woondlands, grasslands, burrowing owl sites, and the Swainson’s hawlk nest site previously identified
within the WRSP site. Revised Figure 4.7-1 (WRS5P Habitat Map and Site Features) is included in the Final
EIR.

Response to Comment 53

The commenter states no intormation regarding species distribution or abundance is provided in the
Dratt TIR. Habitat types are identified in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.7.2
{Environmental Setting, Terrestrial Habilats) of the Final ETR. In addition, the locations of sensitive
species and/or habitats is provided by revised Figure 4.7-1, Figure 4.7-2 (On-Site Wetland Mitigation
Plan), Figure 4.7-3 {Swainson’s hawk Nest 5ites), Figure 4.7-5 (West Roseville Specific Plan Western
Spadefoot Habitat), and Tigure 4.7-6 (Oak Woodland Locations). In addition, a comprchensive listing of

—_

spectal-status species that could occur in the WRSP Area are provided by Table 4.7-2 (Special-Status
Species Potentially Occurring in the Woest Roseville Specific Plan Arca). It is rarely possible to
conclusively determine all the specics that oxist on a project site due Lo constraints related to the Hmae of
year surveys are conducted, environmental condilions that exist when surveys are conducted, the sive of
the site (i.c., 3,527 acres), and/or the ability {or ficld biologists to gather every picce of data during field
visits given the species variability; therefore, il is customary Lo discuss spedies that could potentially

occtir on site and/or those that are typically found in similar habitats,
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Response fo Comment 54

The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides a misleading description of the legal status of “fully
protected” bird species. In response to the comment provided, page 4.7-26 of the Final EIR has been

revised as follows:

Fish and Game Cade section 3511 describes bird species, primarily raptors, which are “fully
profected.” Lully prolected birds may not be taken or possessed_at any time-exceptunderaspeeifie
permit. Section 35035 of the code protects all birds of prey and their eggs and nests.

Response to Comment 55

The commenter states that the Draft ETR misinterprels FESA and CEQA review standards. The Final EIR
used thresholds of significance to evaluate impacts to biological resotirces from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidclines. Specitically, as it relates to vernal pools, the threshold applied was whether development
proposed under the WRSP and 507 Amendment (the proposed project) would conlribute to a substantial
reduction in numbers, restriction of range, or loss of habital for a populalion of special-status species,
including fully protected, candidate for listing, proposed for threatened or endangered, and species
considered “rare” under CEQA Section 15380 by the CDEG. The threshold is distinct from compliance

wilh Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Using the CRQA thresholds, impacts to vernal pool crustaceans and associated habitat were identified in
the Final ETR. These impacts were determined to be significant prior to mitigation. Mitigation for impacts
to vernal pools was developed as part of both the CEQA and Section 7 processes. The Section 7 process
provides the formal mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure thal the actions they take, including
those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed species. A aritical part of this
process is the development of mitigation strategies that assist in the survival and recovery of the impact
resources. Independently, the CEQA analysis must determine whether the proposed mitigation would
reduce the level of significance using the CEQA thresholds. The Final EIR concluded thal the proposed

mitigation would, in fact, reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

With respect to the adequacy of the mitigation, the USEFWS, in the Final Biological Opinton (dated
November 20, 2003), aficms the mitigation approach taken by the City in the Final EIR, including the

mitigalion acreage and locations proposed by the Applicant.

Response to Comment 56

The commenter states that the Dratt EIR does not include an accurate description of designaled crifical

habitat on the project site. Refer to Response to Commoent 17-2 regarding critical habitat designation,
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Law Office of J. Williom Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and
Diogmond Creek Partners, Lid. (Qciober 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 57

The commenter indicates that MM 4.7-1 does not reduce impacts to wetlands and vernal pool habitats to
a less-than-significant level. There s substantial evidence in the record to reach the opposite concluston.
The USFWS approved the proposed mitigation and concluded that implementation of the project, with
all identified mitigation measures, would not jeopardize the contimued existence of a listed species or
result in the destruction or adverse moditication of designated critical habitat. The USFWS issued an

Incidental Take Statement dated November 20, 2003,
Refer also to Response lo Comment 29-55 for a discussion of the adequacy of the proposed mitigation.

The USFWS assessed on-site and off-site compensation habitat and recently issued a Tinal Biological
Opinion dated November 20, 2003, under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Spedies Act (Biological
Opinion letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE, dated November 20, 2003},
On page 17 of the Incidental Take Statement, which is provided as part of the Tinal Biological Opinion,
the USFWS states that “due to the amount of on-site and off-site compensation within vernal coosyslem
within Placer County proposed for the project, we have determined that the project, although signiticant,

"

would not represent an adverse modification of critical habitat for the species.

Response to Comment 58

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is deferring CEQA analysis and mitigation in amending the

General Plan to allow open space to be used as flood control.

The commenter identities a proposed revision to the City of Roseville Gerieral Plan to add a new open
space policy that would allow flood control Facilities to be constructed in open space areas and notes thal

the ETR acknowledges that such a change in policy would destroy or degrade habitat.

As stated in Section 2 (PProject Description) of the Final EIR, five detention basing and one weir (at the
western boundary, where an unnamed swale to Curry Creek leaves the WRSDP Area) would be
constructed on the Westpark propoerty to serve areas of the WRSP that drain to Curry Creek. The basins
would provide detention slorage or a 100-year, 24-hour peak event. The detention basins and associated
flood control devices have been incduded in the Section 404 Permil applicalion, which, in turn,
necessitated a Section 7 Consultation to address impacts 1o sensilive species. The Final Biological
Opinion dated November 20, 2003, which resulted from the Section 7 Consultation, oullines the
mitigation necessary to address impacts covered under the Section 404 permil. Tmpacts 1o the detention
basing and weir are also addressed in the Final EIR (pages 4.12-34 and 4.12-35). The Final Biological

Opinion is attached to the Final EIR as Appendix Y.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

The USFWS (Letler from Ken Sanches of LSFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE dated November 20,
2003), determined that there will be (1.6 acre of indirect impacts to wetlands from detention basins on the
Westpark property and that the acquisition of 1.2 acres of vernal pool preservation on the Yankee Slough

properly will serve as adequate mitigation for these impacts,

Tmpact 4.7-11 (Changes in General Plan Policies Regarding Flood Control Facilities in Open Space) is
discussed on pages 4.7-61 and 4.7-62 of the Final TIR. Currently, flood control facilities are already
permitted in open space areas under the Roseville General Tlan (November 1992, updated January 8,
2003, page V-4) and Roseville Zoning Ordinance (Title 19, Section 19.08.06C). The proposed addition of
General Plan Open Space Policy 10 “Consider the use of open space for the location of tlood control
facilitics where such facilities allow compatible passive recreational use and resource protection,” does
not change this existing policy but is designed to encourage flood control facilities to be located where

recreational uses (i.e. parks in detention basins) can be accomumodated.

As is the case with flood control and recreational facilities planned in the WRSP project, any specific
flood conlrol and/or recreational tacilities planned clsewhere in the City would require environmentat
review and permilting, The description of future environmenlal review relates to flood control and/or
recreational facililies that may be propased in the future as a result of the revised General Plan Open
Space Policy 10. Because impacis related to the WRSEP project have been addressed in the Final EIR, no
segmentation of environmental review is taking place. Nonelheless, Sections 15162 through 13164 of the
CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for evaluating subsequent changes in a proposed project or action to
determine  whether the existing environmental document is adequate or whether additional

environmental analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 59

The commenter restates concerns described in Comment 29-5% and describes additional concerns about
the Dratt EIR’s evaluation of the proposed General Plan policy permitting flood control facilities in open

space. Refer to Response to Comment 29-58.

As staled in Section 2 (Project Description) of the Tinal EIR, a total of five detention basins and one weir
(at the western project boundary, where an unnamed swale of Curry Creek leaves the WRSP Area)
would be constructed in lhe WRSP. These detention basins would provide detention storage tor a 100-

year, 24-hour peak event.

The current environment of Curry Creek, as it relates to hydrology and water quality, is described in
Section 4,122 {(Flydrology and Water Quality, Fnvironmental Setting) and pages 4.12-28 and 4.12-29 of

the Final ETR. Tigure 4.12-2 (On-Site Drainage Improvements and 100-vear Floodplain), which shows the
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of 4. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diomond Equities, Inc., and
Diamond Creek Partners, Lid. {October 29, 2003)

locations of the detention facilities within the Curry Creek watershed (e.g., Basins D and E), as well as
drainage outfalls and drain lines. Further, pages 2-32 and 2-34 of the Project Description also include a
comprehensive description of the proposed detention facilities. Each of the basin storage volumes
represents oxisting topography. Therefore, excavation is not anticipated. In addition, the proposed basins
were modeled below the State Department of Dam Safety jurisdictional dam high of greater than 6.0 feet

with a storage volume of greator than 50.0 acre-feet.

In addition, vegetation and wildlife impacts from the detenlion {acility arc analyzed on page 4.7-38 of the
Final EIR, which identified that periodic inundation could result in impacts from the construction of the
proposed wair, culverts, and drainage detention basins within the Curry Creek watershed. MM 4.7-1 was

designed to ensure that no net loss of wetlands would occur, and Impacts would be less than significant.

Iydrologic impacts associated with the construction and use of retention and detention basins are
discussed in Impacts 4.7-1 through 4.7-b of Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Final EIR.
These impact discussions address the rate of stormwater runoff, the amount of stormwater runoff, an
increase in water surface efevations caused by the placement of structures (such as a weir}) in a 100-year
floodplain, and water quality. Feasible mitigation measures have becn designed to reduce hydrelogy and
wiater quality impacts to a less-than-significant level. In addition, and as required by CEQA, alternatives

to the proposed project have been analyzed in Section 6 (Alternatives) of the Final ETR.

The detention basing and associated flood control devices have been induded in the Seclion 404 permil
application, which, in turn, necessitated a Section 7 Consullation to address impacts to sensitive species.
The Final Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, which resulted from the Sectiom 7 Consultation,
outlines the mitigation necessary to address impacts covered under the Section 404 permit. Therefore,
impacts to these flood control facilities have been addressed and mitigation provided. The Final
Biological Opinion is attached as Appendix Y to the Tinal EIR. Consistent with Section 15146 of the
CFEQA Guidelines, the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying action. Each element of a proposed project cannot be provided with the same
level of detail. Nonetheless, Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines provide criteria for
evaluating subsequent changes in a proposed project or action to determine whether the exisling
environmental document is adequate or whether additional cnvironmental analysis s necessary.
Consistent with Section 15140 of the CEQA Guidelines, the degree of specificity required in an FTR will
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying action, Fach element of a proposed
project cannot be provided with the same level of detajl. Nonetheless, Sections 15162 through 15164 of

{the CT.QA Guidelines provide criteria for cvaluating subsequent changes in a proposed project or action
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to determine whether the existing environmental document is adequate or whether additional

environmental analysis is necessary,

Response to Comment 60

The bascline for the traffic analysis contained within the Final EIR is consistent with the City's CTP and

assumes build out of the City of Roseville and 2020 Market Rate development outside of the City.

The 2020 bascline includes buildout of Phase 1 of the Placer Vineyards project, which is expected to be
completed by the year 2020, and was assumed in the project-level analysis, Levels of development
beyond the horizon year of the CIP and the 2020 bascline for this analysis are included within the
cumwlative impacts section of the Final EIR, which includes buildout of the entire Placer Vincyards

project.

Response fo Comment &1

Section 5.3.2 {Development Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Final EIR indicates that
the Placer Ranch project is considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, refer to page 5-14
of the Final EIR, which provide a specific “heading” and discussion as to the assumptions for the Placer
Ranch project in terms of the cumulative impact analysis. While the land use data might differ between
that provided by the commenter and that assumed in the Final EIR, the land use data assumed in the
Final EIR represenls the most current data available at the time the Notice of Preparation of the Draft ETR
was released, pursuant to Section 13125 of the CEQA Guidelines. At the time of issuance of the Notice of
Preparation, and cven Lo date, no formal application has been submitted to Placer County tor the Placer

Ranch project.

Placer Ranch is geographically located within the Sunsct Tnduslrial Area Plan (1996), which is lisled on
Table 53-3. With respect Lo the Sunset Industrial Area Plan, it 15 listed in iwo rows of Table 5-3 (Roseville
Model Assumptions: 2020 Tand Uses in Other Areas). The commenter is citing only the first row. Both
rows indicate that the Sunset Industrial Area would include a total of 187 single-familv dwclling units, 80
mulli-family dwelling units, 498,000 square feet of commercial uses, 823,000 square feet of office uses,

and 3,046,000 square feet of industrial uses.

Response to Comment 62

The commenter is correct in conchuding that the lext of the Draft EIR should reference Section 5.5.2 of the

Draft EIR, rather than Section 5.2.2, when describing the projects included in the cumulative context.

The approach to the cumulative analysis allows for flexibility in determining the scope of cumulative

impacts. The first cumulative analysis scenario, which was requested by the commenter, assumes full
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Response to Comment Letter 29
Law Office of J. William Yeales, on behalf of Sfephen Des Jordins, Diamond Equities, Inc., and

buildout of the SOT Amendment Area, including both the WRSP and Remainder Areas, as well as all of
the camulative projects and/or assumptions provided o Seclion 5.5.2 of the Final EIR. However, because
there is no specific development proposed in the Remainder Arvea, a sccond cumulative analysis scenario
was developed te address the impacts of the WRSP Area in conjunction with all of the cumulative
projects and/or assumptions provided in Section 5.5.2 of the Final BIR. This dual-level approach ensures

full public disclosure of all cumulative impacts that would occur whelher, or not, future development

occurs in the Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 63

While a formal application for Placer Ranch has not yet been submitted, a memorandum from the
County of Placer Planning Department to the Board of Supervisors (dated October 9, 2003) indicates that
the Placer Ranch projects has recently been revised to incorporate higher residential densities. The Final
EIR used current information as of the date of issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this Final EIR.
Nonetheless, current information indicates that the majority of the residential units would be single
family, as reflected in the commenter’s information provided in Response to Comument 29-61 regarding

Placer Ranch.

In addition, with respect to the compalibility of a potential higher educational campus and residential
uses, it 1s common to have these types of uses located in proximity to one another (i.e, UCLA, UC
Berkeley, Sacramento State University). Turthermore, also by way of example, the new tenth campus of
the University of California at Merced has purposely planned for a town to be located directly adjacent to
the campus to promole a town-grown relationship, allowing students, professors, and other emplovees

of the institution to live nearby, thus reducing commute trips.

Response to Comment 64

As reflected in an October 9, 2003, Memorandum from the County of Placer Planning Department to the
County of Placer Board of Supervisors, the evaluation of he need for, and potential alignment of, Placer
Parkway has just begun and will take four to five years to complete. The route alignunent process must
follow federal procedures since federal funds are being used. Therefore, because the Placer Parkway
projecl is in a preliminary feasibility stage of planning, it would be speculative to include it in the
evaluation of land use consistency. Tlowever, recognizing that Placer Parkway could be implemented,

Alternalive 4 of the Final EIR included a potential alignment of the parkway.

Under Alternative 4, il 1s assumed that Placer Parkway would be construcled through the northern
portion of the WRSI® and Remainder Areas. As previousty mentioned, while an alignment for Placer

Parkway has not been sclecled, two of the potential study alignments being examined by the Placer
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Chapter 13 Responses toc Comments

County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) would transect the project site. One alignment would
bisect the WRSP Arca from north to south. The other alignment would occupy the upper third of the
Fiddyment Ranch portion of the WRSP and Remainder Areas. PCTPA requested that an alternative with
one of the study alignments be studied in the Final EIR; therefore, Alternative 4 provides for a 1,000-foot

Placer Parkway corridor, which is illustrated in Figure 6-4 of the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 65

The commenter correctly indicates that the County of Placer has identified the Remainder Area as a
possible location for a proposced University. At this time, no specific development is proposced within the
Remainder Area and the general assumptions analyzed in the Final EIR do not include a proposed
University. Further, the Remainder Area is not currently in the City’s jurisdiction. If this area were to be
annexed into the City at a future date, and an application for a university was submitted, the City would

analyze such a request through the specific plan and environmental review process.

Response fo Comment 66

The Roseville Energy Park (REP} project is currently undergoing separate environmental review as part
of the California Energy Commission process. The RETP is included in the cumulative context for the

project’s cumulative analysis, which is provided in Seclion 5 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final FTR.

As slated on page 5-19 of the Final EIR, the REP is over 1,000 feel from the proposed high school. To
further clarify, the nearest corner of the RED to the nearest high school boundary is 1,900 feet, well over
the quarter mile (1,300 foot) standard established by Section 15186 of the CEQA Guidelines for proximity
of hazardous materials or uses to school facilities. In addition, the gas line for the RTP is currently
proposed to come from the cast, along Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road, and then west along the
proposed Blue Qaks extension in order to provide adequate separation from any proposed school

facilities.

Response fo Comment 67

This comment provides text indicating that the proposed project is inconsistenl wilh the General Plan
policy that requires specific plans to “ensure a comprehensive, logical growth process for new
development arcas.” As an objective, the Specific Plan has endeavored to provide a logical and orderly
extension of the Cily of Roseville, and the envirorunental analysis has provided a comprehensive analysis
of environmental impacts that would occur as a result of development both the WRSP and Remainder
Areas. Nonetheless, this comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter(s) will be
provided to the decision-makers {or their review and consideration when deciding whether to approve

or deny the proposed projoct.

13-282 o | Uity of Rusevifls



o Comment Letter 29A
Intemattanal Engineering Services

* NORTH AMERICA-ASIA~EURQPE

October 28, 2003

~ City of Roseville
‘Planning Department

311Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95747

RE: Co mments te the Environmental Impact Report for the West Rosevtlle
Specific Plan and Sphere af Inﬂuence Amendment

" To Whom IT May Concern:

International Engineering Services (IES) has been asked by Diamond Creek
‘Partners to review the above referenced environmental document, The significant
-volume of the document, combined with a very short review period, has presented

a situation that does not meet the standard of adequacy of environmental document

review per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151. In general, [ES has found the
" document to be more speculative than concluswe

The focus of our review is the wet utility portion of the document. From 1985 to
1997 I worked for the City of Roseville in Environmental Utilities. In that time I
served as Facilities Engineer overseeing all aspects of planning, design,
construction, inspection and operation of the water distribution and wastewater 20A - 1
collection systems. In that time frame the city received a number of local, state '
and national awards for excellence in design, construction and operation of the
city wet utilities. Since 1997 I and IES has been involved in the design, _
construction and operation of water, wastewater, solid waste and waste to energy
projects both locally and mtematmnally

We look forward to dis'cussion of the environmental doctiment and of our attached
review of said document. Please forward any future public notices pertammg to
- the document or project to the address listed below. :

- Sincerely, o
-—1:7.»' Ay

Larry T. Buckle, PE

- Larry T. Buckle, P.E.
8349Da1ke;rh Way Antelope, California 93843
916-549-0868 H20Buckle@aol.com



Comment Letter 20A

Environmental Impact Report | j_ __
for the J

WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN

- and Sphere of Influence Amendment

- Question/Comments/Observation

The following discussion of the water utility portion of the Public Utilities Section of the

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)

follows the order of information presented in the EIR. Specific sections discussed in this
report are segregated by bold text. In most cases the BIR page discussed is in parentheses

included in the section title.

Table 4.11-1 City of Roseville American River Water Contracts (4.11-3)
Table 4.11-1

Contracted Water Supply Contracted Amount (A/F/Year)
US Bureau of Reciamatlon 32 000;
PCWA 30,0300 SOA -2
SJWD 800
Total Contracted Supply | 62,800
WFA: Wet Year 55,700
WFA: Dry Year 39,800° .,
What is the true reliability of water presented in Table 4.11-1? What would be the. i
volume currently contractually available to the city in dry years between the years 2005 1
and 20307 -
1. This volume has been reduced by the USBR on several occasions due to drought.
In 1991 the volume was reduced 75%. Terms of a future USBR contract are 00A-3
_ pending. What could be the posmble downside of those future terms? :
2. Per EIR documents: S
- a, This volume of water is currenﬂy dependent on a year to year contract
with the Bureau to wheel water.
b. The agreement with PCWA will expire in 2011.
¢. Per the coniract with PCWA, water can be reduced proportlonaiiy in dry
years. ,
d. The January 17 1996 contract between the city and PCWA states: - 29A-4
(c)The city will not purchase more than 15,000 of the 20,000 acre-feet
before July 1, 2009.
There appears to be real questions as to what volume is available from PCWA and
in what years. Inadequate documents have been provzded as part of this EIR,
3. This water is not available in dry years. ]} 29A-5
4. The EIR gives every indication that 39,800 AF/year is the least amount of surface —-
water the city will receive in a dry year. Unfortunately, for the following reasons
this does not appear to be true: : 29A-6
N




Comment Letter 29A 3 }

In the WFA it states: Legal Authority _
“Nothing in the Memorandum of Understanding or attached Water Forum

Agreement is intended to give any signatory, agency, entity or .
organization expansion of any existing authority.”

Then the WFA goes on to say: Non-Contractual Agreement

“This Memorandum of Understanding and atrached Water Forum
Agreement are intended to embody general principles agreed upon
between and among the signatories but 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.” '

The WFA is nothing more than a concept, and provides no security for
water delivery. :

. Even if the WFA were to be legally binding, the WFA makes it clear that
the city allocation of surface water could drop far below the 39,800
AF/year.?

“However it is recognized that in years when the projected unimpaired
inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre feet there may not be
sufficient water available to provide the purveyors with driest years
- quantities specified in their agreements and provide the expected driest
year flows to the mouth of the American River. In those years Roseville
will participate in a conference with other stakeholders on how the
available water should be managed. The conference will be guided by the
Conference Year Principals described in Section Four, I, of the Water
Forum Agreement.”

The WFA also states that the Federal Government could at any time
impose provisions of the Endangered Species Act that would change
surface water allocations to everyone jn both wet and dry years.

" The Federal Government, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, is
not bound in any way to participate in the provisions of the WFA.
Again, even if the WFA were legally binding it does not appear the city
would qualify to receive the full driest year allocation of 39,800 AF. In
the driest year the city would be “in theory” entitled to 19,800 AF. Any
water received beyond this would have to be matched with an equal
volume of water to be sent to the mouth of the American River. To
receive the full 39,800 AF/year the city would have to receive 40,000
AF/year from PCWA>, '

! Page 55 of the Memorandum of Understanding
* Page 194 WFA .
3 39,800 AF is comprised of 19,800 AF base year allocation plus 20,000 AF from PCWA and an additional
20,000 AF from PCWA to be sent to the American River.

International Engineering Services Page 2of 12
Review of Environmental Impact Report
West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment
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Comment Letter 29A

i. At this time the city may have contracinal water rights to 30,000
~ AF /year from PCWA. Yet the PCWA contracts provided in the
EIR document only specify 20,000 AF/year and that volume is
limited to 15,000 AF,/year until the year 2009,
ii, The 19,800 AF/year is the city WFA “baseline amount”.

“Baseline amount means the historic maximum amount of water that

a purveyor diverted from the American River in any year through the
year 1995,

Why would we ever assume that in a “driest year” the maximum
volume of water ever used through the year 1995 would be
available?

The conclusions of Table 4.11-1 are:

a.

b.
c.

All three “Contracted Supply Water Supply Source water can be substantially
reduced or eliminated.

The WFA provides the city with no security or reliability.

It should be expected that every drop of potable surface water used by the WRSP-
in a driest year is made available only through the conservation efforts and
restrictions imposed on the rate payers of the current General Plan.

Groundwater Supply (4.11-4)

800 AT needs to be added to the WFA 6,600 AF/Y groundwater allocation to make up
for STWD dry year water allotment. How is the 800 AF/Y addition to the WFA allotment
justified in terms of meeting the requirements of the WFA?

Future Water Supplies: Surface Water (4.11-4)

Is the 3,200 AF/year STWD allotment of water to the city available in dry years? This is

not specified in this section of the document. The copy of the STWD contract supplied in
Volume 1V of the EIR omits page 6 which likely details supply in dry years.

Table 4.11-2 City of Roseville Water Demand Factors and Existing and General
Plan Buildout Water Demand

This table substantially changes the average annual city water demands. Are there
different demands in different years, what is the peak year demand? What historic data
exists to justify the long-term acceptance of the new water demands? What will be the
effect of aging of the distribution system on the predicted water demands? .

*WFA Page 71 B. Dry Year Actions

iy
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Comment Latter 294

The MWH Task 1 Report does not provide clear rational for the conclusmns that generate
Table 4.11-2. The methodology utilized is random generating inconclusive data.
MWH?”s Task 1 Report states: :

“Prudence dictates that a portion of the “supplies” derived through revision of the unit
demand factors is kept in reserve as a safety factor to protect against the mherent
uncertainty of such estimates”.

Later in the report MWH states:

“Because the MWH study was based on limited data, however these estimates will
require refinement as additional data become available. The water supply strategy
developed for the MOU area addresses the need for such refinement by i insuring that
redundant sources of water supply are available if annc.;oured water savings reflected in
the revised umt demand factors do not materialize.”

Unfortunately virtually the only sources of redundancy is groundwater. Clearly the author
of the report is uncertain of the conclusions of the data. The MWH Yask 1 Report
should be considered a preliminary draft. In October 1994 a similar study was conducted
by the West Roseville Group. Those findings should be incorporated into a final water
demand factor advisory.

If the city adopts new unit water demand factors based on the average unit demands of
the districts presented in Table 2 of the MWH Task 1 Report, water requirements for the
city would increase over those presented i n Table 4.11-2. As an example, MWH used a
system loss factor of 2.0%. If the average® system loss factor of 6.45% is used, the
General Plan buildout (w/o WRSP and SOI) water demand would increase to 53 ,872
AF/year from the stated 51,620 AF/year. With WRSP the demand would increase from
59,111 AF/year to 61,690 AF/year. This would result in a WTP peak day demand of
104.8 MGD, which will exceed the 100 mgd capacity of the WTP and the 96 mgd
pumping capacity of the USBR®.

If average unit demands are used for all categories with a 2.0% loss factor the potable
water demand for the WRSP would increase from 5,516 AF/year’ to approximately 6,406
AF/year. With a 6.45% loss factor the demand would increase to approximately 6,685 2
AF/year, a 21% increase over proposed volumes. If the same increase were applied to
the current General Plan proposed water demands, demands would increase from 51,620
AF/year to 62,460 AF/year. If the city turns out to be an average city, there is not
adequate surface water to supply the current General Plan.

> Average of Table 2 from MWH Task 1 Report
6Page4 11-11 of the EIR -
Flgure 4.11-} 'Wet Year Supply
¥ Based on acreages from Table 4-1 of the Draft West Roseville Specific Plan utilizing approximate
average unit demands from MWI Task 1 Table 2.-
International Engineering Servicés Page 4 of 17
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Comment Letter 29A

The EIR concludes the reduction in residential water demand (post Spink Report) is due
to the effect of implementation of conservation measures in post-1992 home construction.
This implies the Spink Report was cotrect at the time.

As homes age fixtures are replaced, will demands increase?
-Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Program (4.11-6)

Given that ASR has never been demonstrated as a viable option for the city, is it
appropriate to even consider it as an option for mitigation of dry years’? Would it not be
appropriate to only consider options with proven viability?

~ Current and Projected Water Demands (4.11-6)

Is every Specific Plan EIR, City of Roseville Design Standards, and the 2002 UWMP in
error when water demands are estimated?

Supply and Reliability of Potable Water Supplies (4.11-6)

This section states:

“Itis expected that if water supply were fo be reduced due to shortage, consistent with
reductions identified in the WFA, existing surface water supply coupled with water
conservanon and groundwater use would be sufficient to meet citywide demands”

This is the case with the current General Plan. If groundwater is requlred In the above
situation (without WRSP or SOI) how could any potable water be made available to the
WRSP or SOI other than ground water? Should one not conclude from this statement
that no surface water will be available to the WRSP in dry years? In a dry vear, surface
water is only made available to the WRSP through restrictions to the current General Plan
Area. Addition of the WRSP to the city water system will reduce the level of service to
existing residence.

Clearly reliance on groundwater will increase with inclusion of the WRSP. What affect
will this have on industry dependent on a consistent water source (NEC)? Wlll changing
' water characteristics impact the growth of water dependent industry?

Also the use of groundwater over surface water has a negative impact on the quality of
life of the existing residence. Groundwater is significantly harder than sarface water and
will mark and discolor plumbing fixtures. Automobiles, buildings, and fences that come
in contact with residential irrigation water (from groundwater) will also be discolored and
marked. Laundry soaps, shampoo and other ¢cleaning products do not work as well in
groundwater as with surface water. This will result in greater use of cleaning produets
and the need for existing residence to install expensive water softening systems. The

- increased use of groundwater will have a negative mlpdct on the quality of life of ex1stmg |

residence.
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Comment Letter 29A

The third paragraph of this section identifies 1990, 1991 and 2001 as years when water

- supply has been reduced. The General Plan identifies additional years. What are the true
years and what was the reduction in allocation in those years? PCWA could also have a
reduction in available water, what historic reductions have they experienced, and what . 29A - 30
effect would that have on the allocation to the city. Also given that the terms of the long
- term USBR wheeling agreement have not been established, can the city absolutely
depend on the supply of PCWA water?

Paragraph four states that in the last 70 years one would expect a reduction in the city
water allotment 17% of the time. What percent of the time would the city expect a
reduction in water allotment over the last 15 years? What percentage of years would the 29A - 31
city expect to turn on a well? Is the 7,400 AF/year of groundwater proposed to replace '
the STWD’s and Bureau water verified sustainable’? Does this volume of water exceed
the 6,600 AF/year ground water allocation of the WFA?

Water Shortage Contingency Flan (4.11-8)

Under Municipal Code Chapter 14.09 the city can impose drought restrictions. Under
this same code the city must declare a stage two shortage and impose stage two drought
restrictions before a well can be used to mitigate a shortage. The WRSP has proposed to
increase the demand for potable water by 5,516 AF/year. This represents 9.9% of the cit
surface water supply under the WFA. By reducing the supply of surface water to the
current General Plan area by 9.9%, wells will have to be operated to mitigate shortage
more often. This results in greater frequency of stage 2 restrictions on existing residence.
This constitutes a decrease in level of service. '

- 20A-32

e

Update Potable Water Demand Estimates (4.11-9) - | : R

Please see previous discussion of Table 4.11-2 City of Roseville Water Demand
Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand.

In paragraph 2 of the Update Potable Water Demand Estimates the EIR states: :
' ' ' 29A-33
“The adjusted estimates of existing and future water demand include a reliability Sactor
to reflect the inherent uncertainty of such estimates”

What is the size of the buffer included in the reliability factor? _J

Paragraph 4 states that as a result of the MWH report the city has an excess surface water |
supply of 4,080 AF/year. Yet if the city is considered average for the region, the surplus  D9A-34
of surface water is reduced to a deficit of approximately (6,760 AF/year). :

¢ A “sustainable” groundwater supply is defined as the amount of groundwater that can be extracted over
the long term without depletion or overdraft of the aquifer.
International Engineering Services Page 6 of 12
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Comrhent Letter 29A

Water Ti‘eatment (4.11-11)
Page 4.11-35 of the EIR states:

“Development of the WRSP Area, in combination with other City demand for water
treatment, would result in an average/wet year water treatment demand at the Barton
Road WTP of approximately 99.41 mgd”.'°

The third paragraph of this section states that the peak treatment demand is 92.18 m gd.
Which estimate is correct? The capacity of the USBR pumping to Roseville is 96 MGD.
The treatment capacity of the WTP appears to be limited by the ability of the USBR to
deliver water, If the WTP is expanded to 100 mgd, the maximum raw water flow would
be 96 mgd.

As stated in this report in section Table 4,11-2, City of Roseville Water Demand
Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand, if a average loss
factor of 6.45% is used in place of the 2% factor selected by MWH the peak day
 treatment demand will increase to 103,74 mgd. ' This is 7.74 MGD higher than the
capacity of the USBR pumping.

~ Off-Site Systems (4.11-13)

The third paragraph states that “in general” the existing city potable water system meets
the pressure and velocity requirements of the city. The “in general” means that sections
of the city do not meet the requirements, and the addition of the WRSP will make the
problem worse. This is an example of where inclusion of the WRSP will diminish the
level of service to the existing residence. The General Plan states that “under no
circumstances” will this occur. The city appears to be in violation of the provisions of
the General Plan. ' '

Water Demand (4.11-18)

This section references two documents developed to support the WRSP EIR, the first is
the Unit Water Demand Factor, second is the Water Supply Strategy.

Unit Water Demand Factor

- This document provides no information from which one could conctude the findings of
the study. As an example, MWH has 7 categories of residential water use but only three
graphs depicting limited data. Without substantial additional information the document
should be disregarded. ' ' ' ' '

' Contrary to whé.t is stated in the EIR 99.41 MGD is the peak demand not average.
"' Rased ona peak demand of 99.41 mgd stated on page 4.11-41 of the EIR.
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Comment Letter 294

Water Supply Strategy

This report isa rcquxrement of SB 610 A portion of this report relies on the findings of
the Unit Water Demand Factor Report which is insufficient,
Table I Water Supply Strategy Report
~ (AF/year)
Water 2000 2008 ¢ - 2010 2015 2020

Supply ' '

Sources ' ' :
USBR 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 |
PCWA 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 29A -39
SIWD 0 800 800 800 | 800
Groundwater | 1,000 0 0 0 0
Recycled 1,000 2,200 2,200 2,200 2,200
Water 2 :

Total 63,000 65,000 65,000 65,000 65,000
Table 1 (above) from the Water Supply Strategy Report shows water supply sources
over various time frames. Based on the PCWA contracts the PCWA component appears
to be inaccurate. Also the recycled water for irrigation is much lower than that shown in
the EIR. i
. ' —
Page 6 the document states: j
“In about 17 percent of the years, less than 54,900 AF/yr o a minimum of 39,800 AF/yr
of surface water would be available per the WFA.”
This absolutely is not true. Not only does the WFA not have the authority to guarantee | 29A - 40
water delivery, but the city currentiy does not have the ability to meet the requirements of
the WFA in order to obtain minimum delivery.'* The WFA clearly states that under a
number of circumstances the minimum surface water delivery could be far less than _ i
39,800 AF/yr.
Page 7 states; —
“The ultimate buildout for the existing City of Roseville service area is predicted to be
lineal and be reached by the year 2030. Water demands for the WRSP are expected fo
begin in the year 2005 and linearly increase until reaching buildout by the year 2030.” 20A - 41

This means that of the proposed 8,390 residential units to be built in the WRSP no more
than 335 would be built in any single year.

~ 2 To get 20,000 AF/yr of the 39,800 AF/yr the city must receive 40,000. AF/yr from PCWA, per WRA.
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Comment Letter 29A

Page 8 states:

“The City has negotiated an agreement with SJWD for the zransfé'r of the additional
. 3, 2004F)Hr during wet years.”

- This is not true; the final contract has not been signed.

Page 8 Table 3:

Water Supply Assessment
For WRSP
. (Portion of Table 3)
Supply Sonrce Single Dry Water Year
_ AF¥/year

Surface Water Supply ' 39,800'
SIWD Surface Wa,ter Supply ' 0
Groundwater : 9,604"
Recycled Water for Irrigation _ 3,726°
Buildout City Demands (51,620)°
Buildout WRSP Demands ' (7,042)
Conservation Reduction City _ 5,162°

! Conservation Reduction WRSP ' 370°
Surplus or (Deficit) : 0

1. Under “Single Dry Water Year” the surface water supply could be far less than
39,800 AF/yr. As prewously stated the city does not have the ability to meet the
requirements for recelving this water.

2. The 9,604 AF/yr groundwater exceeds the WFA maximum ground water
extraction of 6,600 AF/yr. _ _

3. Recycled water demands for irrigation are stated as 3,726 AF/yr, while in Table 1
the maximum recycled water for irrigation is 2,200 AF/yr.

4; Buildout WRSP water demands may be far greater than 51,620 AF/yr. The Unit

- Water Demand Factor Report is incomplete.

5. Conservation Reduction City is assumed to be 10%. Conservation Reducuon City ~

should only be applied to the potable water demand. Recycled water will not be
1mpdcted by dry year.

6. Conservatien Reduction WRSP is a factor resulting from construction, this factor
is built into the proposed unit water demand. Also the proposed Conservation
Reduction cannot be applied specifically in dry years. Conservation reduction
should be 10% of wet year demand of potable water.
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Comment Letter 29A

Page 11 Description of Basin: This states:

1. Groundwater is the only source of water available to makeup a shortfall. This
volume of water represents 48% of the available groundwater per the WFA. Is it
appropriate for the WRSP to consume 48% of the available city groundwater
available per the WFA?

“Drainage in the sub-basin is west-southwest at an average five percent grade.”
Given the size of the drainage basin the fall from east to west would b.e more than 6,000
feet. Is the 5% accurate? ' ' S
Page 12 Discussion of Overdraft of the Basin: Due to the number of wells DWR ]
monitors (3) and their proximity to creeks, the data is inconclusive in determining ability
to ntilize groundwater on a sustained basis. -
Water Supply (4.11-19) .
Second paragraph states:
“The extent to which the z'deﬁtiﬁed sources of water can serve the SOI Amendment Aven
is evaluated in the Section. Sources that are already uvailable or planned to be developed
by the City and assumed in the analysis are: surplus water (4,080 AF/year) the City has
determined can be made available to the WRSP and Remainder Area from existing
supplies as a result of updated City buildout water demand estimates: "
The City has not accepted the new water demand schedule. . The old standards still apply,
and as such there is no surplus of potable surface water.
~ Impact 4.11-1: Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand in Wet Years @4.11- ]
The av'ailability of water to service demand in wet years has yet to be determined due to
inadequate data provided in the MWH Task I Report.
Figure 4.11-1
Dry Year Supply
Source of Water Proposed in EIR Corrected Volume | Proposed per
- AF/year AF/year WFA
Groundwater 2,848 | 3,200° 3,200
Conservation 352 276° 552
Existing City Supply 2,316 2,040° 1,764
Recycled Water - 1,526 ' 1,526" 1,526
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Comment Letter 29A

2. Conservation will only be applied to the potable water portion of the demand. 29A-54
There would be no decrees in use of recycled water. p—
3. Why would the rest of the city have reduced surface water but not the WRSP?
Any conservation has to come from the surface water supply.
This surface water supply may not exist. If the WRSP is given its full allocation 29A-55
of surface water the rest of the city would have to conserve more than 5% to make
up the difference.
4. There would be no change in recycled water. 2%A-56

Il

o

In the MWH Task 7 Report it states that the WFA requires a 10% reduction in water use
in drought years. " In the FIR the WRSP is only proposing to reduce demand by 5%. If
this is the case the rest of the city would have to reduce demand by more the 10% to - 29A-57
make up the difference. The result is dlmlmshed level of service for existing res1dence

Impact 4.11-2: Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand in Dry Years (4 11-
28) :

As has been previously discussed, many of the assumptions are mcorrect As aresult the S9A - 58
issue may be significant and unavoidable.

Table 4.1 1-6 (4.11-29}

Footnote 2 of the table indicates 3,000 AF/year recycled water will be used to offset
- potable water demand. This could be problematic for the following reasons:

L. The el Webb golf course and landscape has been promised potable water backup
along with a consistent source of water under all drought conditions. The result is
both potable and reclamation water must be aflocated to the golf course and 29A - 59

~ landscape

- 2. The public was told the reclamatlon system would make the potable water system

more secure in times of drought. If the offset water is given to new development
the potable water security provided by the reclamation system is lost. This results
in yet again a diminished level of service for existing residence.

Page 4.11-32

Third paragraph: The city has not demonstrated the viability of aquifer storage and 26 A - 60
recovery. MM4.11-2 cannot be assured.
Fourth paragraph: The city has purchased an asset in the form of potential potable water
‘available under Reason Farms. This is an asset of the current residence of the city,notan | 29A-061
asset of the WRSP.

Page 4.11-38 29A-62

- P Page 5 of 10 MWH Task 7
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Comment Letter 20A

The fourth paragraph addresses the booster pump station for the 6.0 million gallon
storage in the WRSP. The EIR states that the booster pump would be sized for maximum
day demand. The booster pumps must be sized for peak hour demand with a fire,
Anything less will diminish level of service in other parts of the city.
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Response to Comment Letter 29A
International Engineering Services {October 28, 2003) (AHfochment fo Yeates, October 29, 2003)

&' Response to Comment Letter 29A
International Engineering Services {October 28, 2003) (Attachment to
Yeates, October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

Refer to Response to Comment 29-2 for a discussion of the length of the Draft EIR, and refer to Topical
Response B (Adequacy of Pablic Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public Review Period
and the many opportunities for public participation. Turther, the document has been prepared in ful
compliance with Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines; in fact, the Preface to the Final EIR {provided on
page xix) specifically quoted Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines to indicate and affirm the standard to

which the Dratt EIR was prepared.

The commenter also provides information regarding his professional background. This comment
contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore, no further

response is required.

Lastly, the commenter requests thal all fulure public notices pertaining 1o the document or the proposed
project are sent to International Engincering Services, The City will send all future notices and/or copies

of documentation regarding this project to the indicated address.

Response fo Comment 2

This comment questions the reliability of the Cily’s American River Waler Contracts. Topical Response G
(Water Supply, Sectiom 1) addresses cach of the City's water supply source contracts, including contract

terms and reliability, through the year 2030.

Response to Comment 3

This comment questions Lhe reliability of the City's American River Water Contracts, Topical Response G
(Water Supply, Section T) addresses each of the City’s water supply source conltracls, including conlract

terms and reliability and the terms of the existing and pending USBR contract.

Response fo Comment 4

This comment questions the reliability of the Clty's American River Water Contracts. Topical Response G
{Water Supply, Section Ty addresses cach of the City's water supply source conlracls, including conlract

lerms and reliabilily for water provided from PCWA and the USBR.

i
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 5

This comment questions the water supply availability during dry years. As demonstrated in Topical
Response G (Water Supply, Section Vila), existing surface water entitlements of 55,700 AF/yr can meet
the City's wet year demands 51,620 AF, leaving a surplus surface water supply of 4,080 AT, In addition,
the City has provisions in place to receive up to 39,800 Al/yr of supply in the driest years. Specifically,
Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) indicates that during drier or driest years, the City’s
maximum diversion will decrease from 54,900 AF/yr to 39,800 AF/yr with PCWA’s Middle Tork Project
providing replacement water to the river equivalent to Roseville’s diversions above baseline conditions
(1993 Tevels of diversion =19,800 AT/yr plus 20,000 AT/yr resulting from an agreement with PCWA to re-
operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs). 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 AT/yr. The likelihood of this scenario is
remole, bul if it should occur, Roseville would be required to supplement water supplies with

eroundwater, recycled water, and additional conservation measures.

The City’s dry vear Water Forum Agreement commitments are fully discussed in Topical Response G
(Water Supply, Section kf), which demonstrate the availability of 39,800 AF/yr of water during various

hydrologic vear types, including dry vears.

Response to Comment 6

This comment questions the water supply availability during dry years. It is correct that there is no
absolute guarantee of minimum diversions in any year. ITowever, as described in Response to Comment
29A-5, Roseville would supplement its water supplies with groundwater, recycled water, and addilional
conservation measures, as nceded, during dry, drier, or driest vears, or during more extreme conditions,

which are considered highly unlikely.

The City's dry vear Water Forum Agreement commitments are fully discussed in Topical Response G
(Water Supply, Section 1T}, which demonstrate the availability of 39,800 AT/vr of water during vartous
hydrologic year types, including dry vears. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section [La.i)

discusses the legal enforceability of the Water Forum Agreement.

Response to Comment 7

This comment asserts that the City’s Water Forum Agreement provides no sccurity for waler delivery as
the document is not legally binding and guestions the Cily’s dry year water supply condilions. Topical
Response G (Water Supply, Section IT) discusses the City’s Watler Torum Agreement commitments and,

which demonstrate the availability of 39,800 AT/yr of water during various hydrologic vear types. Refer
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Response fo Commen! Letter 29A
International Engineering Services {Ocfober 28, 2003) (Affachment to Yeates, October 29, 2003)

also Lo Response to Comment 29A-5 for a discussion of the strategy for providing water if diversions

from the American River drop below 39,800 AF/yr.

Response to Comment 8

The commenter notes that USBR water deliveries may be subject to additional restrictions to comply with
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). While true, the comment does not identify any foresceable events that
are reasonably likely to trigger TSA-based restrictions on the City’s entitlements to USBR water. Without
such information, it would be speculative to predict how those restrictions would be implemented and,

thus, what affecl they would have on the City’s ability to meet project-related water demand.

Response 1o Comment @

The commenter is correct in that the Burcau of Reclamation was not a signalory to the Water Torum
Agreement. During the process, Burcau sta ff participated in the development of the agreement and were
integral in developing a draft “Diversion Agreement” inctuded in the document (refer to Appendix F of
the Forum Agreement). The Diversion Agreement will be tailored to each purveyor's specific agreement
to ensure that the relevant elements are incorporated, such as dry year diversion reductions, protection of
water rights, the Bureau’s role in petitioning the Stale Board for an Updaled Lower America River (LAR)

flow standard, and an identification of entities that are responsible to mainlain instream fows.

Execution of the Diversion Agreement {a binding agreement between Rosceville and the Bureau of
Reclamation) will be the legal mechanism to implement the Forum Agreement. A draft Diversion
Agreement is contained in Appendix F of the Water Forum Agreement. This Agreerment assumes that a
new in-stream flow standard for the American River have been developed and implemented by the State
Water Resources Control Board. lmplementation of the proposed tlow standard would require
modifying the Bureau's water rights pormit. Diversion agreements between the Bureau and the
respective upstream purveyors would provide the assurances the USBR needs to comply with the water

righls permit.

Response to Comment 10

Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) demonstrates that the City has provisions in place to
receive up to 39800 Al/yr of supply even in driest years. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water
Supply, Section 1) indicates that during drier years the City’s maximum diversion will decrease from
54,900 AT fyr to 39,800 ATjyr with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project providing replacement water to the river
cquivalent to Roseville’s diversions above baseline conditions (1995 levels of diversion =19,800 AT}
During this vear type, the replacement water will be no more than 20,000 AF/vr (20,000 AFfyr +

19,8000 AF/yr = 39,800 AF). The Forum has termod this replacement water “re-operation” or “re-op”
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Additionally, PCWA has studied their ability to mecl the City’s Waler Forum commitments under these
hydrologic year types and have conciuded they can meet the City’s requirements 100 percent of the time.

This is also discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Lb.i).

Response fo Caomment 11

The commenter misinterprets the PCWA agreement. The agreement references 20,000 AF/yr of oplion
supply that would be available after july 2009. The commenter overlooked the exercised 10,000 AT/yr of
water supply that the Cily acquired in 1991 from PCWA. The following table outlines available PCWA

supplies.

PCWA Supply | PCWA Options | PCWA Total | Total Available Supply
e Yeor {AF) [AF) {AF} {AF)

1997 Exercised 1+ aption 14,000 G 10,000 42,000
1991 Purchased 2 option

1994 Purchased 3+ optian

luly 1999 13,000 5,000 15,000 A7 00
tuly 2004 10,300 10,000 20,000 52,000
iy 2009 10000 | 1sg00 | 2s00 | 57,000
After July 2009 10,000 20,000 30,000 62 000

PCWA supphies are provided in addition to the 32,000 AF/vr of USBR supplies. Collectively, the two

sources of supply represent the “Total Available Supply” shown in the above table.

Response to Comment 12

The WEFA specifies 1995 as the baseline-condition for water purveyors. A foundational concept of the
WEA was to prevent or limit further degradation of the American River by prohibiling diversions that
exceed 1993 lovels of diversion. As such, 1990 levels of diversion are used as the baseline condition for all
gignatorices to the WTAL Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section H) further discusses the use of 1995

a5 the baseline condition for the WFA.

Response to Comment 13

Water supplies are secured through water contracts with the USBR, Placer County Water Agency, and
San Juan Water District. Each contract has shortage provisions. USBR uses a shortage policy lo direct
reductions in available supplies, and PCWA supplies are available in virtually every year (refer also to
the report entitled “Supplemental Placer County Water Resources —Water Supply Evaluation,” which is
provided in Appendix Z of this Final EIR). San Juan Water District supplies are limited Lo wet and

average water vears as defined in the WFA . Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IT)
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Response to Comment Lelter 29A
International Engineering Services {October 28, 2003) {Attachment to Yeates, October 29, 2003)

for a detailed discussion of water supply source contracts, including contract terms and water supply

reliability.

Te bolster the reliability of the City’s water supply, back-up supplies are being developed, such as
groundwater wells and land fallowing. Recycled water supplies are also being expanded to reduce the

City’s reliance on surface water for irrigation uses.

Response o Comment 14

The commenter suggests that the WEA provides the city with no security or reliability. There are two co-
equal cbjectives of the WFA: (1) to provide a rellable and sate water supply for the region’s economic
health and planned development to the year 2030; and (2) preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and
aesthetic values of the Lower American River, Tn order to be successful, the WEA recognizes that no
single-purpose program can secure water tor the future. Therefore, the WFA contains an integrated
package of actions, including: (1) increased 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 Reservoin; (4) Lower American River habitat management, which also addresses recreation in the
Lower American River; (3) water conservations; (6} groundwater management; and (7) Water Forum
successar etfort. Implementation of these elements of the WFA by the various water purveyors increases
water supply availability on the American River from just over 63 percent to 82 percent Refer also to
Technical Memworandum, Tnsk 7 —Water Supply Strategy, Montgomery Watson Harza, April 10, 2003, which
was provided in Appendix R [Utilities Technical Memoranda] of the Final EIR} and Response G (Water
Supply, Scction 1) for a detailed discussion of water supply source contracls, including conlract terms

and water supply reliability.

Implementation of the Lower American River Flow standard requires action by the State Water
Resources Control Board to modity the Bureau's water right. Diversion Agreements between the Bureau
and the respective purveyors delineate how the Burcau will work with its contractors to imph‘:mcnt

Water Forum commitments, as discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Ladl).

Forum commitments are also incorporated as mitigation measures in environmental documents

necessitating each purveyor or agency to fulfill commitments made during the process.

Examples of mitigation measures that were consistent with the goals of the WFA, but developed
pursuant to CEQA as puart of ongoing development in Roseville, include the last water treatment plant
expansion, which assumed the WEFA commitment to limit diversions from the American River to 54,500
AF/vr instead of the contractual limits of 62,000 AF/yr (prior to San fuan agreements}, and conservation

programs. These mitigation measures are legally enforceable if not implemented.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 15

As discussed on pages 4.11-31 through 4.11-38 of the Final EIR and in Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Section T, the WRSP Area, along with buildout of the City’s existing General Plan, will be supplied in
drigst years with a combination of surface water, recycled water, and groundwater, although the Final
EIR anticipales that demand will be reduced through conservation efforts. The City's existing General
Plan Area and WRSP Arca would be expected to participate equally in conservation efforts pursuant to

the City’s water conservation ordinance, which is provided in Appendix 7 of this Final EIR.

Response to Comment 16

The use of groundwater to supplement surface waler supplics during dry vears is consistent with the
Cily’s oxisting practices. In addition, one of the primary methods of implementing ithe WFA is by
developing conjunctive use projects. The water supply strategy for the WRSP is consistent with this

regional objective.

While the Water Forum identifies the use of 6,600 AF/yr of groundwater by the City of Roseville, the
Agreement did not limit the use of groundwater in Placer County. The 131,000 AFfyr of firm yield
identificd in the WEFA was specific to the North Area Groundwater Basin, a basin thal is used by water

purveyors and/or private entities (e.g.,

residences, businesses, or agriculture uscs) oultside of Placer or
Sutter Countics; lherefore, extraction limitations were not established for either county as il relates Lo the
North Area groundwater basins. The Sacramento North Area Groundwater Management Aulhorily was
formed in August 1998 as a Joinl Powers Authority having governance authority over those jurisdictions
and agencies located in the North Arca Groundwater Basin in Sacramento County. Increasing the
groundwater allocation from 6,600 AF/yr to 7,400 AF/yr (by 800 AT/yr) does not violate the City of
Roseville’s WEFA commitment as it pertains to groundwater management because an extraction limitation

is not applicable to the City.

Furthermore, groundwater is not considered a primary waler supply for the City. It is a backup supply
thal would be used approximately 17 percent of the time. The amount identified in the WEA reflects
what was anlicipated to be needed at the time of the Agreement to balance dricr and driest year

demands.

Response to Comment 17

The City has entered inte an MOU with SJWT to reallocate 3,200 AFfyr of their PCWA contractual
supply o the City, which is not available to the City in dry and driest years, The MOU is inciuded as

Appendix Z of this Final EIR to document all of the condilions established [or the 3,200 AF/yr transter.
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Response to Comment Letter 29A
International Engineering Services (October 28, 2003) (Attachment to Yeates, Ociober 2?_5___2003")“

Refer also to Topical Response G {(Water Supply, Section L)) for additional information regarding the

S)WD supply and the reliability ot this supply.

Response to Comment 18

Refer to Topical Response G (Waler Supply, Seclion JII [Demand Factor Modifications| and Section VI
[System Tssues]) for a discussion of Table 4.11-2 of the Final EIR, including differences in City water
demands, peak demands, hisloric data that justifics the new demand factors, and the effects of an aging

distribtition system on predicted water demands.

Response to Comment 19

The methodology and volume of data used in Technical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Water Demand Factor
Revisions (Montgomery Watson Harza, November 6, 2002), which was provided in Appendix R (Utilities
Technical Memoranda) of the Final TIR, has much greater cerlainty than that used in the General Plan
Update Water Systemn Study (Spink, August 1993) when the unit water demand tactors were initially
generated. In 1993, the water unit factors that were generated using less actual water meter data than is
currently available. The availability of more data today allows better estimates of actual water usage and

development of better unit water demand factors.

While the 2002 study had the benefit of more data than the 1993 study, the City does nol fully meter
every residential home and, therefore, cannol collecl actual water use data from all City customers.
Accordingly, it is prudent and professionally accepted to apply safely factors when limited data sets are
used for analysis and for drawing scientific conclusions. The 2002 study further documents the City's use

of regionally comparative data to support the conclusions drawn from the available data.

Respeonse to Comment 20

As discussed on pages 4.11-31 through 4.11-38 of the Final EIR and in Topical Respense G {Water Supply,
Section L), the WRSP Area, along with buildout of the City's existing General Plan, will be supplied with
a combination of surface water, recycled waler, and groundwater. Tn addition, the Final EIR anticipates
that demand will be reduced through conservation efforts. To bolster the relability of the City's water
supply, other back-up supplics are being developed, such as land fallowing, and recycled water supplies
are also being expanded to reduce the City’s reliance on surface water for irrigation uses. The use of
groundwater to supplement surface water supplics during dry years is consistent with the City's existing

practices.

The Technical Memorandwm, Tusk 1- Unit Water Demand Factor Reovisions (Montgomery Watson Harza,

November 6, 2002} is considered a relisble and current source for assessing the unit water demand factor
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Caomments

revisions. The results of an October 1994 study completed by the West Roseville Group were nol
included in the commenter’s letter; however, any and all information that is made available o the City,

as it pertains to the City, will be reviewed and considered by the appropriate Cily departments.

Respaonse to Comment 21

As discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section V1), the City’s selection of a two-percent
system loss factor from a range of 7ero to ten percent used by other jurisdictions in the region was based
on factors specific to the City’s water system. The comment provides no basis for concluding that the
City's estimate is unreasonable and supplics no rationale for its suggestions that the average of the

factors used elsewhere in the region is a preferable methodology.

Response to Comment 22

Refer to Response to Comment 29A-21 for a discussion of the use of a two-percent factor to account for

potential system losses.

Response fo Comment 23

The City utilized the best information available in 1993 to develop demand factors. Because water meter
data is not available for homes construcled prior to 1992, as such was not included in the MWIT water
demand factor study. The City opted Lo use the 1993 Spink demand factors for pre-1992 residential units
when projecting the City’s buildout demand. Refer also to Response to Comment 29A-19 for a discussion

of differences in available data between the 1993 Spink study and the 2002 MWH study.

Refer also lo Response to Comment 29A-21 for a discussion of the use of a two-percent factor to account

tor potential system fosses.

Response to Comment 24

Refer to Response to Comments 29-9 for a discussion of water-saving features for residential uses.

Response to Comment 25

The Dratt EIR did not assume the use of an Aquifer Storage and Recovery Program as an option to
provide water during dry years, cither as a component of the proposed project or as a mitigation
measure. Instead, page 4.11-6 of the Tinal FIR states that “The City is evaluating the feasibility of
developing an Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) program. Under such a program, surface water
would be injected into the aquifer in wet yvears {or storage, and then the City’s backup groundwater wells
would pump the stored water in dry years. The City is developing a demonstration project at the

Diamond Creek well, which is under construction, to evaluate the feasibility of using planned wells for
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injection and storage of treated waler.” The Cily 1s considering ASR as a technology to investigate for the
future to increase groundwater supplies and advance (he Cily's inleresl in participating in a regional
5 PF 3 P pating 2

conjunctive use program, which is one of the goals of the Water Torum efforts.

Response to Comment 26

Previous documents, such as specific plans and/or the 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, utilized the
City’s water demand factors that were available at the time. It is not unusual for a community to revise
design standards or other planning criteria over time as requirements change or more dala becomes

avallable

Response fo Comment 27

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section VII) for a discussion 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. Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1)
for a discussion of water reliability and Topical Response G (Waler Supply, Section 1V) for a discussion of

groundwater supplics.

Response to Comment 28

Refer Lo Response to Comment 29-12 for a discussion of the use of groundwaler as part of the overall

citywide water supply strategy and how this could aflect NRC or other businesses.

Response to Comment 29

While it is truc that the hardness of groundwaler is typically greater than that of surface water and can
change consumer habits with respect to cerlain product uses, such as soaps, it is not anticipated that the
use of groundwater as a backup water supply source would have a significant and long-term negative
cffect on customers. Moreover, existing City customers currently receive groundwater supplies during
drought conditions, and the lotal hardness from the Diamond Creek Well borders between soft and hard,

which would not represent a reduced Tevel of service.

Response to Comment 30

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TLb) lor a discussion of drier or driest years (e.g.,
drought years) that have occurred over the last 70-years of hydrologic record. Refer alse to Topical
Response G (Water Supply, Section ILe) for a discussion of the diversions thal have or will occur during
dry, drier, or driest years. Refer o Topical Response G {Water Supply, Section V) for a discussion of the
City's water conservation strategy during drought conditions, and refer to Topical Response G (Water

Supply, Section 1) for a discussion of water supply reliability.
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Response to Comment 31

Contract reductions from the USBR were imposed in lwo of the past 15 vears (in 1991 and 1992);
however, the City did not require customers to implement conservation measures during these vears.
The use of groundwater wells is anticipated to be required in 18 percent of the years. As indicated by the
groundwater modeling results, the extraction of 7,400 AF/yr of groundwater is sustainable. Refer also to
Topical Response G {Water Supply, Sections I, 1T, and TV) for additional information regarding water
supply conlracls, waler supply reliability, the WEA, and water conservation stralegies. Refer also o
Response to Comment 29A-16 for a discussion of the groundwater allocation needed Lo supporl the

SIWD dry vear water allotment.

Response fo Comment 32

The commenter is correct that, under Municipal Code Chapter 14.09, the City can impose drought
restricions. However, the commenler is incorrect in stating that under the same code, the Cit}-’ must
declare a Stage Two shorlage and impose Stage Two drousht restrictions before a well can be used Lo

mitigate a shortage. Section 14.09.050 of the Municipal Code states the following:

“in determining the water conservation and drought stage in effect, the Director shall take
into account only surtace water available from the Bureau of Reclamation and the Placer
County Water Agency. Well water shall not e considered. In the event that this would
result in a Stage Three Drought or higher, water wells may be activated to mitigate the
supply to a Slage Two Droughl. Howcever, in no case shall well water be used as an

aiternative to declaration of a Stage One or Stage Two Drought.”

The City would only impose drought restrictions and atilize groundwater during drier and driest vears.
As discussed in Topical Response G {Water Supply, Section I}, based on the hydrology that occurred
from 1922-1991, the WEA modeling results indicate that the full 54,900 AF/yr can be diverted 83 percent
of the time. The years when Roseville will be required to utilize groundwater to offset reductions in river
diversions that would occur in 17 out of 100 years {17 percent}). As a consequence, Roseville will receive 0
AF/vr in those years and will supplement supplies using groundwater, recycled water, and conservation.
The addition of the WRSP does not increase the percentage of dry vears or the percentage of time in
which groundwater use is required. As such, the WRSP would not cause a decrease in the level of service

available Lo existing customers,
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Response to Comment Letter 29A
International Engineering Services {(Ocfober 28, 2003) (A__Hachmenf to Yeates, October 29, 2003)

Response fo Comment 33

Refer to Response to Comment 29A-19 for a discussion of the purpose of the reliability (or safety) factor
as applicd 1o the 1993 Spink study. The volume difference between the 1993 Spink unit demand factors

and 2002 MWH revised unit demand factors is approximately 2,600 AF/yr.

Response to Comment 34

4

The comment does not specify in what respect the City is to be “considered average for the region.” This
response assumes thal the commenter is referring to system [osses. Lsing the data provided by the
commenter of a 6.45 percent loss factor, the difference between available supplies of 35700 AFfyr and
estimated water demand (50,608 AF/yr X 6.45% = 53,872} is still a surplus (1,828 AF/yr). The City’'s
demand s projected to be 51,620 AF/yr. The demand estimate of 50,608 AT/vr is the City’s demand
wilhout the two percent loss factor. Hlowever, as discussed in the Topical Response G (Water Supply,

Section Vi} and in Response to Comment 29A-21, the two-percent loss factor is a reasonable estimate.

Response fo Comment 35

The commenter cites an inconsisiency between one section of the Final EIR, page 4.11-13 that states, “The

o

maxirmum daily demand, which reflects a peaking factor of 2.0 is estimated to be 92.18 mgd...,” and
page 4.11-39 that states, “Development of the WRSP Area, in combination with other City demand for
water treatment would result in the average/wet year water treatment demand at the Barton Road WTP
of approximately 9941 mgd.” This is not an inconsistency. The first number cited, 92.18 mgd, is the
demand estimated for the City of Roseville at buildout without the WRSP, while the 99.41 mgd estimate

inciudes buildoul of the City with the WRSP.

The commenter is correct that the waler demand of 9941 med with the WRSP exceeds the USBR
pumping plant design capacity of 96 mgd. However, the 96 mgd Timit applies only when the level of
Folsom Lake has dropped to 392 feet or lower. In dry and driest years, (1) drought mitigation measures
would be in effect; (2) the City's diversions from Folsom Lake would be limited to 39,800 AT/yr; and (3)
the 3,200 Ab/yr of 5/WD untreated surface supply would be unavailable to the WRSP and, therefore,
would not require treatment at the Barton Road WTP or pumping through USBR facilities. Accordingly,
the City’s treatment demand in such years, including WRSP demand, would be only 71.06 mgd, well
within the USBR pumping plant capacity. Refer also to page 4.11-39 of the Final EIR for an additional

discussion of this issue.

Response fo Comment 36

As described in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section V1) and Responses to Comment 29A-21, the

City has reasonably estimated system fosses 1o be two percent, rather than the higher value proposed by
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the commenter. Refer 1o Response to Comment 29A-35 for a discussion of the USBR pumping plant
capacity to support development of the WRSP tn dry vears. As stated on pages 4.11-39 and 4.11-40 of the
Final EIR, in average/wet years, development of the WRSP Area in combination with other City demand

for water treatment would not exceed the planned 100-mgd capacity of the Barton Road WTD.

Response to Comment 37

The commenter is correct that certain portions of the existing City do not meet pressure and. velocity
slandards. Tt is also true that the addition of the WRSP will reduce pressure in some of these locations.
While water modeling conducted for this project indicated that the projected reduction of water
pressures at City buildout with the WRSP would be no more than 5 psi. The City is considering system
changes that would improve pressure at these ocations. Nonetheless, a reduction of 5 psi would not

represent a diminished level of service.

Response to Comment 38

A memorandum prepared by Montgomery Watson Harza addressed the data points of the Unit Demand
Factor Study. While this memorandum, which clarifies and amplifies other information in the Draft EIR,
was not included as an attachment to the Draft EIR, it is included as Appendix Z to this Final EIR.
Additionally, refer to Responses to Comments 29A-18 and 29A-19, as well as Topical Response G (Water

Supply, Section Il for a discussion of the revised unit water demand factors.

Response to Comment 39

The Water Supply Strategy Report is provided in an appendix lo the WSA, which is included in
Appendix 5 of the Final EIR. However, the WSA is only one component to indicate the City’s compliance
with 5B 610. The water supply strategy was also fully described in Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) of Lhe
Final EIR and in Appendix R (Utilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final EIR (Technical Memorandum,
Task 7 —Water Supply Strategy, Montgomery Watson Harza, April 10, 2003). The document that tormed
that basis for the revised water demand factors was provided in Appendix R (Utilities Technical
Memoranda) of the Final EIR (fechnical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Water Demwnd Factor Rewvisions,
Montgomery Watson Harza, November 6, 2002), which provides adequate technical information to

support the City’s decision to revise its unit demand factor estimates.

The intent of Table 1 (Water Supply Strategy Report) is to show the water supply sources available to the
City over various time frames. The row identifying the City’'s PCWA supply is correct, as il represents
the three 10,000 AT/yr oplions secured by the City trom PCWA. However, at this time, the City has only

exercised one of the three options. The remaining two options remain in full force and effect. Refer also {o

o
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Response to Comment Letter 29A
Internafional Engineering Services {October 28, 2003) (Attachmeni to Yeates, Qctober 29, 2003)

Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section Lb.} for a discussion of the three water supply option

contracts.

The 2,200 Al/yr of recycled water shown in Table 1 (Water Supply Siralegy Report} is the volume of
water identified in the City’s existing Urban Water Management Plan, which does not include Phase 3
recycled water projects or the WRSP. Accordingly, the footnote to Table 1 from the Water Supply
Strategy memorandum, which was not reproduced in the comment, indicates that the source of the table
is the City of Roseville 2002 Urban Water Management Plan. The volume of recycled water indicated in
Table 1 represents the annual demand of the City’s Phase II recycled water customers as identified in the
City of Roseville Recycled Water Distribution System Feasibility Study, dated April 2000 and prepared by
Hydro Science Engineers, Inc. To meet the City's WFA commitments, the City intends to provide 3,000
AT/fyr of recycled water to customers within the City. As documented in the Hydro Science report, the
City can potentially serve up lo 4,500 AF/yr of recycled water through the City’s Phase 1T cuostomers

within the existing General Plan area.

Response to Comment 40

This comment questions the water supply availability during dry years. The City's dry vear Water Forum
Agreement commitments are fully discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 11}, which
demonstrate the availability of 39,800 AF/vr of water during various hydrologic year tyvpes, including dry
years, Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section [La.i.) discusses the legal enforceability of

the Water Forum Agreement.

Response fo Comment 41

The commenter correctly identities the assumption used for developing the water supply strategy.
However, even if the projoct is fully implemented prior to 2030, the City has sufficient walter supply
entitlements to aliow for a faster absorption. Refer also to Topical Response G {Water Supply, Scction 1)

for a discussion of the City's existing and project supply entitlements.

Response to Comment 42

The City has entered into an MOU with SJWD for the reallocation of the 3,200 AF/yr to the City. The
MOU is included as Appendix 2 of this Final EIR to document all of the conditions established for the
3,200 AF/yr transfer. Refer also to Topical Response G (Water supply, Section Lc) for additional

information regarding the SJWD supply and the reliability of this supply.
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Response to Comment 43

‘The City’s dry yvear Water Forum Agreement commitments are fully discussed in Topical Response G
{Water Supply, Section [1), which demonstrates that the City can diverl between 54,700 AF/vr and 39,800
ATi/yr, depending on the amount of unimpaired inflow to the American River. Tt is during lhe dricsi
years that the City is imited to a division not to exceed 39,800 AT/yr from the American River. Reler also
to Topical Response G {Water Supply, Sections 1 and 1) for a discussion of the water supply reliability
and the City's Water Forum commilments under a dry year scenario. Refer also to Responses to

Comments 29A-10, 29A-13, 29A-14, and 29A-15 for a discussion of water supply reliability.

Response to Comment 44

With implementation of the WRSP, the total amount of groundwater that could be extracted to serve
Citywide demand during dry vears is 10,248 AF/vr. [ncreasing the groundwater allocation in the driest
year from 6,600 AF/yr to 7,400 AF/yr would occur because the agreement with the SJTWD to reallocate 800
AF/yr of their PCWA Middle Fork contractual supply (6,600 AF/yr + 800 AFfyr = 7400 AF) is for a
normal/wet year supply. Tn addition to the 7,400 AT/yr, the City proposes to extract 2,428 Ab/yr of
groundwater that will be fully mitigated through in-licu groundwater banking at Reason Farms, as
required by MM 4.11-2. Moreover, the proposed use of groundwater to supplement surface water
supplies during dry years is consistent with the City's cxisting practices and the Water Forum
Agreement. One of the purposes of the ongoing efforts of the Water Torum is the pursuit of conjunctive
use projects. The City’s approach is consistent with the WFA's regional objective, Refer also o Response
to Comment 289A-16, Topical Respense G (Water Supply, Section 1V), and Appendix M (Groundwater
Tmpact Analysis) of the Final EIR {or further information regarding groundwater supplies and/or the use

of groundwater.

Response fo Comment 45

A total of 3,726 AF/yr of recycled water demands for irrigalion consist of 2,220 AF/yr of recycled water
used in the existing City system and an additional 1,526 AF/vr of recycled water projected Lo be used in
the project area. (The reference to 2,200 AF/vr is identified in 'Table 1 in the WSA, which is provided in

Appendix R (Ltilitics Technical Memoranda) for the Final EIR))

Response to Comment 46

The document that formed that basis for the revised waler demand faclors was provided in Appendix R
(Ltilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final EIR {Techmicol Memorandum, Task 1- Unil Water Demand

Factor Revisions, Montgomery Watson Iarza, November 6, 2002). Refer also to Responses to Commenls
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Response fo Comment Letter 29A
International Engineering Services {Qciober 28, 2003) (Attachment fo Yeates, October 29, 2003)

29A-19 and 29A-38. Tn summary, the Cily’s selection of unit water demand factors is reasonable and

supported by substantial evidence.

Response fo Comment 47

The footnote to Table 3 for the row entitled “Conservation Reduction City” actually refers to a reduction
of 5 percent during the first of multiple dry years, 7.5 percent during the second of multiple dry years,
and ten percent for the third of multiple dry years. For both wet and dry years, the project assumes a five
percent reduction in water demand due to the use of water conservation measures. While the City
assumes a ten percent reduction in water demand due to water conservation measures, this project
assumes a lesser reduction because many structural water conservation fealures have alrcady been

incorporated into the project design.

Water conservation measures appropriately address both potable water use (i.e, water upon request at a
restaurant, vehicle washing prohibited except with a control nozzle and a bucket) and irrigalion use (i.e.,
limited times of irrigation, no turf or grass planted). Refer also to Topical Response G (Waler Supply,
Scctions 1T and V.b.i) for a discussion of the water supply strategy during dry years and the use of

recycled water,

Response to Comment 48

The commenter is correct in noting that some conservation is inherent in the revised unit demand factors
as a result of conservation devices installed in newer construction, such as low-flow fixtures. That is why
the City used a conservation factor of only 5 percent for the WRSP rather than the 10 percent used for
existing City uses, as discussed in Response to Comment 29A-47. Water conservation primarily occurs

during drought conditions, rather than during average or wet vears.

Response to Comment 49

This information is derived from the State of California Department of Water Resources Bulietin 118
daled March 4, 2003, This Bulletin provides a description of the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin,
North American Subbasin {Groundwater Basin Number 5-21.64) and reads as follows:

The North American subbasin lies in the castern central pertion of the Sacramento Groundwaler Basin, The Bear
River is its northorn boundary, the Feather River is ils weslern boundary, and Lhe Sacramenio River is ils
southern boundary. The castern boundary is a norih-south lne extending from the Bear River south Lo Tolsom
Lake, which passes about 2 miles east fur the town ol Lincoln, The eastern boundary represents the approximate
edge of the alluvial basin, where little or po groundwaler Hows inlo or ;at of the groundwaler basin [rom Lhe
rock of the Sierra Nevada (DWR, 1997), The eastern portion of the study area is characterized Ty low rolling
dissected uplands. The wostern portion is nearly a {lat lood basin {orm the Bear, Teather, Sacramenlo and
American rivars, and several small east side tribularies, The general direction of draining is west-southwest at an
average grado of about 5 percent,
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Precipitalion ranges from 18-20 inches v the woestorn half of the subbasin to 20 o 24 inches in the castern balf of
the subbasin.

Response fo Comment 50

This section of the document describes the findings from data collected by the State Department of Water
Resources i the three localized wells that are within their monitoring network, as required by
Government Code Section 10910(f)(2). The City agrees that locating additional groundwater wells in the
area would provide additional data for describing the condition of the groundwatcer basin. Nonetheless,
refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section I and 1V) for a discussion of water supply reliability

and the sustainability of groundwater resources.

Response to Comment 51

The City is not required to obtain City Council approval of any demand faclors prior to their use in water
supply planning. The revised unit demand factors have been reviewed and accepted by City staft and are

being used in current planning efforts.

Response to Comment 52

The Technical Memorandum, Task T—Unit Water Demand Foctor Revisions {(Montgomery Watson Harza,
November 6, 2002) is considered a reliable and accurate source for assessing the unil water demand
factor revisions. Refer also to Respenses to Comments 29A-19 and 29A-38. In summary, the City's
selection of unit water demand faclors is reasonable and supported by substantial evidence, Tn addition,

refer to Topical Response G (Waler Supply, Section T) for a discussion of water supply reliability

Response to Comment 53

As discussed on pages 4.11-31 through 4.11-38 of the Tinat BIR and in Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Section T, the WREP Area, along with buildout of the City’s existing General Plan, will be supplied with
a combination of surface water, recycled water, and groundwater. In addition, the Tinal FIR anticipates
that demand will be reduced through conservation cforts. To bolster the reliability of the Cily's water
supply, other back-up supplies are being developed, such as land lallowing, and recycled water supplics
are also being expanded to reduce the City's reliance on surface water for irrigation uses. The use of
groundwater to supplement surface water supplies during dry years is consistent with the City’s existing

practices.

The Water Torum Agreement does not limit the City’s ability to use groundwater in an amount greater
than that analyzed under the Water Forum Agreement CEQA document (refer also to Response to

Comment 29A4-16). As such, the City can utilize additional groundwaler resources to support the project
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Response to Comment Leffer 29A

during dryv years. As documented in the Final EIR, the WRSDP will fully mitigate for the use of

groundwater through the reduced extraction of groundwater from the Reason Farms,

Reter to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1V) for a dctailed description of groundwater
supplies proposed for use in this project and the modeling offorls that were conducted to evaluate basin

impacts as a result of groundwater use and fo develop proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment 54

Refer to Response to Comment 29A-47 for a discussion of conservalion praclices with respect to potable
versus irrigation water. As depicted on Figure 4.11-1 of the Final EIR, no diffecrence is projected in the
volume of recycled water supplied or demanded between wet and dry vears. Recycled water use is

anticipated to be relatively consistent between the various water years.

Response to Comment 55

The commenter’s suggestion that the WRSP will experience no reductions in surface water supply in dry
vears Is incorrect, as revealed by a comparison of Final EIR Figure 4.11-1 to the commenter's abridged
lable. The 3,200 AF/vr of SJWD surface water on which the WRSP will rely in average and wet years will
not be available in dry vears and will be replaced with groundwater and offsel by conservation practices.
Refer to Topical Response G (Waler Supply, Section V) for additional information pertaining to waler

conservation and drought restrictions.

Response o Comment 56

The commentoer is correct. As depicled on Figure 4.11-1, no difference is projecied in the volume of
recycled water supplied or demanded between wet and dry years. Recycled water use is anticipated to

be relatively consistent between the various water years.

Response to Comment 57

Tor both wet and dry vears, the project assumes a tive percent reduction in water demand due to the use
of watcr conservation measures. While the Cily assumes a ten percent reduction in water demand due to
water conservailion measures, Lhis pr(_)j(:cl assumes a lesser reduction beocause many structural waler

conservation features have already been incorporated into the project design.

Response to Comment 58

Refer to Responses to Comments 29A-1 through 29A-57 Jor a discussion of the validity of the
assumptions used in the Dratt EIR analysis. None of the comments raised results in new or substantially

more severe significant environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment 59

The City can reliably provide 3,000 AF/yr of recycled waler supplies to existing City customers as
documented in the City's Recycled Water Distribution Feasibility Study dated April 2000, Further, the City
will soon have two sources of supply for recycled water, which include the Dry Creek WWTT and the
Pleasant Grove WWTP. Both supply sources will be lied logether to provide redundancy and additional
ability to service the City’s recycled water customers. The commenler is correct in noting that the
Development Agreement for Del Webb requires the City to provide a potable water supply as a back-up
to recycled water supplies. However, nothing in the Development Agrecement requires the City to
provide surface waler as the back-up supply. Tf the recycled water system should be taken off-line in an

emergency situation, groundwaler could be used as a back-up supply.

Response to Comment 60

Refer to Response to Comment 29A-25 for a discussion of the viability of the Aquifer Storage and

Recovery Program.

Response fo Comment 61

The Reason Farms property and ils groundwater would be asscts of the City, not of its residents
individually, once the City exercises its option. The benefits of in-licu groundwater banking will accrue

to all residents of the City regardless of their Jocation within the City.

Response to Comment 62

As the City begins the design of the storage tank and pump station faciliies referenced by the
commenter, a pre-design study will be completed to more precisely determine the design criteria for the
pump station. The City has recently completed a water model update study in July 2003, which inclhades
criteria for pump station design. These criteria will be used for the WRSP project and include pumping

capacity equal to 1.5 times the peak hour demand plus fire tlow.
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KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, ING.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING/TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
+ B10SWALDER, SUITE 700 - PORTLAND, GR Q7206 - (508) 298-5200 - FAX (606) 273-8188

October 22, 2003 ' | _ | Project #: 6307

Stephen L. Des Jardins, President
Diamond Creek Partners, LTD

130 Diamond Creek Place, Suite 1
Roseville, CA 95747 '

RE: West Roseville Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report—Review Comments

- Dear Stephen:

We have conducted a preliminary review of the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP)
Environmental Tmpact Report (EIR) documents you provided, As You are aware, the QOctober
29™ comment deadline has allowed a very limited amount of time 1o review the EIR material
given the size and complexity of the land use proposal. The timefrage has not allowed for direct
discussions with City Staff regarding the questions and concems we have formulated through our | 29B- 1
review. Further, we have requested traffic model information from the City to better understand
the assumptions and analyses leading to the EIR conclusions. The City will not be able to
provide us the model in time for our review of its assumptions prior the comment deadline.

With that in mind, we provide the following comprehensive summary of our comments related to I
the transportation elements of the West Roseville Specific Plan. We ook forward to working | 50B -2
with City Staff on obtaining answers to the questions raised and developing solutions t the |
concerns identified with the existing Specific Plan. o

In summary, we believe the following items to be the critical topics to address: ' 28B-3

o Ifthe City approves the WRSP, does it forfeit any future planning and land use aﬁprova]! B
review opportunities to define the land use phasing, transportation system needs, and/or | 29B-4
specific development fees needed 1o pay for WSRP miti gations?

¢ If s0, the broad land use and transportation analyses completed to date may be adequate
for State environmental review documents, but additional analyses must be required to 29B-5
assure appropriate phased mitigations are defined and implemented corcurrently with
actual build-out of the WSRP development. e

* We have technical questions regarding land use, forecast traffic, mitigations, and
development fees that should be addressed prior to approval of the WRSP., We
recommend undertaking immediate efforts to work cooperatively with the City and
WRSP proponents to constructively address and resolve the land use and transportation
questions, :

CDoouments end Settings\bravLocay Setings\Temporary intemet Files\OLKBA\D31 022¢dliet.doc

29B-6
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Freliminary WRSF EIR Raview : Profect #-
October 22, 2003 4 'ﬁ;gﬁf’;

' lel@ following is a summary of initia} 1ssues refated to the proposed Specific Plan’s impact on thé_\}g- 29B-7
City’s transportation system. ' ' —

¢ The City should confirm the land use assumptions in the trave] demand model accuratel? 29B-8
reflect the likely development potential within the City.

¢ The trave] demand'model land use inputs assumed in the WRSP for the Noﬂh Roseviil:-
specific plan area should be verified to ensure they are consistent with actual 29B-9
development plans for the site.

¢ The planning-level analysis used to quantify the transportation impacts and d-GVé]oI;_]
mitigation needs should be reviewed and potentially refined to ensure an approptiate
level of detail in determining the time, extent, apd funding of transportation
improvements. '

29B-10

€ The existing and plénned future transportation system should be reviewed (o determine if B
there are any unsignalized intersections {e.g., access locations to the Diamond Creek | 298-11

Commercial Center) that should also be evaluated for operational and safety impacts. |

¢ The methodology and assumptions used for establishing internal trip percentages within |
the WRSP area should be clarified and reviewed to be sure traffic forecasts do not under | 29B-12
estimate off-site roadway impacts. ' . ' -

* The City should require that WSRP proponents develop a phased project implcmentation—

scheme and identify the associated incremental transportation system improvements that | 298-13
will be required with each level of development.

¢ The Environmental Impact Report (BIR) should outline specific recoramendations for
determining the appropriate Traffic Mitigation Fees for the WRSP area to ensure that 29B-14
adequate funding is available for to implemont required ransportation improvements as
development occurs. ' B —

‘The remainder of this letter describes the foundation for these questions and issues in greater | 29B-15
detail and outlines suggested action items and next steps (highlighted in italic text).

JR—

Land Use Assumptlons for Speclfic Pian Areas , —

All analyses, mitigations, and conclusions in the EIR are based on traffic projections generated
using the City’s long-range trave] demand model, This model generates travel demand forecasts
based on land use inputs for the entire City and regional area. This mode] was most recently
updated in mid 2002 and economic and development conditions within the City may have | 29B- 16
changed since that time.

® The City should confirm the land wse inputs assumed for other specific plan areas to
ensure they are reflective of the true development potential that could occur

Kirtelson & Associates, nc, Porifand, Cregon
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In the case of the Diamond Creek Commercial Center/North Roseville Specific Plan area, the
follow land use fnputs were used in the travel forecast development:

Singie Family Residential 4,293 Dwelling Units .

Muit Farmily Residential 845 Dwelling Linite 298-16
Retalt Development 500,000 sgeft

Office Development 184,000 s¢-ft

ndustrial Devalopmeant . 0 so-ft

* These land use assumptions should be validared to identify any key differences that may
affect future rravel demand and vraffic mitigation needs,

Analysls Methodology : : ' S R

The City of Roseville policy requires that intersection operations be. conducted using a
modification of Transportation Research Board (TRB) Circular 212 reethodology. This is a
planning-leve]l methodology based on intcrsection critical movement analysis (CMA). While
CMA is an effective and useful tool for evaluating intersection operations on a cursory level 1o | 29B-17
determine basic roadway capacity needs (i.e., overall number of travel lanes), in many cases it
may nol possess a sufficient level of detail to determine interim or refined intersection
improvement mitigations options, : '

¢ We have requested that the City provide the traffic analysis tools (long range model and
intersection operations) used in the EIR assessment so that the riethodology used can be | 29B-18
validated (We have contacted Robert Jensen at the City of Roseville 1o obtain this
information), —

‘¢ Based on the results of the analysis review, we request the opportunity to provide
recommendations for additional and/or refined analyses to be conducted by WRSP |  29B-19
proponents to develop mitigation options and details.

Focus on Signalized intersactlons : ' —

The City's Level of Service policy (adopted with the latest CIP in September 2002) only requires
the examimation of signalized intersections. As such, only existing or planned signalized
~intersections were considered in the EIR evaluation. ' 29B- 20
* The City should require a review of the existing and planned rransportation system to
determine if there are any unsignalized intersections (for example, access locations to the -
Diamond Creek Commercial Center) that should also be evaluated Jor operational and
safety impacts. : ‘ '

. Kittelson & Associates, Inc. ' Partiand, Oregon
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Internat Trip Percentages o - -

- The assumptions made for the internalization of travel] within the WRSP area has a direct effect
on both the timing and nature of the off-site transportation mitigation needs identified throughout
the City. The methodology used to develop the travel demand forecasts assumed approximately
a 35-percent internal trip rate within the West Roseville Specific Plan area {i.e., only 63-percent
of the total daily trips generated by the proposed development will leave the West Roseville

- Specific Plan area). Given the configuration of the City’s transportation system, the major |
transportation corridors (I-80, SR 65), and the ranges typically seen quoted for internalization
within mixed-use developments (10 to 20-percent), clarification is needed on how this internal
trip factor was achieved. This is of particular concern because the number of infernal verses
external trips will have a direct influence on the mitigation needs on the surrounding roadway
network (for example, Blue Oaks Boulevard). 3 '

 29B- 21

* The City and the WRSP development team Should provide clarification and
documentation for the methodology and assumptions used to develop internal trip
percentages within the WRSP area. : .

Transportation Impact Mitigationa —

The EIR states that the proposed land use action can be approved consistent with the City's

current traffic operations policy of maintaining level of service (LOS) “C” or better at g

minimum of 70-percent of the City's signalized intersections. However, the EIR analysis shows

that development of the proposed WRSP will result in the operational degradation of 2 pumber | 29B-22
of City intersections (e.g., Blue Oaks Boulevard/Diamond Creek Road) and State facilities (e.g.,

1-80) to level of service E or F {cutrently deemed unacceptable) without any specific
- improvements proposed to mitigate those impacts. ' .

* The City should require approprime and acceptable transportation. improvement to |
mitigate the transporiation system impacts identified through the EIR analysis, I
Improvements should be required to mitigate traffic operations to levels equal to or | 29B-23
better thdan those experienced under existing conditions, and should be conditioned |
concurrent with the level of development that necessitates their implementation.

Project Phasing and Mitigation Implementation

As required, the EIR focuses on a year 2020 planning horizon assuming full build-out of the
proposed West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence (SOI) amendment. The report
identifies the ultimate long-tange mitigations required to sopport the full build-out of
development. Based on historic development in the area, the 5,000+ acres will develop in a | 50R - 24
phased manner over the course of the entire 20-year period.  The EIR does not document a
recommended phased profect implementation scheme and the associdted incremental
fransportation system improvement mitigations. A phasing plan and associated mitigation plan
should be required with each lével of development to ensure that the appropriate transportation
infrastructure is in place at the time it is needed. _ . :

¢ The City should require a transportation miﬁgarfon phasing program as part of the EIR
or alternatively require a refined transportazion analysis with each developmens phase 1o - | 29B - 25

N

Kitteloor & Assoolaras, o ' _ - _ Portiand, Oregorn
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. A~
ensure the City's roadway network is developed sufficient to serve planned development | ogp o5
as it occurs over time. .

¢ The Clty and WRSP development team should establish an appropriate phased
implementation scheme and mechanisms to ensure adequate facilities are in place
concurrent with development. KAI and Diamond Creek Partners should work with these . 208-26
parties to review and validate the proposed phasing strategy and identified interim .
mitigation needs. o S

Trafflc Mitigation Fees (TMF's) . _
The EIR discusses the City’s policy requiring new development to pay Traffic Mitigation Fees
per unit of development and states that TMFs are unique for each Specific Plan area. However,
the EIR does not specifically outline a recommended methodology for determining the
appropriate TMFE’s that should be applied for the WSRP area to ensure that adequate funding is
available for the implementation of required transportation improvements as development
occurs, -

— g

. 29B-27

s The City and the WRSP proponents should establish appropriate Traffic Mitigation Fees
to ensure adequate funding is available for required fransporiation systent improvements
at the time they are needed. KAI and DCP should work with these parties to review and
validate the proposed funding strategy. '

1

These comments based are based on our preliminary review of the EIR documents and best
knowledge of the project at this time. Additional review time is warranted given the potential 29B - 28
traffic and financial impacts to the City’s roadway network. We Jook forward to working with
City Staff on obtaining answers to the questions raised and developing solutions to the concerns
we have identified. ' ‘ ]

Sixiccrel)z., . :
KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Brian Ray
Principal Engineer

Kitteison & Assaclates, Ine, ' _ ' . Periiand, Oregor






Response to Comment Lefter 29B
Kitielson & Associates, Inc. (October 22, 2003) {Attachment to Yeates, Ocfober 29, 2003)

? Response to Comment Letter 29B
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (October 22, 2003) (Attachment to Yeates,

October 29, 2003}

Response to Comment ]

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion Ihe Adequacy of Tublic

Review Period.

With regard to the commenter’s statement that the public review period did not allow for direct
discussions with City statf, City staff has been willing and continue to be willing and available to discuss
any of the technical components of this project with any member of the public. In fact, several members
of the public have engaged in focused dialogue with City staff as it pertains to the clarification of the

analysis and data contained in the Draft EIR.

Public Works staif contacted Kittelson & Associates twice to offer information regarding the City’s model
after receipt of this comment letter. To date, none of City staff’s calls have been returned nor has the City

been conlacled by a representative of Kittelson & Associates.

Response to Comment 2

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental isstue. Therefore,

no further responsc is required.

Response to Comment 3

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

no further rCSPONSe 1y rvquirc‘_d.

Response to Comment 4

Regardless of whether the Specific Plan is approved, the basic framework for land usc phasing,
transportation and infrastructure will be approved. Iowever, the Cily will require more detailed
analysis of traffic operations as part of the applicalion package and environmental review for individual
development projects within the Spoecific Plan arca. This approach allows the City the flexibility to make
changes to the roadway system in direct response to Lthe specific land uses that will be developed

pursuanl to the Spuctiﬁ(: Mlan.

In addition, the City updates its Capital Improvement Program at a minimum of once every five vears or
whon significant land use changes are approved. The approval of the specific plan will be followed by an

update to the CTP and associaled traffic mitigalion fee.

i A mendment Aves BIE 13-301




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 2953-4 for a discussion of the Specific Plan and Capital Improvement

Program.

Response to Comment 6

This comment contains general information, but does not provide specific comments on an
environmental issuc. Therefore, no further response can be provided. In addition, the commenter
requests efforts to work cooperalively with the City; however, to date, the City has not been contacted for

this purpose by a representative of Kittelson & Associates.

Response to Comment 7

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmenlal issue. Therelore,

no further response is required.

Respeonse fo Comment 8

As stated on page 4.3-43 of the Final EIR, the land use assumptions within the City’s Traffic Mode!
assume build out levels within the City, including the North Rosevilie Specific Plan Area, and 2020-
market rate development outside of the City. These numbers were most recently validated in 2002 with

the Update to the City’s Capital Improvement Program.

Response fo Comment @

Refer to Responsc to Commenl 29B-8 for a discussion of land use assumptions within the City’s ‘Iraffic

Model.

Response to Comment 10

Refer to Response to Comment 298-8 for a discussion of land use assumplions within the City’s Traflic

Model.

Response to Comment 11

The City's adopted LOS standard is based on the operation of its signalized intersections. Unsignalized
infersections within or in the vicinity of the proposed project were evalualed lo delermine whether

signalizalion of these intersections would be required by vear 2020,

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 20-94 for discussion of trip generation under the WRESP.

33072 . e TN




Response to Comment Lefter 298
Kitfelson & Associates, Inc. (October 22, 2003) (A__#_#achment to Yeates, October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 13

The Specific Plan and phasing plans in the associaled Development Agreements between the
Landowners and the City, identify specific phasing and roadway improvements necessary with each

phase of development.

Response o Comment 14

The City of Roscvilie has maintained a traffic impact fee program to pay for the public road
improvements necessary to accommodate land use development within the City. The current traffic
impact fee program was adopted by the City Council in 2002 as part of the CIP update and provides full
funding for the City roadway improvements required to accommodate currently entitled development
through 2020 (refer to pages 4.3-43 and 4.3-44 of the Final EIR). As stated m Section 2.5 of the Final EIR,

approval of the Specific Plan will trigger the need to update the CIP and Fee Program.

Response fo Comment 15

This comment contains general information and is nol a comment on an environumental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 16

Refer to Response to Comments 29B-8 and 29B-14 {or a discussion of transportation improvements.

Response fo Comment 17

Although the Circular 212 methodology used in the Final EIR transportation analysis has not been
updated to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), this methodology is not obsolete. Many jurisdictions
rely on the Circular 212 methodology because it provides an cffective and conservative method to
evaluate inlersection operations when conducting long-range planning. This type of analysis determines
the size and extent of study roadways and intersections necessary to accommodate traffic generated by
the proposed project, which is appropriale for analyzing the effects of a Specific Plan that will build out
over many vears. More detailed analysis of traffic operaljons using methodologies stich as those
contained in the HCM will be conducted as individual developments within the Specific Plan advance to
implementation. It should also be noted that use of the latest HCM melhodology for isolated signalized
intersections would likely have generated LOS results better than those contained in the Final EIR
because the basic capacities contained in the HCM moethodology are higher. When adopting its Jevel of
service policy, the City carefully reviewed the results of its Circular 212 methodology under existing
conditions and determined that the adopted LOS method is an adequate method to measure the City's

adopted TOS policy.

13-303
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Response to Comment 18

Refer to Response to Commaent 29B-1 for a discussion of communication between the Cilty and Kittelson

& Associales as it pertains to a request for the trattic analysis tools used in the Final TIR.

Response 1o Comment 19

Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for a discussion of the opportunities to

submit commaoenls on the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 20

Refer to Response Lo Comment 29B-17 for a discussion of traffic analysis methodology.

Response to Comment 21

The estimate of project-gencrated brips remaining within the project site is aboul 22 percent, which is
reasonable for a mixed-use project of this size (Final EIR pages 4.3-37 through 4.3-39). The Tinal TIR
indicates that 110,300 daily “trip ends” would be generated by the WRSP. About 19,650 daily vehicle
trips, representing 39,300 daily frip ends, would remain within the WRSP area (such as travel between
the residential development and the retail uses or schools within the WRSP). About 71,000 daily vehicle
trips would enler 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 1hat 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
two vehicle trip ends at the residential unit (the beginning of the trip to the store and the end of Lhe trip
back from the store) and two vehicle trip ends at the store. Thus there are four vehicle trip ends, but there
are only two vehicle trips. The proper calculation of the percentage of project-generated vehicle trips
remaining within the project site is 22 percent (19,650 daily vehicle lrips oul of 90,650 total vehicle trips),

Refer also to Response to Comment 20-94 for a discussion of trip generation under the WRSP.

Response to Comment 22

Refer to Response to Comments 20-6, 29-18, and 3-3 for a discussion of funding for roadway

improvements,

Response to Cormmenf 23

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-14 and 29B-22 for a discussion of impacts and miligation measures.

Response to Comment 24

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-13 for a discussion of the phasing plan and roadway improvements.




Response to Comment Letier 29B
Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (chober 22, 2003} fAttachmenf to Yeates, Ocfober 29, 2003}

Response to Comment 25

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-13 for a discussion of the phasing plan and roadway improvements.

Respanse to Comment 26

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-13 for a discussion of the phasing plan and roadway improvements.

Response to Comment 27

A detailed discussion regarding the City’s Capital Improvement Program and how funding is
delermined is found on pages 4.3-42 through 4.3-45 of the Final EIR. The methodology used to determine
the City’s Capilal Tmprovement Program (CIP) is found in even grealer detail in the Final EIR for the
Update to the City’s Capital Improvement Program certified in September 2002. The updated CIP
identifies improvements necessary to maintain the City’s LOS standard through year 2020. Fecs are
collecled on a fair share basis as outlined in the Technical Memorandum that was prepared for the
adopted fee program. Approval of this project will be followed by an updaling of the City’s CIP (Final

EIR page 2-66)

Response to Comment 28

Refer to Responses to Comments 298-1 through 29B-27, addressing the commenter’s specitic comments,
and to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public

Review Period.

The City remains willing and available to meet with representatives of Kitkelson & Associates to discuss

and/or clarify the analysis and data contained in the Draft EIR.
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" Comment Letter 30

October 29, 2003

City of Roseville

. Planning Department
Attn: Kathy Pease
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, Ca 95678
(916 774-5276)

Subject: Comments on the EIR for the West Roseville S pemﬁc Plan/ WRSP and Sphere
of Influence Amendment/ SOL

At the October 21 Transportation Commission Meeting, three concerns were raised by
the Sun City Roseville Community Association, Those concerns and the staff response
are attached. ' _ : i

Please refer to ftem 2. I have some concerns and need some ciariﬁ_cation on the staff
‘reply. The reply states that Village Green Blvd is an extension of Del Webb Blvd.

Does this imply Sun City residents will cross a 4-lane Fiddyment road from Del Webb to
Village Green? Will there be a Signal at Del Webb and Village Green? Or Will there be
a median divider? If there is a median divider, will the median be for landscape ora
traffic merge median divider? Without clarifying what is planned and if the WRSP is
responsible for these improvements, it is difficult to suggest mitigation. Will this be !
: clarlﬁed in the EIR and Development Agreement? _ e

I'm not comfortablc with the analysis that it is unlikely that Del Webb will be used as a.
Shorteut. If Sun City roads are used for a shortcut is a major concern for me and shonld
be from a risk management perspective for the city. The use of Pleasant Grove at Sun
City, and Del Webb at either Flddymcnt or Blue Oak all present this risk.

The concern is that Suit City is a senior community with Del Webb and Sun City set at 35
mph. By the nature of the community, a lot of the residents walk, walk dogs, ride bikes,
use golf carts and even use mobile wheelchairs. With age comes a decrease in hearing,
sight, response time, and the agility to make quick decisions. The community has many
streets that enter Sun City Blvd or Del Webb, often times requiring the residents to cross
traffic on foot, wheelchair, by bike, golf cart, or car. If there is an increase in shortcut
traffic this poses an increased Health and Safety risk, what mitigation is being proposed?
Isn’t “now” the time to address this? Considering a senior community, what threshold is
required for the city to require new development to mitigate this? What types of
mitigation can be offered? -
T also believe the modeling assumption is not realistic or flawed. I as understand it, the
modeling is based on the thought that short-cutting through Sun City community is
longer and a more circnitous route. The modeling assumption is that most people will -
take the shorter, faster flow of traffic route. However, if there is traffic congebtlon and/or
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Comment Letter 30

heavy traffic on that Pleasant Grove, Fiddyment or Blue Oak, doesn’t it make sense to
shortcut and take the less trave] route? I personally do that now. Discussion among
some Sun City residents is that we are currently being used as a short-cut {please note
the reality of Village Green being added to this scenario does not current] y exist),

JE—

At what point, is action or additional studies done to monitor this potentially increasing
Health and Safety risk? What mitigation can be proposed to address this probiem? Is the
risk and costs associated with mitigating this concern going to be addressed by new
development? ' -

- Another concern is; what will trigger a traffic signal at Blue Oak and Del Webb? Again
the concern is merging into the flow of fast moving traffic on Blue Oak from Del Webb.
Also, crossing Blue Oak to enter Del Webb is a concern now. How will the increased

- health and safety risk of crossing 2 lanes instead of 1 be addressed? Shouldn’t this off-
site improvement be considered by the WRSP now? '
The off-site rmprovements starting on page 2-27 are not clear. Where will the
streetlights/signals be placed? Please clarify. Does this mean a streetlight/signal at
Crocker Homes but not at Del Webb and Blue Oak? Or - Will the streetlight be at the
park area? It is not clear if there will only be a landscape median with no option for
traffic traveling west on Blue Oak to cross 2 on-coming lanes into Del Webb.  Please
clarify. Depending on where the streetlight/signals may go, will there be enough spacing
for a traffic light at Del Webb and Blue Oak? What studies and mitigation is bein g
planned for this intersection?

Another concern is the increase in noise for the homes around the perimeter of Sun City.
Ilive on stagecoach, a few streets over from the perimeler and I can really hear the noise
from Blue Oak in the area of the open space. What mitigation can be developed to lessen
the impact? What studies or monitoring program can be developed to address these
concerns? The Sun City Community will be bound on 3 sides (the West, North and
South) by major roadways with 4 to 6 lanes, why is there no apparent proposed
mitigation for the substantial increase in noise?

Thank you for addressing these concerns _ | _ -

A /%q C‘k / N:‘f ¢ ‘,1

Jan McKinsey

8085 Stagecoach Circle
Roseville, Ca 95747
{916 783-9211)

1 Attachment
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Response to Comment Letter 30
Jan McKinsey {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 30
Jan McKinsey {(October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

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

no further response is required.

Response o Comment 2

As specified within the Specific Plan (page 7-16 and Figure 7-1) for the Project and in the Development
Agreement by and between the City and the Landowners, a signal will be constructed at the intersection
of Fiddymoent/Del Webb/Village Green. In addition, as reflected in Table 7-1 (Roadways Summary) of the

Specific Plan, a 14-foot landscaped will be provided along Fiddyment Road.

Response to Comment 3

The commenter provides no basis for the comment. As shown in Figure 4£.3-8 (Daily Traftic Yolumes
Under 2020 No Project Conditions) and Figure 4.3-10 (Daily Traffic Volumes Under 2020 Plus WRSP
Conditions) of the Final EIR, development of the project will not create additional traffic impacts on Del

Webb Boulevard. Therefore, no mitigation measure is required.

Response to Comment 4

Refer to Response to Comment 30-3 for a discussion of traffic impacts.

Response to Comment &

Refer to Response to Comment 30-3 for a discussion of traffic irpacts.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter does not identify any specific health or safety risks. Refer to Response to Comment 30-3

for a discussion of Lraffic impacts.

Response to Comment 7

The Development Agreement obligates the Jandowners to conslrucl a signal at Blue Oaks and Del Webb

Boulevards.,

If the Specific Plan is approved, the City will also require more detailed analysis of traffic operations as

individual developments within the Specific Plan advance lo implementation. This approach allows the
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City the flexibility to make changes to the roadway system in direct response to the specific land uses

that will be developed within the Specific Plan at the time they are implemented.

Response to Comment 8§

Refer to Response to Comment 30-7 for a discussion of traffic analysis. The project includes improving
Blue Oaks Boulevard between Crocker Ranch Road and Fiddyment to a six-lane facility with 14-foot-
wide landscape median. At this time, based on projected traffic volumes, traffic signals are not proposed

at the intersections of Blue Oaks Botlevard/Crocker Ranch Road.

Response tc Comment ¢

As discussed on page 4.5-40 of the Final EIR, the increase in lraffic noise due to the WRSI would not be
substantial. WRSP (raffic would increase noise levels between 1 dB and 3 dB Lun along portions of
existing and planned roadways. Because the increases would be less than 3 dB, they would not be
generally audible to people living or traveling along those roadways. Nonetheless, the increase in traffic
noise would increase the distance to the 60 dB and 65 dB contours. That is, more land would be located in
arcas with noise levels above 63 dB. For example, along the scgment of Baseline from Watt Avenue to
Fiddyment Road, the distance to the 60 dB contour would increase from 204 feet to 205, so an additional
1 linear fool of parcels fronting Baseline Road would be subject to noise levels above 65 dB. The change
in distance to the 60 or 65 dB conlour would go down in some cases {because the redistribution of traffic
as a result of the WREP would decrease traffic levels and noise on some segments) and would be as high
as 45 feet for the 63 dB contour or 97 feet for the 60 dB contour. In most cascs, however, the increase
would be under 10 and 20 feet, respectively, and would occur In areas that have been devcloped fairly
recently and with substantial setbacks from roadways and sound walls. As part of the analysis, Bollard
and Brennan, noise consullant, field-verified the locations where any substantial shift in the noise
contour would occur to determine if sensitive receptors would be impacted. In all of the cases,
soundwalls or non-residential uses were present thal assured that exterior noise levels would meel (he
City’s noise standard. As a result, it was determined that impacts to the General Plan noise contours as a

result of the WRSP would be less than signiticant and no mitigation is required.

Development of the Remainder Arca would also increase traffic noise, and further alter tratfic noise
contours. Noise contours were nol prepared individually for the Remainder Area because it is not
proposed for annexation to the City at this ime, Tlowever, because noise levels would be increased if the
Remainder Arca were developed, the distance to the 60 and 65 dB contours would also increase. As
discussed in Impact 4.5-8 {Off-5ile Tralfic Noise Levels), development of the full SOT Amendiment would
cause noise levels to increase by 4 dB, which could be perceptible Lo sensilive receptors living along

affected roadways. This could result in a polentially significant impact. As described in MM 4.3-10,
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Response to Comment Leffer 30
Jan McKinsey (October 29, 2003)

Specific Plans and/or other developmenl proposals for The Remainder Area shall include policies and/or
conditions that require that residential development adjacent to roadways will be subject to traffic noise
levels that fall within Ciiy slandards. The standards could be achieved through a combination of
setbacks, soundwalls or other barriers, building orientation, or other measures. An acoustical analysis
shall be required for all new residential development in the Remainder Area to demonstrate that these

measures will result in acceptable noise levels. Theretfore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level.
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Comment Letter 31 o ‘ .
RECEIVEL

BOYDEN, COOLURIS, LIVINGSTON & SAXE PC ST e s YR,
' ATTORNEYS AT LAW . G(JT ~4 ZU{H l gff
400 CAPITOL Matt, SUIT: 1625 © PERMIT CENTER

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812 .
TELEPHONE:; 916-930-9740 FAX: 816-930.9745

INTERNET: BCLSLAW.COM BAY AREA OFFICE

800 LARKSPUR LANDING CIRCLE
SUITE 155
LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA 94939
_ TELEPTIONE: {415) 461-4080
WRITERS EMAIL! : o Fax: (415} 461-8980
clivingston@hclslaw.com

October 2_9, 2003

Kathy Pease
City of Roseville
Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

-~ Roseville, CA 95678

Re:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan
and Sphere of Influence Amendment :

Dear Ms. Pease:

I am writing on behalf of Richland Roseville Ltd., Inc. (“Richland™) to comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the West Roseville Specific Plan (“WRSP”) | 31-1
and Sphere of Influence Amendment (“SOIA™). Richland is the owner of one of the Remainder |

Properties. : _ ;

————t

Initially, we want to acknowledge the City’s decision to include a program level analysis
of the environmental impacts associated with development of the entire SOI Amendment Area,
including the Remainder Properties. This decision makes eminent good sense both from a
forward planning as well as a CEQA. perspective. As the DEIR notes, not only are the
Remainder Properties geographically related to the WRSP (DEIR at p. 1-5) but, more
importantly, the WRSP and the Remainder Area are both part of the area covered by the
City/County Memorandum of Understanding and, as such, have been identified as “a lo gical
location for future growth” (DEIR at p. 2-8). The dual level analysts adopted in the DEIR “while
recognizing that the two components are at different stages of planning” (DEIR at p.1-5),
provides a comprehensive analytical framework which will assure that the impact assessment of
development impacts in the MOU area is not segmented and which will result in a more logical -
and orderly (as well as better informed) development process. —

31-2

However, we do have a few concerns that we would like to call to the Ci ty’s attention.
The WRSP/SOIA analyzed in the DEIR proposes that the sphere of influence “jog” west to
incorporate the portion of the Westpark property outside of the MOU area, but the expanded
sphere of influence then shifts sharply eastward for that area south of the WRSP. The result is a
proposed sphere of influence line for those properties south of the WRSP that bifurcates cormnmorn
ownerships. Sound land use planning, WRSP precedent, and logical community boundaries that

- 31-3
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' warranted as part of the project level analysis to be undertaken as land use proposals for the

Comment Letter 31

Kathy Pease
October 29, 2003
Page 2

i

respect property lines would strongly suggest that the SOIA Area run due south from thé western
boundary of the WRSP down to Baseline Road.

—

Second, Policy 10 mandates a one-quarter mile open space corridor of land along all
propezties on the City’s proposed western edge. While such a “buffer” may be appropriate for
the WRSP, given the presence of significant vernal pools in the western portion of the Westpark
property, it is premature to fix such a massive buffer for all properties south when none of those
properties have submitted plans to the City. While understanding the City’s desire to promote a
visual “edge” to the City at its western border, Richland believes this policy chan ge potentially
mandates illogical future planning when the WRSP/SOIA proposal is viewed in the context of
- other development proposals in the vicinity. Richland would propose alternative policy language
that achieves the objective of establishing an appropriate edge condition for the City without
blindly establishing buffer requirements that may not be appropriate for a particular property or

for a planning context that has yet to be defined. We would suggest the following amended
language for Policy 10:

“Development proposed on the western edge of the City shall provide an open space
transition area between the City and County lands to provide a visually defining dense
greenscaped edge along the City's western border.” L

Third, Richland objects to any realignment or location of Watt Avenue that results in a
shift either east or west from the western edge of Richland’s property.

Additionally, it is our understanding that the water supply analysis of the existing City
demand resulting from land uses constructed prior to 1992 is based on unit demand factors
developed by Spink in 1993 rather than the demand projections developed by Montgomery
Watson Harza (“MWH”) in 2002 utilizing residential metered use data for existing City
customers (both residential and non-residential). While we do not wish to challen ge the use of

- the Spink demand projections as it relates to the WRSP/SOIA DEIR, we believe it is important
to note the actual measured results reflected in the MWH analysis suggest that a further
reevaluation of the City’s demand projections for land uses constructed prior to 1992 may be

- Remainder Properties are formally reviewed.

Finally, the MWH Technical Memorandum dated April 10, 2003 that is included as part .
of the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix S) states at page 10 that the “Sacramento River
diversion will be required for development of the entire MOU area.” We believe this conclusion
is premature. In our view, there may be other sources of supply which have not yet been
identified or analyzed. This view is reflected in Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 which requires that
prior to the approval of any land use plan for the Remainder Area, the applicant demonstrate that
either the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project “or another source of surface water” will

be legally available and sufficient to meet the demands of the project. - N/

{00015638:1}
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Thank you for your consideration. _ T 31-7

Sincerely,
| QC@WC% s O
J. Cleve Livingston ) o
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Response to Comment Letter 31
Boyden, Cooluris, Livingston & Saxe PC, on behalf of Richlond Roseville Lid., fnc. (October 29,
20032)

Response to Comment Letter 31
Boyden, Cooluris, Livingston & Saxe PC, on behalf of Richland Roseville
Ltd., Inc. (October 29, 2003}

Response to Comment ]

This comment contains general informalion and s not a comment on an envirenmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter indicates support of the approach Lo the environmental analysis, which analvzes impacts
associated with the Remainder Area on a programmatic basis and impacts associated with the WRSP

Arca on a project-level basis.

Response to Comment 3

The boundary of the Sphere of Influence amendment was proposed to follow the City/County MOU
Transition arca, which is an established planning area. The 167.7 acres that jog to the west are part of the
Westpark property outside of the MOU Transition Area and were included as part of the applicant’s
request for approvals by the City. The Sphere of Influence must include all of the property proposed for
development as part of the WRSP because it would be annexed 1o the City. The Sphere of Influence shifts
eastward just south of lhe Westpark property to once again be consistent with the boundaries of the

MOU Transition Area.

Response fo Comment 4

This comment indicates that the commenter does not believe that an open space area to enhance and
augment the City's western open space is appropriate. 'lhe Remainder Area is not proposed for
annexation at this time, nor are specitic development proposals within the Remainder Area being
analvzed at this time. At the time a specific development proposal for the Remainder Area is submitled,
the City will analyze the proposal in light of City plans and policies, including the applicability of the
Growth Management policies and open space objectives of the City. The commenter’s suggested revision

to Policy 10 will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment 5

As reflected in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the Final TIR, in order {o analvze the effects of
amending the City's Sphere of Influence, the EIR must rcasonably account for the development that
could occur in the Remainder Area, recognizing that no entitlements will be granted at this lime and

future development could differ somewhal from the EIR assumptions. The acreages reflected on
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

page 4.1-45 provide land use assumptions that were developed to allow a programmatic environmental
analysis. In addition to land use assumplions, a potential connection of Watt Avenue to West Side Drive
was also assumed to allow for access to the project site from the south. West Side Dirive is needed as an
internal north/south arterial in order lo provide an adequate fevel of service to the project. [t is imporlant
to note that the alignment of ail roadways in the Remainder Area (as reflected in the Final EIR), including
Watt Avenue, are conceptual. No specific alignments are proposed or required to implement the WRSP.
It necessary, the alignment of West Side Drive through the WRSP could be used to accommodate Watt

Avenuc,

Response to Comment &

This commenl requests that all Tand uses within the City be re-cvaluated using 2002 Montgomery
Watson Herza revised water demand factors when development in the Remainder Arca is proposed.
Table 4.11-2 {City of Roseville Revised Unit Water Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan
Buildout Water Demand [Without Project]) provides an assessment of citywide water demand that
would ocour using the revised water demand rates. Howcever, it is nol necessary or required to re-
calculate water demand for fand uses constructed prior to 1992 since the 1993 Spink study assumed more

conservative (e.g., greater) water demand rates.

Response fo Comment 7

This comment acknowledges that tuttire development within the Remainder Area will be required to
participate in the Sacramento River Diversion or another source of surface waler, as required by MM
4.11-1.
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Comment Letter 32

KT DEVELOPMENT CORPORA’ TION _

October 29, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease
City of Roseville

- 311 Vemon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Re:  West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) and Sphere of Influence
Amendment (SOIA) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Dear Ms. Pease:

On behalf of the proponenis of De La Salle Umversrcy project, I am writing to
submit the comments below on the above referenced document. While supportive of the
WRSP and the SOIA before the City, we have several concerns with the scope of the
DEIR's analysis, along with one of the proposed General Plan pohues both of which
could adversely affect the De La Salle University prO_] ect.

Our comments are as follows:
Page 2:52 (Growth Management Policies)

We strenuously object to proposed Growth Mdnagement Policy 9. This policy

~ adversely affects the De La Salle University project in a significant way. Furthermore,

we would question the reasonableness of including a policy in the Roseville General Plan

to attempt {o control the use of land in the unincorporated area that is under Placer

- County's jurisdiction and not within Roseville's sphere of influence. This policy should
be deleted.

~Page 2-60 (Figure 2-16)

While the DEIR text in passing mentions that development of the WRSP would
not preclude an alignment of a northetly extension of Watt Avenue west of the WRSP,
every exhibit in the WRSP DEIR, beginning with Fi igure 2-16, that includes a northerly
extension of Watt Avenue shows that extension veering to the east to connect to West

3300 Douglas Boulevard, Suite 365 Roseville, CA 95661
phone {916) 774-6622 « fax (916} 774-6633
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Comment Letter 32

Side Dnve Such an alignment would have disastrous consequences for development of 32-3
the De La Salle University and Community, '
More importantly, as described below, the entire circulation analysis in the DEIR
is based on the casterly alignment of the Watt Avenue Extension, and fails to analyze .
“impacts of a westetly alignment along the westerly edge of the WRSP. The DEIR 32-4
analysis should be supplemented to analyze impacts with a westerly alignment of the
extension of Watt Avenue, and every exhibit should show, as an alternative ali gnment,
‘said westerly route. - : :

Page 4-7.4-8
_ -
The substantive revisions to the WRSP include several major infrastructure |
‘modifications that run contrary to the logical extension of infrastructure to the boundaries
of the WRSP, as has been done with all other specific plans in Roseville. Specifically,
the terminus of Blue Oaks Boulevard (page 4-7) and of Pleasant Grove Boulevard
‘(page4-8) have been set at West Side Drive rather than the northerly extension of Watt
Avenue on the western edge of the plan area. Such an approach flies in the face of
regional transportation planning to provide east-west and north-south connections which .
easily serve multiple jurisdictions. e

: 32-5

In addition, we have the same comment here regarding the northerly extension of ' 32.6
Watt Avenue as expressed above. '

Section 4.3.

Again, this entire section must be modified to reflect additional analysis that :
shows any effects from locating the northerly extension of Watt Avenue on the western
boundary of the WRSP, as originally shown in the WRSP and as shown in documents 32-7
from the County General Plan (Circulation Plan Diagram; Figure 1-7) to the Placer
Parkway Project Sludy Report. '

Pape 4.3-44

A fundamental flaw in the DEIR analysis is noted in passing here: "The CIP does
not assume any development associated with the De La Salle/AKT (sic) University
proposal.” The De La Salle University project is proceeding forward in the County 32.8
planning process, but the DEIR analysis fails to acknowledge or consider it. The De La
Salle University and Community application was filed June 17, 2003, and could have
readily been incorporated into the WRSP traffic analysis.

Page 5-53 _ ' -

The DEIR's cumulative analysis mentions the De La Salle University project
(page 5-16), but the development assumptions for the cumulative analysis, as shown in
Table 5-3 (page 5-15), do not include De La Salle University, a project located on the

3300 Douglas Boulevard, Suite 365 Roseville, CA 95661
phone {316) 774-6622 = fax (916) 774-6633
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Comment Letter 32

western boundary of the WRSP. The cumulative analysis must be revised to include this .
readily foreseeable project. ' J 32-9

Thank ybu for the opportunity to comment on the WRSP DEIR.

Very truly yours,

KT DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

T

.
Kyriakos Tsakopoulos
Pr_esident

 co:  Brother Craig Franz, President, $t. Mary's College

3300 Douglas Beulevard, Suite 365 Roseville, CA 95661
phone {816) 774-6622 = fax {916) 774-6633






Response to Comment Letter 32
KT Development Corporafion {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 32
KT Development Corporation {October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting entity. Further, the comment
expresses support of the project. This comment is acknowledged, and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for Lheir review and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed
project. Responses {0 lhe specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided following this introductory

text.

Response to Comment 2

Growth Management Policy 9 is intended to encourage and continue the cooperative land use planning
efforts between the City and the County to ensure coordinated development, particularly with respect to
the siting of open space arcas. The City of Roseville cannot control the actions or decisions of Placer
County or project proponents thal pursue development in Placer County through the amendment of the
City’s General Plan to include Policy 9. Instead, Policy 9 seeks to encourage sensible land use planning in
transition areas. Nonetheless, this comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter(s) will
be provided to the City for their review and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny

the proposed project.

Response to Comment 3

As reflected in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the Final EIR, in order to analyze the effects of
amending the City's Sphere of Influence, the EIR must reasonably account for the development that
could occur in the Remainder Area, recognizing that no entitlements will be granted at this time and
tuture development could differ somewhat from the EIR assumptions. The acreages reflected on
page 4.1-45 provide land use assumptions that were developed to allow a programmatic environmental
analysis. In addition to land use assumptions, a potenlial connection of Watt Avenue to West Side Drive
was also assumed. West Side Drive is needed as an interior north/south arlerial in order to provide an
adequate level of service o the project. Because no land uses are being proposed on the western side of
the WRSP (the location of the 4-mile open space butfer) and no specific land uses are being proposed for
the Remainder Arca, an extension of Watt Avenue to the west of the WRSP site was not analyzed since it
would not provide transporlation infrastructure to any uses within the WRSP. The proposed alignmenl

of West Side Drive would nol preciude a westerly alignment of Watt Avenue.

At the time specitic development is proposed within the Remainder Arca, additional traflic analyses will

be required to determine appropriate locations for roadwayvs, includine the possibility of an additional
F F ) g F A

13-313

b Plaw oo Y e ndwmenid Aves b




Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

north/south arterial to connect Watt Avenuc to the west of the project site or a norlh/south alignment of
West Side Drive to Baseline Road. The proposed alignment of West Side Drive would not preciude either

of these alternatives in the future.

Response 1o Comment 4

Refer to Response to Comment 32-3 for a discussion of an extension of Watt Avenue on the western cdge
of the WRSP site. It is important to note thal the alignment of all roadways in the Remainder Area (as
reflected in the Final EIR), including Watt Avenue, arc conceptual. No specific alignments are proposed
or required to implement the WRSP. At the time specific development is proposed within the Remainder
Area, additional traffic analyses will be required to determine appropriate locations for roadways,

including the possibility for a western alignment of the extension of Watt Avenue.

Response to Comment 5

The commenter indicates that transportation infrastructure should be extended to the edge of the City’s
boundaries. Within the WRSP, open space is proposed on the wesl side of the plan area. Roadways have
been extended to the west portion of the plan area, but do not terminate at the project boundary. Neither
an extension of Pleasant Grove Boulevard nor Blue Oaks Boulevard to the City limits is proposed al this
time. However, if land uses are proposed west of the SOl Amendment Area, the City would, as part of
the environmental analysis for the 507 Amendment Area, conduct a feasibility analysis to determine

whether an extension of one or both roadways would be warranted.

Response fo Comment &

Refer to Response to Comments 32-3 for a discussion of an extension of Watt Avenue on the western

edge of the WRSP site.

Response to Comment 7

Refer 1o Response to Comment 32-3 and 40-4 for a discussion of an extension of Watt Avenue on the

western edge of the WRSP sile.

Response to Comment 8

The Final £IR consider the Placer Ranch and Dc¢ Ta Salle/AKT University projecls in the cumulative
impacts analysis al pages 3-15 through 5-16 {general discussion); 5-17 (compaltibility with external land
uses); 3-20 (loss of agricultural land); 5-22 {populalion and housing); 5-30 and 5-33 (transportation); 5-38
{air quakily); 5-60 (construction neoise); 3-63 (geology, soils and scismicity); 5-65 (biological resources); b-

8T (water supply); 5-83 {water trealment); 5-83 (wastewater); 3-88 (solid waste); and 5-103 {acsthelics and
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Response to Comment Letter 32
KT Development Corporation {Ocicher 29, 2003)

visual quality). The Final EIR also considers the development of the potential Placer Ranch site under the

current General Plan designation for that property.

The notice of preparation for this project was released in August 2002. An application for the proposed
De La 5alle/AKT University project was submitted to Placer County in Sacramento 2003. The County has
not yet received any application for the Placer Ranch proposal. On October 20, 2003, the Placer County
Board of Supervisors held a workshop that included discussion of the proposed university and Placer
Ranch projects, and instructed statf to study various scenarios and potential locations for these proposals.
The staff was also instructed to bring forward a proposal for a new community plan to be prepared for
the area south of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the City of Roseville. In a memorandum prepared by
the County Planning Department on October 22, 2003, following the County workshop, Fred Yeager, the
County Planning Director noled the following direction from the Board of Supervisors: “The staff may
come back to the Board in the next several months for additional review and direction 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/habitat areas becomes more

definite.”

Given the very early stages of planning for these proposals, Ihe Final EIR has considered the potential
impacts of these projects {o the exlenl reasonable and practical. Tt should be noted that these projects do
not fall within the category of “probable fulure projects” under CRQA. At the time the notice of
preparation for this ETR was released, no application had been filed for cither projecl, 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 tuture projects is one of reasonableness,
The Tinal EIR meets that standard with respect to the analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of the
proposed De La 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
compleles its Comununity Plan identified in the County Planning Department Memorandum dated
Qctober 22, 2003 suggested as a result of the County workshop on October 20, 2003, there will be much
more detatted and comprehensive environmental review of the De la Salle/AKT University and Placer

Ranch proposals.

Response to Comment 9

In accordance with Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an “EIR must include a description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparalion is published . ..” At the time that the NOT was released, no formal application for the De La

Salle project had been submitted to lhe County Nometheless, the Final EIR includes a qualitative
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

cumulative analysis of the project {found on page 3-53 of the Final EIR) which indicates that other
pending projects, including the De Ta Salie University, would be expected to generate substantial daily
vehicle trips that would impact both City of Roscville roadways, as well as regional facilities in Placer

County, Sacramento County, and Sutter County.
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Comment Letter 33

SANDBERG, LO DUCA & DELLINGER

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
' MARCUS J. LO DUCA )
CRAIG M. SANDBERG 3300 Douglas Boulevard, Suite 365 : . Tel 916. 774.1636
FEIMBERLEY L. DELLINGER " Roseville, CA 95661 Fax 916.774.1646
October 29, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Re:  West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Pease:;

On behalf of Baseline P+R, LLC ("BPR"), owners of 336+ acres at the
northeast corner of Baseline Road and the future northerly extension of Watt
Avenue, | am submitting these comments on the Draft Environmental Tmpact
Report (DEIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) and the Sphere of
Influence Amendment. BPR's property lies almost entirely within the MOU
remainder area (the “Remainder Area”).  Thus, much of the analysis in the WRSP
affects the BPR property. As set forth below, while BPR is generally supportive
of the WRSP, the WRSP as analyzed in the DEIR will have serious adverse effects
on service delivery and infrastructure capacity for properties in the Remainder
Area, including that owned by BPR.

33-1

BPR’s comments are as follows:

Page 1-2 (Figure 1-1).
| The WRSP and the SOI Amendment analyzed in the WRSP DEIR have

proposed that the sphere of influence “jog” west to incorporate the portion of the
- Westpark property outside of the MOU area, but the expanded sphere of
influence then shifts sharply eastward for that area south of the Westpark
property. The result is a proposed sphere of influence line for those properties 1 ag.p
south of the Westpark property that bifurcates common ownerships, with most
of an owner’s parcel within the sphere of influence, and a small portion outside.
Sound land use planning and logical boundaries for a community respecting
property lines would strongly suggest that the SO Amendment area run due
south from the western boundary of the Westpark property down to Baseline

Road. _ i




- Comment Letter 33

Ms. Kathy Pease
October 29, 2003
Page 2

Page 2-52 (Growth Management Policies)
_ BPR objects to Policy 10, which requires a one-quarter mile swath of land
on all properties on the City’s proposed western edge. Such a “buffer” may be

appropriate for the WRSP, given the presence of significant vernal pools in the
western portion of the Westpark property. However, such a mandated polic
does not make sense for properties to the south, particularly when none of those
properties have submitted land use plans to the City. We do not agree with the
City’s desire to promote a visual “edge” to the City at its western border.

‘Nevertheless, alternative policy language should be proposed that achieves such -
an objective without establishing transition areas that may not be appropriate for
a particular property. -

Page 4.1-15 (Storie Index)

BPR notes that the Storie Index for much of th'e_Remainder Area,
including the BPR property, consists of Storie Index 4 and 5 soils, which the
DEIR properly notes “are poorly suited for agriculture”. J
Page 4.1-18 (Remainder Area)

Consistent with its objection to the proposed General Plan Policy 10, BPR

- Tequests that the DEIR be modified to delete the reference to the one quarter mile
buffer in the Remainder Area. :

i

Page 4.1-38 (Remainder Area)
Same comment as for page 4.1-18.
Page 4.1-41 (Remainder Area)
Again, the reference to open space acreage in the _Reinainder Area should

be deleted, The City does not have land use plans before it to include such a
reference. '

 Paged1-45 (MM 4.1-2)
With future development on three sides and potentially a road (Watt

Avenue) on its western boundary, BPR believes inclusion of this measure is
potentially premature. : o

Page 4.11-23 (Water Demand and Supply)
In this section, along with other areas noted below, it appears that the

DEIR allocates all remaining water or sewer capacity to the WRSP, and then to
the Remainder Area, rather than treating all properties in the SOI Amendment

33-3
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Comment Létter 33

Ms. Kathy Pease
October 29, 2003
Page 3

area on a pro-rata basis based on acreage. The result is that the WRSP generates
under this analysis no impact, requiring no mitigation, while the Remainder
Area generates significant and unavoidable impacts. Such a result here, and at
page 4.11-26 (Water Demand-Wet Years), 4.11-28 and 34 (Water Demand-Dry
Years) is inequitable to all property owners in the balance of the SOI Amendment
area, and places the burden of mitigation impacts on them, rather than
proportionately on all property owners in the SOI Amendment Area.

Pages 4.11-67

It is not clear from the DEIR that all properties in the SOI Amendment
Area will share on a pro-rata basis their respective costs for expansion of the
wastewater treatment plant. The DEIR should clearly state that the Remainder
Area should be treated no differently than the WRSP.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. “We look forward to
incorporation of our comments in the Final EIR.

Sincerely,
SANDBERG, LO DUCA & DELLINGER

TN

Marcus J. Loﬁzc.a |

AN
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Response to Commeni Letter 33
Sandberg,__}o Duca & Dellinger, on behalf of Boseline P+R, LLC (October 29, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 33
Sandberg, Lo Duca & Dellinger, on behalf of Baseline P+R, LLC
{October 29, 2003}

Response fo Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the name and location (relative to the project
site) of the commenting entity. Further, the comment expresses general support of the project. This
commenl is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter will be provided to the decision-makers
for their review and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.
Responses to the specific comments on the Draft EIR, including those related to the provision of public

services and utilities, are provided tollowing this introductory text.

Response to Comment 2

The boundary of the Sphere of Tnfluence amendment was proposed to tollow the City/County MOU
Transition area, which is an established planning area. The 167.7 acres that jog to the west are part of the
Waestpark property outside of the MOU Transition Area were included as part of the applicant’s request
for approvals by the City. The Sphere of Influence musl include all of the property proposed (or
development as part of the WRSP because it will be annexed to the Cily. The Sphere of Influence shifts
eastward just south of the Westpark property to once again be consistent with the boundaries of the

MOU Transition area.

Response to Comment 3

Reler to Response to Comment 31-4 for a discussion of Growth Managemoent policies and open space

objectives.

Response to Comment 4

‘The commenter correctly cites text provided on page 4.1-15 of the Final EIR. No further response is

necessary.

Response fo Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 31-4 for a discussion of Policy 10, which would be a new policy of the

Land Use Flement of the City’s Ceneral Plan that addresses growth management in growth arcas.

Response to Comment 6

Refer to Response to Comment 31-4 for a discussion of Policy 10, which would be a new policy of the

Land Use Flement of the City’s General Plan Lhat addresses growth management in growth arcas,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 7

C S

As reflected in Chapler 2 (Project Description) of the Final EIR, in order to analyze the effects of
amending the Cily’s Sphere of Influence, the EIR must reasonably account for the development that
could occur in the Remainder Area, recognizing that no entitlements will be granted at this time and
future development could differ somewhat from the EIR assumptions. The acreages reflected on
page 4.1-45 are land use assumptions that were developed to allow a programmatic environmental
analysis. These acreages will be updated when specific development proposals are submitted for the

Remaindor Area.

Response to Comment 8

MM 41-2 secks to ensure land use compatibility by minimizing conflicls between residential and
agricultural uses. In order to achieve this purpose, the mitigation measure provides several examples of
how such contlicts could be minimized, such as decd disclosures regarding the proximity and nature of
neighboring and active agricultural uses that are within 300 feet of any future residential use or the
provision of 50-foot setbacks belween residential structures and agricullural uses. As c¢nvironmental
review 1s completed for specific development proposals in the Remainder Area, equivalent miligation
may be substituted, as appropriate, as long as the performance standard of ensuring land use

compatibility by minimizing contlicts between residential and agricultural uses is achieved.

Section 15126 4 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an BIR shall describe feasible measures that could
minimize significant adverse impacts, whether the analysis is provided at a programmatic level (as for
the Remainder Area) or a project level (as for the WRSDP Arca). Tn this regard, the mitigation provided for

the Remainder Area is consistent with CEQA and would not be considered premature.

Response to Comment §

With respect to water, the commenter is referring to water supply and nol the water system capacity, As
shown on Figure4.11-1, the City is providing a pro rata share of cxisting City water supplics
(4,080 AT/yr) to the proposed project, consisting of 2,316 AT/yr available to the WRSP and the remaining
L1764 ATfyr available to the Remainder Area. The 4,080 AFfyr was made available through

implementalion of the modificd demand factors, as applied to buildout of the City.

The San Juan Water Dislrict reallocation contract was not prorated because the project Applicant is
making a capital contribution to the City, who in turn will make a capital contribution lo San JTuan Water
District as part of their project costs. The Applicant has also agreed to pay a portion of the Sacramento
River Diversion project as parl of their water connection fee, which will reduce the amount of capital

contribution required for the Remainder Area to proceed with development,




Response to Comment Letter 33
Sandberg, Lo Duca & Deflinger, on behalf of Baseline P+R, LLC (October 29, 2003}

Response tc Comment 10

As part of the WRSP Development agreement, the landowners were required Lo contribule 15 acres to
provide an area to expand the POWWTPE in order to provide service for both the WRSP and the
Remainder Area. Both areas would conlribute to the expansion of the PGWWTP through the payment of

regional conmection fees.

In the event that the Remainder Arca is annexed to the City, the Remainder Arvea Applicant will be
required to reimburse the WRSE applicants for oversizing the water and sewer infrastructure (pipelines

primarily) that are being installed to facilitate the 50T,

Respornse to Comment 11

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

no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 34

j?r“
" e

a@ %E@é}
}*@})Octoié%é%oﬁ
TO: City of Roseville and Placer County ‘«’E@f 7
{ng

Concerns and Comments regarding the Environmental Impact Report for%wﬁyéﬁw est
Roseville Specifie Plan (September 15, 2003) :

The environmental impacts of these proposed projects and the large-scale specific plan
will have significant biological effects to the species oceurring in the proposed areas. .

- Significant portions of oak woodlands and savanna that are restricted to these creeks

~ foodplain are not found elsewhere outside of this confluence and ajong Pleasant Grove

Creek. In addition, proposed plans will impact vernal pools found along Placer County. :_:g _

These vernal pools are one of the most unique habitats found in small patches in a few
selected counties of California and throughout the world. Placer County is one of the few
fortunate counties to have such a valuable natural wonder. These proposed projects
would lead to the conversion of these native habitats to urban developments,

Currently, there are various listed species of concern, threatened, and endangered status
found along these proposed sites. The federally endangered listed vernal pool tadpole
shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) is known to occur in this region. Any development on this
land could lead to federal take of an endangered species. In addition, the vernal pool
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta Iynchi) that is currently federally listed threatened will be
negatively impacted from the development and could become endangered. This site
provides suitable habitat for the federally listed threatened and California state listed
endangered slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) and California state listed endangered
Boggs Lake hedge hyssop (Gratiola heterosepala). Development would possibly lead to
other species that were not listed to become listed or listed to a higher status of
threatened. '

Replacement or transplantation of these organisms or habitat for mitigation is unlikely to
lead to less than significant effects. The community structure of vernal pools and its
inhabitants are highly specialized to specific soils and hydrology. In addition these
vernal pools and woodlands provide resting corridors for migratory organisms.

As a concerned citizen, I strongly urge the city and county planners to consider the
consequences of the effects that these proposed plans will have on the unique and natural

wonder habitat_s of Placer county.

Sincerely,

ﬁé L"{V \:Z_Uy—;z—»t;ﬁdz“‘\._,f
Kim Touneh
Adjunct Instructor

American River College and Sierra College
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Response to Comment Letter 34
Kim Touneh (October 29, 2003)

. Response fo Comment Letter 34
Kim Touneh (Octeber 29, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR addresses project-related impacts on the biological
resources of the project site and project area, all of which can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level

with the exception of short-term impacls to oak trees during construction activities.

The nak woodlands and savanma referred Lo by the commenter are located within the riparian corridors
along Pleasant Grove Creek and Fiddyment Park (near the Fiddymenl homestead). As illustrated by
TFigure 4.7-2 {On-Site Wetland Mitigation Plan), these corridors will be preserved as open space/habitat in
perpetuity. Impact 4.7.9 on pages 4.7-57 and 4.7-58 of the Final EIR evaluate the impact to riparian areas
and includes MM 4.7-13 that requires a 50-fvot setback from riparian areas or top of bank, whichever is

ereatest.

Response te Comment 2

The commenter is correct in noting that vernal pool habilat is considered a unique and rare habitat.
Impacts to vernal pools as a resalt of development of the project site are {ully addressed in Impact 4.7-1
(Loss of Tederally Prolected Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States) and Tmpact 4.7-2 (Loss of
Federally Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans and Their Habitat), MM 4.7-1 has been proposed to reduce
impacts to vernal pools and associated vernal pool species to a less-than-significant level. [n addition,
LSFWS has issued a Tinal Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, for the project that further

analyzes impacts and mitigation related to vernal pools.

Response to Comment 3

As discussed in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final TIR, there are various sensilive species [hat

are known to occur, or could potentially occur, within the project site.

As reflected in Table 4.7-2 (Special-Status Species Potentially Oceurring in the West Roseville Specific
Plan Area), the vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur in the region, althotgh there have been no
recorded observances on the project site, and the vernal pool fairy shrimp has been recorded on the
project site. Impact 4.7-2 (Loss of Federally Tisted Vernal Pool Crustaceans and Their Iabitat) assumes
the presence ot all vernal poo! crustaceans, even though they have not been observed, and provides
MM 47-1 to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. There are no data to suggest that
development of the proposed project would result in a listing change of the vernal pool fairy shrimp

(trom threatened to endangered).
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As also reflected in Table 4.7-2, suitable habitat exists on site for both slender orcutt grass and Bogg's
Take hedge hyssop, although neither species was obscrved during recent field surveys that were
conducted during the appropriale time of year (e.g., the biooming period). Management of vernal pool
grassland, Le., managemoent in the best interest of vernal pool-dependent spedies, should be considered
as these species are tied to their microhabitat. Nonetheless, MM 4.7-1 was designed to reduce impacts

associated with vernal pool species and habitats to a less-than-signiticant Tevel.

The commenter also notes that development of the proposed project would possibly result in a listing
change of other species. There are no data to suggest that development of the proposed project would
result ina listing change of any species that are known to oceur or could potentially occur within the

project site.

Response to Comment 4

Creation and resloration of wetland habitat, including vernal pools, is an accepted method of
compensatory mitigation by all of the natural resource and permitting agencies, including the USFWS,
USEFPA, CDEG, and USACE. Long-term studies of the success of vernal pool restoration efforts (which
includes transplantation of inoculum containing the necessary plant or animal species) indicate that the
function and characteristics of artificial or restored basins replicate natural pools over time (refer to
Review of Ten Years of Vernal Pool Restoration and Creation in Santa Burbara, California, Wayne R. Ferren Jr.,
and David M. Hubbard, and An Quervicwo of 15 Years of Vernal Pool Restoration and Construction Activities in
San Diego County, California, Charles Black and Paul Zedler; both documents are found in C.W. Witham,
E.T. Bauder, I3. Belk, W.R. Ferren Jr.,, and R. Ornduff (Editors), tcology, Conservation, and Management of
Vernal Pool Ecosys tems-Proceedings from a 1996 Conference, California Native Plant Society, Sacrament, CA

1998).

The propuosed resloration of vernal pools is only one component of the overall mitigation strategy. As
indicated by Table 4.7-3 (Wetland [mpacl Mitigation Analysis), approximately 66.873 acres of
wetlands/vernal pools will be preserved (both on site and off site) and approximately 51.706 acres of
wetlands/vernal pools will be restored (both on site and off site). OF the total amount of wetlands
niligalion, approximately 9481 acres are specifically designaled for vernal pool restoration and
preservation, consisting of 31.06 acres of preservation and 43.73 acres of restoration. The proposed

I

mitigation cnsures a “no net Toss” of wetlands, which is a policy supporled by the federal and state
governments, USFWS has issued a Final Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, for this project

that further analyzes impacts to vernal pool species,
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Response to Comment Letter 34
Kim Touneh (October 29, 2003)

Response fo Comment 5

This commeni contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,
no further response is required. However, the apinion of the commenter will be provided to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed

project.
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Comment Letter 35

- William D. Kopper _—_
Attorney at Law pp _ icr Egﬁﬁi@

417 E Street
Davis, CA 95616

(530) 758-0757 Fl ANRING DEPARTMENT

RECENED 1|

Fax (530) 758-2844
Paralegal

Kristin Rauh

October 28, 2003

Mr. Paut Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

RE: Comments on the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR and West Roseville Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Richardson:

‘[hese comments on the West Roseville Specific Plan and the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR
- are submitted on behalf of Mr. Michael Catalano, Mr. Rob Collins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr. Greg Bain, and
" Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning, a California Association, These arc their comments. The
comments include those of Dr. Mark Grismer, Hydrologist, Robbi S. Keil, Air Quality Consultant, Nea}
Liddicoat, Traffic Engineer, and Carol Witham, Wetlands Biologist. We also incorporate the comments
of all other individuals and organizations into our own comments and intend to rely on those comments as
wellas ourown. Furthermore, we oppose the City of Roseville adopting the West Roseville Specific Plan,
as well as the Sphere of Influence Amendment, and the proposed General Plan Amendments. Inthese
written comments, we intend to highlight some of the deficiencies in the draft Environmental Impact Report,
- but these comments are by no means a comprehensive list of the deficiencies. 1 offer the following
comments on behalf of my clients:

l. Failure to Make Documents Avail abie for Pubhc Review forthe 45 Day Requisite

Review Period.

Public Resources Code Section 21091(a) states that the public review period for a draft
Environmental Impact Report shall be at least 45 days. Inthis case, the 45 day review period should begin
when the Project documents and the drafi Environmental Impact Report were complete. The Proj ect
documents were incomplete because they did not inchude the development agreements, the financing plan,
and the parks financing plan. The draft Environmental Impact Report was incomplete because the financing
plan was a necessary element to the mltlga‘[lon measures and the consxstency provisions of the
Environmental Impact Report.

The proposed Specific Plan fails to comply with Government Code Section 6545 1(a)(4) because
it fails to provide financing measures necessary to catry 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 comply with Government Code Section 65451 (a)(4) and recirculated for the requisite 45 day CEQA

35-
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Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 2003
page 2
Government 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”: :

(2)  Thedistribution, location, and extent of uses of land - - within the
area covered by the plan; :
(3} Theproposed 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 to support the land uses described in the plan.
{4) Standards and criteria by which the development will proceed - -
(5) 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 6545 1(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. It is noteworthy that the Specific Plan states that “the West
- Roseville Specific Plan property owners (West Park Associates and Signature Properties, Inc.) have
executed individual development agreements with the City of Roseville in accordance with the applicable
- state and local codes. The development agreements vest development ri ghts, set forth obligated
infrastructure improvements and dedication requirements, secure the timing and methods for financing
improvements, and specify other performance obligations as refated to development of the WRSP.” These
development agreements are clearly an integral part of the specific plan, however, they do not existand
they are not yet available for public review.

Guiding Principle No. 1 for the West Roseville Development proposals states as follows:

Physical Health - - “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall, on
astand alone basis, have an overall neutral or positive fiscal impact onthe
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 are proposed to be added to the
City of Roseville General Plan. _ L

- Because the financing 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 economist review the financing plan and the development agreements to
determine whether in fact the development will pay for itself and will be able to pay for the mitigation
measures. In other communities developers have prevailed upon the City Couneil to provide modifications
~ tofinancing plans so that the burden of development has fallen on the City’s General Fund. This type of

situation has occurred in North Natomas and throughout the Greater Sacramento Area.
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Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 2003

- page3 .

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, CEQA 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
(TIMP). The DEIR stated that the TIMP would reduce the traffic impacts of the Specific Planto a Level
ofInsignificance. The TIMP discussed the necded traffic improvements as well as the financing ofthe
traffic infrastructure. '

The City released the TIMP in February 1995, after 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.4that 1256-1257.) Petitioners contended that the City’s failure to recirculate the DEIR and
TIMP invalidated the EIR. The Trial Court concluded that the City was required to recirculate the TIMP,
(id) '

In this case the financing plan is necessary to determine if the offsite 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 Roseville. Ifthe mitigation measures cannot be built or maintained then the
mitigation measures are not feasible. Mareover, in order to comply with the guiding principles the financing
planis necessary 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
macde available to the public to evaluate whether the determination of consistency is correct.

CEQA requiresthat a project description must be accurate and consistent throughout an EIR. “Aq |

accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine gua non of an informative and legally sufficient ;
EIR.” (County of Inyov. 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 financing plan is part of the
necessary elements of the West Roseville Specific Plan. '

ra—

2. The Public Hearing Notice Does Not Comply with the Law. .

The public hearing notice was dated September 17, 2003, and included a publish date of
September 20, 2003. Public Resources Code Section 21092(a)(b). The public notice does not include
the time period during which comments will be received on the draft Environmental Impact Report. The
notice does not include a description of the many general plan amendments that are included as partofthe
Project. The Project does not include theJocation where the Environmental Impact Report and supporting
documents are available to review. The notice does notinclude “the significant effects on the environment )
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Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 20603
page 4

3. The Draft Environmental Iimpact Report Does Not Comply with the Law Because
it Is Excessively Long, and Written jn a Way That [s Virtually Ymposmblc for the
Pubhc, to Understand.

CLQA Guidelines Section 15140 states: “The EIR shall be written in plain language and may use
appropriate graphs so that decisionmakers and the public can rapidiy understand the documents.” CEQA:
Guidelines Seciton 15141 states that “The text of draft FIRs should normally be less than 150 pages and
~ for proposals of unusual scope or complexity should normally be less than 300 pages.” The EIR forthe
West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influecnce Amendment is 1,014 pages, more than 3 times the
length that is the limit for a complex project. The reason that the draft Environmental Impact Report for
the West Roseville Specific Plan and Spherc of Influence Amendmentis so long is that it includes large
sections of duplicative language, is wrilten in obscure language, and includes thousands oflines oftext which
are irrelevant and LOI]hlSII’lU

—

Guidelines Secnon 15121 states that: “An IR is aninformational document which will inform pubhc |

agency decisionmakers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of the project, identify
possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” An
Environmental Impact Report violates its important purpose of informing the public' when it is
incomprehensible because of its excessive length and draconian tanguage. The West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Report appears to be written to
discourage public participation by including so much irrelevant and duplicative language that it is virtually
impossible to penetrate to discover the 1mp0rtant elements of the Project. L

“Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process. Each public agency should mclude
provisions inits CEQA proccdures for wide public involvement, formal and informal, consistent with its
existing activities and procedures in order to receive and evaluate public reactions to environmental issues
related to the agency’s activities.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15201.) The “public review process
provides the dual purpose of bolstering the public’s confidence in the agency’s decision and providing the
agency with information from a variety of experts and sources.” (Schoen v. California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 556, 574.)

- The California Supreme Court has emphasized the importance of public participation. The Court
has stated that CEQA should be “scrupulously followed” so that “the public will know the basis on which
its responsible officials either approve or reject environmental sighificant action,” and “will be able to
respond accordingly to action with which it dis'agrees ” Thus, “{t]he EIR process protects not only the
environment but also informs self government.” (Laurel Heights Impmvemenm ssociationv. Regents
of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.) 1

The En‘vironmental Tmpact Report prepared by the City of Roseville for the West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment violates all these provisions. AnEIR thatincludes duplicative
and unnecessary material and exceeds 1,000 pages does not fulfil the purpose of an EIR which is to inform
the public of the impacts of the Project.

—_
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Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 2003 -
page 5

4. The Environmental Impact Report Does Not Analyze and Explain Proposed
General Plan Amendments.

Scction 2.4.4 of the draft Environmental Impact Report sets forth changes to the C ity of Roseville
General Plan. On page 2-51, section 5, is added to growth management - growth areas. This section|
includes a number of new policies including 13 individual policies. The EIR doesnot indicate where all|
these new policies are discussed in the environmental document. Other policies include: consider| 35-15
coordination with nonprofit organizations that investigate the potential for conservancy ownership and/or|
management of open space areas.” Adding this policy of the general plan is not discussed in the
Environmental Impact Report, and there is no information as to whether conservancies could in factown
and properly manage open space areas. Item 10 states: “Consider the use of open space for the location
of flood contro] facilities where such facilities allow compatible passive recreational uses and resource
preservation.” We could notidentify the location in the Environmental Impact Report where these change!"
in policies are discussed and analyzed. I
The General Plan is changed to include a mumber of elements related to fire, for example: item 5
of the General Plan is changed to the following: “Seck to reduce fires by fully invest; gating the cause, origin,
and circumstances of each fire; collect and prescrve evidence; coordinate with authorities in detection,
- apprehension, and prosecution of arsenists, pursue each investigation to its conclusion; and use resultsand |
findings to develop more etfective fire prevention programs.” Itis unclear how this particular change in the i 35-16
General Plan has anything to do with the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. |
Nevertheless, this change is included as part of the Project, but it is not clear where these changes in fire
prevention policy are included in the Environmental Impact Report. Some of the changes in fire protection
policy may incur costs and may result in cutbacks in other programs which may have an environmental
impact. For example, if the changes to fire protection policies have significant costs, the City may not have _
the money to maintain parks and wetlands areas. —
No information appears in the EIR discussing many of the new general plan policies that are
proposed in conjunction with the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of nfluence Amendment. Ttis
difficult to understand how the changes in the General Plan which are considered part of the Project can
- beevaluated, when adiscussion of these changes are not included in the Environmental Impact Report.
Also, itis highly confusing to include a number of changes in the City’s General Plan as part of the Project
that appear unrelated to the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment. The
inclusion of these changes in policies as part of the Project makes the Environmental fmpact Report
extremely confusing. '

5. The Environmental Impact Report Improperty Includes the Remainder Area as

Part of the Project. The Environmental Impact Report Cannot Legally Be
Congidered to Be a Program EIR for the Remainder Area.

35-17

The Environmental Impaét Report states as follows: “While no specific plan for development of the | 35-18

remaining 2,365 acres (remainder area) within the 5,526 acre SOl amendment area is proposed at this ;
time, assumptions regarding the general density and intensity of development have been made to allowa
programmatic analysis of the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of development of the |
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_Comment Letter 35

Mt. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 2003
page 6

entire remainder area of the SO amendment area that is not in the WRSP area.” The EIR in Section 2.3.2
sets forth that there are objectives in the remainder area for “a platform for orderiy and systematic future
development consistent with General Plan policies”. However, there isno project orplan proposed for
the remainder area. Inplace of apreviousty approved policy, plan, program or ordinance, is speculation
about how the remainder area might be developed Section 2 4.5 of the EIR includes assumptions about
what the land uses might be in the remainder area in the event the City chooses to develop the remainder
area in the same way that the WRSP area is developed. The problem with this approach is that it may be
construed to provide an entitlement to a future developer, provided that developer presents a proposal
consistent with the speculation included in the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence
Amendment. In other words, the authors of the EIR have prescnted a development plan, without the
development plan being subject to the public hearing and review process and all of the requirements of a
specitic plan set out by the California Government Code. The West Roseville Specific Plan Envitonmental
Impact Report simply does not comply with thelaw. The authors of the EIR suggest thatunder CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168, the program EIR is proper because the Sphere of Influence Amendment and
the West Roseville Specific Plan can be characterized as one large project and are related (1)
geographically, or are (2) logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions.

Although the Project evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report may include the West Roseville

- Specific Plan and the Sphere of Influence Amendment, the Environmental Impact Report can only evalnate
the impacts of the West Roseville Specific Plan. The impacts of development of the remainder area canmot

‘be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report. The application of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168
is limited by the scope of Public Resources Code Section 21093(a) and Public Resources Code Section

21094(b). A tiered Environmental Impact Report can only be prepared for “a policy, plan, program or

ordinance”. The assumptions for the development of the remainder area are neither a “policy, plan, |

program, or ordinance” proposed or adopted by the lead agency, the City of Roseville. Those assumptions

are mere speculation. The only project is the City of Roseville’s desire to extend its sphere of influence

over the remainder areas, and that is all that can be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. Any

reference to the environmental impacts of any specific development on the remainder areas cannot be

analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. '

In Friends of Mammoth v. Town of Mammorh Lakes Redevelopment (2000} 82 Cal. App. 4th

511, the court found in an analogous situation that the Town of Mammoth could not relyupon CEQA
(J_uldelmes Section 15168 to support a program EIR when Public Resources Code Section 21090
restricted subsequent environmental review of the development activities performed pursuant to a

redevelopment plan. The court held that when CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 conflicted with the |

provisions of the Public Resources Code, the Public Resources Code was controlling. Likewise, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168 does not confer any additional grounds for use of a program EIR above that
“stated in the Public Resources Code. Since the speculative assumptxons included in the Environmental
Impact Report for the remainder area do not constitute a project or a plan, such speculative assumpuon s
cannol be evaluated in a program EIR.

e o

As stated in Paula Band of Mission Indians v. County of San Diego (1998) 68 Cal. App.4th
556, “where [ } an EIR cannot provide meaningfui information about a speculative future project, deferral

of an environmental assessment [is appropriate}”. In this case, any particular land use for the Sphere of |

N

)
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- review and assessment should be deferred until there is a project. The speculative assumptions included

Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
- Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 28, 2003
page 7

Influence Amendment area, the remainder area, is speculation about a future project, and all environmental

in the Environmental Impact Report do not meet the definition of a project set forth in Public Resources
Code Section21065. The inclusion of the speculative remainder area assumptionsin Section2.4.5 of the
draft Environmental Impact Report and throughout the 1 ;014 page Environmental Impact Report is
confusing to the public and misleading.

In Paula Band of Mission Indians v. County of San Diego, the County of San Diego certified
& summary solid waste management plan and siting element that tentatively reserved 10 proposed landfil{
sites, including the site near the plaintiff’s Indizn Reservation, without requiring preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. The court found that the 10 proposed landfill sites were desi gnated only
as “tentativcly reserved arcas”. The court stated “at the present time the capacity of existing landfills along
with the City of San Diego’s planned new landfill will provide disposal capacity for all waste generated
within the County beyond the planning period”, In our view, “preparation ofan EIR (and including a
program EIR at the current planning stage) would be premature in that any analysis of potential
environmental impacts would be wholly speculative,” In 2 sense the same reasoning applies in this case.
Since there is no evidence that the City of Roseville will grow into the remainder area, and that there is no
proposed plan for developing the remainder arca, the analysis of the impacts of such development is
- premature and is wholly speculative.

6. The DEIR Violates the Holding of Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project.

The DEIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment states that the
combined water supply would not meet total water demand in the remaining area while meeting demand
“associated with the WRSP and build-out under the General Plan. The DEIR states “as shown in Table
4.11-5, the deficit demand would be 2,555 acre feet per year. This is considered asignificant impact. The
DEIR further states “Because there is no assured source of water supply to meet fiture demand for the
remainder area, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact.” (Page 4.1 1-28.) The DEIR
further suggests that water supply could be made available from the Sacramento River Water Reliabi lity
Project, but notes that the Project has not been approved and is uncertain. (Page 4.11-34))

Mitigation measure 4.11-1 requires that “prior to the City’s approval of any plan for the remainder |
area, the applicant shall demonstrate that the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project has been |

subjected to environmental review, approved and funded, and that its construction will be completed by
the time the water is needed for the remainder area development.”

Itis type of environmental review that was held to violate CEQA in Stanislaus Natural Herilage
Projectv. County of Stanislaiis (1996) 48 Cal. App.4th 182. Inthat case the EIR stated “The project’s
water supply system will involve any one or a number of the following offsite groundwater, water purchase
and exchanges, participation in water conservation projects with other water districts in exchange for water
saves; utilization of wastewater affluent, both onsile and acquired offsite; development of ground water
storage facilities in Madera County; utilization of the California Aqueduct and Delta-Mendota Canal for
exchange deliveries; and playing an active role in the existing trading network among California Water |
District south of the Delta.” The project atissue wasa specific plan that would aliow 5,000 residential units

“

T~
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and 29,500 acres, to be built in four phases over 25 years, The EIR evaluated the effects related to
providing water during the first 5 years of the 15 year first phase, but did not address impacts that would
occur beyond the initial period. Instead, the document treated the potential long-term water supply shortfail
as a significant and unavoidable impact, butidentified its mitigation a commitment that firther construction,
beyond the first increment, could not accur unless adequate water supplics could be found. ‘The EIR also
stated that additional environmental review would be required in connection with future water acquisition
projects serving a development.

In finding the EIR deficient, the court rejected the respondent county’s argument that, because the
EIR was only a “first-tier” document, o be augmented in the future with additional Negative Declarations
or EIRs, the County was not required to analyze long-term water supply impacts to the degrec advocated

by the petitionera The court stated that: “The decision to “tier” environmental review does not excuse the |

governmental entity from complymg with CEQA’s mandate to prepare, or cause to be prepared, an
environmental jmpact repott on any project that may have a significant effect on the environment, with that
report to include a detailed statement setting forth “[a]il significant effects on the environment of the
proposed proj ject.” The court stated further, “indeed, the environmental consequences of supplying water
to this project would appear to be one of the most fundamental and general matters to be addressed ina
first-tiered EIR™. '

. The EIR here clearly violates this ruling. The vague references to water available from the
Sacramento River Water Reliability Projectif approved and constructed, does not meet the requirements
of a detailed explanation of the availability of water. There is no information in the DEIR about the
environmental etfects of diverting water from the Sacramento River Water Reliability Project fiom other
uses. Because development in the Sphere of Influence Amendment is dependent upon havinga detailed
explanation of the availability of water and the environmental impacts of acquiring that water, the
Envirenmental Irnpact Reporl is inadequate.

The concerns about inadequate evaluation of water supply and the impacts of obtaining the water
supply is elevated by the following statement in the DEIR; “If any subscquent development proposal would
not result in new effects or the need for new mitigation measures, the subsequent activity could rely on the
environmental analysis provided in the program EIR, and no additional environmental documentation would

“berequired.” The way the program EIR is written, there is likely to be substantial future litigation as to
whether the impacts of the Project were adequately addressed in the remainder area by the speculative
assumptions included in the DEIR.

7. The FIR Fails to Include an Adequate Project Description and Sufficient
Information Regarding the Project, Thereby Thwarting the_Statutorv Goal
of Conformed Public Participation in the CEQA Process.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(c) states that “an EIR mustinclude a general description of the
project’s technical, economie, and environmental characteristics, considering the principle engineering
proposals, if any, and supporting public services facilities. Additionally, the agency will not be allowed to
hide bebind its own failure to gather data...CEQA places the burden of the environniental investigation on
government rather than the public.” (Sundstromv. County of Mendocine (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296,

~
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Section 15125 of the Guidelines provide in refevant part “an EIR must include a description of the
environment in the vicinity of the project, as exists before the commencement ofthe project, from botha
- local and regional perspective. The description shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding
of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. [..] knowledge ofthe regional setting
is critical to the assessment of the environmental impacts...” (Zd) Even where an EIR is deemed adequate
in al] other respects, if the description of the project is “truncated” it violates CEQA, and mandates the
conclusion that the County did not proceed “in the manner required by law”. (San Joaguin
Raptors/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 713, quoting County
of Inyo v. City of Los dngeles (1977) 71 Cal. App.3d 185, 192.) -

‘The Project description was incomplete in the Specific Plan document. The Specific Plan states
that: ' '

“The West Specific Plan property owners (West Park Associates and
Signature Properties, Inc.) have executed individual development
agreements with the City of Roseville in accordance with applicable state
and local codes. The project 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.” '

No such Specific Plan documents were available or made part ofthe Specific Plan. Therefore, the Project ;
description set forth in the Environmental Impact Report was incomplete. =
The Project also includes the construction of a High School, an Elementary School, an Electric
Substation, Fire Station, regional park, and regional sports park. However, there is not even rudimentary
information in the Project description or any part of the EIR conceming the economics of development of |
these improvements. To the extent that the parks and other amenities are mitigation measures for the
impacts of the Project on City of Roseville parks and schools, information about the economics associated
with the projects is necessary to determine whether the mitigation measures are feasible. )
The EIR includes in the Project the policy “consider substitute site mitigation for federally non-
regulative wetlands, provided that such mitigation will provide comparable habitat values.” This portion
of the Project is vague and is not analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report. What does it mean to
change the General Plan so that “substitute site mitigation for federally non-regulated wetlands” is
considered adequate mitigation. The Project includes changing the Genera} Plan to “provide advanced life
support services and ensure reliable ambulance transport services to aid citizens in need of rescue”.
However, this portion of the Project does notinclude any detail. What is meant by “advanced life support
services, and how will the City ensure reliable ambulance transport services”. Fow much will these
changes in thc General Plan cost, and where will the funds come from to implement these new policiesto

be added to the General Plan.
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General policy number 12 under parks anid recreation is added as follows: “Ensure that new public]
parks and green ways provide adequate funding for initiat development as well as ongoing maintenance and
operation”. Itis difficult to understand how the new parks and green ways will provide funding. Usually,
these facilities do not generate funds. Is the City contemplating some sort of toll program for the public
parks and green ways. If so, this toll program needs to be specified in greater detail., 3

The Generai Plan policies include changing the City water system so that the City no longeris
required to maintain a minimum water pressure of 70 Ibs. per square inch for fighting fires, butthe pressure
in the system will be reduced to 50 Ibs. per square inch. The Environmental Impact Report fails to
adequately discuss this section of the Project, and how this section of the Project will impair fire fighting
in the City. The Project also includes item number 7 “provide an emergency backup system to add
sufficient reliability to the system as determined by the environmental utilities department.” This emergency|
backup system is not described in the Environmental Impact Report, nor are the impacts and costs

‘associated with the development of the emergency backup system.

The EIR also includes as part of the Project to “develop and pursue alternatives fo continue delivery
of PCWA and STWE water to Roseville.” This element of the Project is extremely vague. Why is it
necessary to “pursue alternatives” in order to continue delivery of PCW A and STWE water to Roseville,
- What alternatives are referred o here, and what environmental review is included in the Environmental
Impact Report to discuss these alternatives. Policy 11 includes “develop and implement an aquifer storage
and recovery program.” This policy is vague as to the scope of the program and howthe aquifer storage
and recovery will be carried out in light of the demands on the groundwater basin. The environmental
impacts of the proposed aquifer storage and recovery program are not discussed in the Environmental
Impact Report. Item number 2 under Wastewater and Recycle Water Systems states “Ensure adequate
surge capacity at the wastewater treatment plant.” This particular policy is not explained, nor are the
impacts of providing such surge capacity. Does this imply that changes are needed at the wastewater
treatment plants. Item number 3 states “Upon 75% utilization of treatment plant capacity, initiate expansion
studies to determine necessary improvements to meet projected wastewater treatment demands”. The EIR
is silent as to what percentage of the utilization will occur atthe current time and with development of the
West Roseville Specific Plan. None of the environmental impacts of expanding the use of recycled water
is discussed in the Environmental [mpact Report, even though policies 1-7 all address expanding the use
of recycled water. The Environment Impact Report makes the assumption that the use ofrecycled water
has no environmental impacts and is entirely a positive environmental effect. However, how much water
1s not returned to the river system and ultimately nof available downstream. What are the impacts of taking
4,500 acre feet per year and reusing that water, rather than delivering it back into the river basin for use
downstream. These impacts related to the use of recycled water are not considered in the Environmental
Impact Report, and should be considered.

—

8. The Project Includes a Number of Policy Changes to the General 'Plan Concerning
' the Electric Utilities Grid.

These policy changes include “Pursue effective measures to enhance reliability of interconnection
ofthe electric utilities systems of the region wide grid; and require new development to pay a fair share of
the cost of new sub-transmission and distribution needed to serve the development and to dedicate sites

)
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and casements needed for substations, transmission, sub-transmission and distribution.” The creation of
new interconnections between the utility system and the region wide grid may involve the construction of
utility towers and utility lines. The exact nature of the interconnection is not specified in the Proj ject
description. The EIR includes no analysm related to the enhanced interconnections to the electric utility
system. Policy number 10 that requires new development to pay a fair share of the cost of new sub-
transmission and distribution needed to serve the development, appears to violate the guiding principles for
the development of the West Roseville Area. Those guiding principles require a new development to pay
the entire cost of the facilities needed for the development. The EIR fails to explain how policy number 10
to be added to the General Plan is in conformity with the guiding principles..

The Project description is also vague because Section 2.5.1 states that the Board of Snpervi_soa
would be asked to “approve [ ] a revised General Land Use Plan to include Sphere of Influence
Amendment.” Therevised General Land Use Plan is notidentified in the draft Environmental Impact
Report.
In Section 2.5.1, the Environmental Impact Report states that it would support as part of the

Project “other minor amendments to the City’s General Plan text and figures to update and reflect current
practice.” There were no changes to the figures set forth in Section 2.4.4 which is the Proposed Generat
- Plan Amendments. Withouta description of the Project, it is impossible 1o determine what is contemplated
as the change in the General Plan. The EIR is also to be used for approval of the development agreements
which are described in the Environmental Impact Report as part of the Project. However, the development
agreements were not available for review prior to the comment period beginning to run on the draft
Environmental Impact Report. How is it possible to determine if the EIR is adequate for the development
agreements. The Environmental Impact Reportis also to be used for approval of community facilities
districts and/or other financing mechanisms. However, the community facilities districts or other financing
mechanisms are not described inany of the project documents priorto the circulation of the Environmental

Impact Report. Although the Environmental Impact Report isto be used to “amend [ ] the City’s Urban

Water Master Plan including adoption of revised unit water demand factors™, the City’s Urban Water
Master Plan is not included even as an exhibit for the Environmental Impact Report Moreover, the studies
that were completed to justify the amendment of the City’s Urban Water Master Plan are not included as
exhibits to the Environmental Impact Report. To obtain this information, it is necessary to ferret out material
from the City of Roseville Pianning Department which has proven to be difficuit. The projects that are to
be covered by the EIR should be available with the EIR documents. The EiR is also to be used for
“revision to the Citywide unit demand factors for the determination of demand for water, and allocation of
4,080 acre feet per year of City surface water to the SOl amendment area.” The studies that justify this
change are not included as part of the Environmental Imipact Report or as an appendix to the EIR, and it
is questionable how the Envirommental Impact Report can support this change when the material is not part
ofthe EIR. The Environmental Impact Reportis also to be used to show “compliance with SB 610 and
221; and approval of water supply assessment.” However, the analysis of the water supply assessment
changes and impacts are not included as part of the Environmental Impact Report or appendices.
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9. The EIR Does Not Include Evidence ’I_‘hat the_ Agricultural Buffers Will Be 1
Adequate.

- The EIR finds that there is potential incompatibility with existing agricultural and other fand uses in
the remaining area and determines that this impact is significant without mitigation measures. The significant
impact will be mitigated by the City policy of a 50 foot setback and deed disclosures. The Environmental
Impact Report includes no information why a 50 foot setback would be adequate. A 50 foot setback

- would appear to be aminimal buffer in the event that the surrounding agricultural land was sprayed through
- theuse of aerial equipment. Moreover, ifthe surrounding land is used for grazing, it would appear that the
animals would be able to immediately approach the back yards of the subdivision. The 50 foot bufter does
- notappear to comply with the provisions of the County policies included in the County General Plan and
the County Ordinances. Because the MOU states that the County policies must be complied with in the
event of an inconsistency between the County policies and the City policies, the EIR needs to explain the
‘County policies and how the buffer will comply with County policies. Inthe Sunset Industrial Area Plan,
Placer County determined that buffers should be hetween 100 feet and 400 feet.

A 50 foot buffer proposed in the EIR simply is not enough to buffer remdenhal property from
agnculmral actmty Deed disclosures do nothing to mitigate the impacts. Evenifthe land is onlyused for
- grazing, grazing can produce dust, noise and odors at levels that are considered a nuisance when close to
residential areas. The EIR should specify that at a minimum a 300 foot buffer should be provided.

- 10. The Conversion of Asticultural Land to Develop Uses Is Not Properly Mitig.ated. —_

!
The EIR assumes 40.20 acres of land designated as prime Ag land will be taken out of production. E
Since only 22.4 acres are developed, and the remaining 18.8 acres will be used as a small commuriity
garden and undeveloped open space, the EIR assumes that the only impact is on the 22 .4 acres. However,
the permanent open space designation and the removal of the entire 40.2 acres from agricultural |
production, establishes that the total 1mpact will be on 40.2 acres.

The only mitigation measure is a vague statement that “the development in the WRSP area shall |
minimize loss of agricultural land. This shall be achieved through off-site acquisition of conservation
easements priot to approval of the 5 hundredth building permit”. This mitigation measure is not adequate

because it does not identify whether the conservation easements must be on a one to one basis. The |-

General Plan would indicate they should be. The policies for Growth Management-Annexation and Sphere

-of Influence Number 2(e) requires the City to ensure the preservation of agricultural lands. In orderto
ensure the preservation ofthe 40 acres of agricultural lands, the EIR should insist upon off-site acquisition
asacondition of the Project going forward. The EIR includes no evidence that the annexation policies of
the General Plan will be complied with, and in fact there will be preservation of a comparable amount of
prime farmland.
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11. The WRSP Project Will Have a Significant Impact with Respect to the Provision
of Affordable Housing.

The West Roseville Specific Plan meets the requirements of the City Affordable Housing
Standards, but does not comply with the requirements of the County for affordable housing or with the
SACOG requirements for the City of Roseville to provide affordable housing. Nevertheless, the EIR
concludes an impact 4.2-2 that the Project will not have a significant impact on affordable housing.

According to the Memorandum of Understanding with Placer County, the development in the West
Roseville Specific Plan Area also has to meet the requirements of the Placer County General Plan. The
WRSP Plan does not comply with the Placer County General Plan with respect to the provision of
affordable housing. The developmentin the WRSP area will generate the need for many service jobs
- including gardeners, house cleaners, restaurant workers, and retail clerks. Most new jobs that are being
generated arve lower paying jobs. The Cities of Rocklin, Roseville, and Folsom continue o lose high tech
jobs to outsourcing overseas. The analysis of jobs/housing balance in the West Roseville Specific Plan
does not consider that better paying jobs ate lost, and the type of new jobs that are being created in the

- City of Roseville. This analysis should be included in the Environmental Impact Report. Moreover, the
WRSP provides ouly 4% very low income units, and 4% low income units. The standard of significance
that should be applied to the impact of provision of affordable housing should be whether the City of
Roseville is providing its regional fair share of affordable housing in the WRSP annexation area. Applying
this standard of significance, rather than the City policy that clearly does not meet the need, the provision
of affordable housing should be classified as a significant impact, rather than a not significant impact.

12, Transportation and Circulation. | ——

We incorporate by reference the comments of Neil Liddicoat that are included in this letter.
Additionally, we provide the following comments.

-

The City of Roseville General Plan policies to evaluate only the level of service at s gnalized
mtersections does not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. A significant impact can be
the exceedence of a level of service standard established by a transportation management agency.
However, this is only one measure of a significant traffic impact. Appendix Gtothe CEQA Guidelines
define a significant impact with respect to traffic as “cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume fo capacity of ratic on roads, or congestion at intersections).”
The EIR does not analyze this question at all because there are no calculations for the impact of the Project
onroad segments and on non-signalized intersections. Without such astudy, itis impossible to determine
whether or not the Project will have a significant impact on certain portions of the City of Roseville road s
system, and whether those impacts can be mitigated. |

We believe the standard of significance for impact on state highways should be restated so that if
the Project causes a state highway to operate at less than LOS D, the impact is significant. Please state
the source ofthe standard of significance recited in the EIR: “cause a state highway that is operating at
LOS I or better without the WRSP or SOl amendment to operate at LOS F conditions.” We believe that -
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itisasignificant impact on a state highway operating at LOS D to be reduced to LOS E. Likewise, the

degradation of a highway operating at LOS D in Sacramento County to LOS E would be a significant

impact under Sacramento County standards. Please state the source of the standard of significance “within

Sacramento County would (1) cause a roadway segment operating at LOS E or better without the WRSP

and 501 amendment to be de graded to LOSF.” ]
T hf: EIR states® medmg amixture of] obs andhousing can lead to areduction in tr ips and mp

lengths. The model takes these factors into account and, therefore, does not merely layer trips based on

additional develop.” Please state how the model takes into account the mixture of jobs and housing, and

how much the trip generation from the housing is reduced because of the mixture of 1obs and housing. We|

ask is this reduction justified in view ofthe fact that most of the jobs generated in the WRSP area will be

lower paying service jobs and clerical jobs. and most of the housing will be unaffordable to the people who

are employed in the area.

It appears one of the assumptions in the traffic model for the West Roseville S pc—:mﬁc Plan and

Sphere of nfluence Amendment includes the widening of Baseline/Riego Road to 6 lanes and the utilization
ofthe Riego Road State Route 70/99 interchange 1o access areas in Sacramento County and Yuba County.

However, this assumption depends upon both the widening of Riego Road in Sutter County to the Placer

- County border, and also the improvement of the Riege Road Interstate 70/99 interchange. These
dssumptions are not based upon any fact. In fact, the South Sutter Specific Plan was recently overturned
in Court. The authors of the Eavironmental Impact Report should read the judgment. One of the reasons
the South Sutter Specific Plan was rejected by the Court was that the funding for the widening of Riego
Road (or in the alternative construction of the Placer Parkway) was so uncertain as to be speculative.
Likewise, no funding was identified for improving the Riego Road Interstate 70/99 interchange. The fact

that there will be no access to the west to State Route 70/99 from Baseline Road, would appear to|

sericusly impact the traffic model used in the West Roseville Specific Plan. Iftraffic can not be diverted
to the west along Baseline Road because no improvements are completed in Sutter County, then the traffic
will have to access Interstate 80 through other routes in the City of Roseville. The traffic model should be
run with the assumption that Riego Road will not be widened to 6 lanes in Sutter County.

The impacts evaluated in Scction4.3-1 do not adequately inform the decisionmakers and the public|
of the true 1mpacts of the development of the West Roseville Specific Plan on the City’s streets and
roadways. This is because the westbound traffic on Baseline wil} be much less than estimated due to the |

fact that Sutter County can not widen Riego Road or improve the Riego Road/State Route 70/90|

interchange. Moreover, the traffic analysis does not reflect the true impact on the City of Roseville
roadways, because no segmcnt analysis has been completed.

Table 4.3-11 indicating the number of intersections operating at LOS C or better after the SOI
amendment areas built out, 1s based completely on speculation, Itis not known how the SOI amendment
area, including the remainder area, will be built out and how the intersections will function after that
development. The Environmental Empact Report cannot evaluate the impact of the development on traffic
since all the arlalys1s in the remainder area is based upon speculation. .
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The impacts of the Project on state highways appears to be unrealistically low. The assumptions
that the calculations are based upon should berevealed somewhere in the Environmental Impact Report.
There was no traffic study included in any of the appendices to the Environmental Impact Report. The BIR!
should explain how the West Roseville Specific Plan will add only 500 daily trips to Interstate 80 (andin
some cases result inareduction as much as 1,000 trips per day), when the Project includes adding 8,430
residential units, 49 acres of commercial development, 20 acres of business professional development, and

108 acres of industrial development. Although the WRSP alone is projected to produce more than
100,000 daily traffic trips, it adds virtually no trips to Interstate 80. We would like to know the
assumptions that are applied to the traffic model that result in virtually no additions to Interstate 80 traffic.

Moreover, we would like to know why this development results in areduction in use ofthe Interstate 80
Riverside Avenue interchange.

Commentators would like the authors of the EIR to explain what percentage of the traffic tripsin]
the WRSP area are assumed never to leave the Roseville area. What is the assumption of the number of
daily trips into the West Roseville Specific Plan area from outside of the City of Roseville. ]

Onpage 4.3-68 the EIR statcs that implementation of certain improvements in Placer County, |
could mitigate the impacts of the Project to less than significant on Placer County roadways. However,
- the Environmental Impact Report explains that there is current negotiation regarding a regional tratfic fee
to fund the needed roadway improvements. Shouldn’t the establishment of a regional traffic fund to
complete the improvements that are necessitated in part by this Project, be a condition and mitigation
- measure that must be in place before the Project can go forward.

Withrespect to the Project’s impact on Rocklin roadways and intersections, shouldn’t payment
toward the Project’s impacts on the City of Rocklin roadways be considered a mitigation measure. Why
has such a mitigation measure not been considered? With respect to the Project’s impacts on Sutter
County roadways, the assumption of less than a significant impact is incorrect. The South Sutter County
Specific Plan was overturned by the Sutter County Superior Court, and there was no appeal from the ruling
of the Trial Judge. One of the reasons the Trial Judge rejected the South Sutter County Specific Plan was
that the funding was not available for widening Riego Road or the construction of an interchange at SR
70/99 and Riego Road. The BIR should be modified to reflect that these improvements are not anticipated
and that the roadways in Sutter County will operate at LOS F,

With respect to the analysis of the impact of Sacramento County roadways. We ask that the |

authors of the EIR specify the source of the statement “of these LOS changes, only adegradation of LOS |

from E to F is considered a significant impact in Sacramento County.” (Page 4.3-73.) Wealso ask why
the Environmental Impact Report does not include a contribution from the West Roseville Specific Plan
areato the needed improvements on Sacramento County roads that may be impacted by the development
in the West Roseville Specific Plan area. Shouldn’t some contribution to mitigation of the Project’s impacts
on Sacramento County roads be a condition of the Project?

Since the Development of the West Roseville Specific Plan Area will have asignificant unavoidable

impact on regional traffic, should the environmental impact report explore the extension of light rail to the ¢

City of Roseville as a possible mitigation measure for this development, should this development contribute |

h
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to added transit services such as the development of light rail to Roseville? Should the completionoflight| 35.4g
- rail to Roseville be a condition of the Project? -

13. Atr Quality.

Inthe air pollution section of the EIR, one of the standards of significance is “obstruct the goals of
relevant air quality plans, particulurly the 1994 Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan”.
However, in the impacts of the Project, this particular standard of significance isnot discussed. The West
Roseville Specific Plan is not included in the Sacramento Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan and the
SIP for the Sacramento arca. Therefore, all emissions from this area are significant and have an adverse
impact on the air quality of the region. Inlight ofthe fact that all of the emissions in the West Roseville
Specific Plan Area and Sphere of Influence Amendment Area will be added to an area that is a non-
attainment arca and are not considered in the plan to achieve an attainment of state and federal air quality
standards, pleasc explain why the Environmental Impact Report does not include the maximum measures
to minimize operational cmissions: : '

——m

Why is there not prohibition of use of gas powered landscape maintenance
equipment within the WRSP and the Sphere of Influence Amendment
Areas. '

- Why are the developers not required to purchase battery powered' or’
electric landscape maintenance equipment for each new residence.

| | 35-47

Why are landscape maintenance companies not required to use battery

powered or electric equipment in the West Roseville Specific Plan Area.

Why are wood burning fireplaces and wood stoves not completely banned
in the West Roseville Specific Plan Area.

Why are solar electric cells not considered as a mitigation measure, and
alt homes be equipped with solar electric cells, In view ofthe fact that the
Cityis considering building a 150 megawatt gas fire plant that will produce
significant amounts of NO, and ozone precursors, why shouldn’t the
impacts of this plant be in part mitigated by the requirement of solar
electric cells on each home? '

Why is there not arequirement to install low nitrogen oxide (NQ,), hot
water heaters (beyond District Rule 246 requirements).

Inview of the traffic projections that almost all vehicular trips will be within the City of Roseville,
should not the developers be required to provide at least half the homes with electric vehicles as part of the
conditions of development. '




Comment Letter 35

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville.
~ October 28, 2003
page 17

Mitigation measure 4.4-5 appears to include the absolute minimum of miti gation measures, even
though the West Roseville Specific Plan Area and Sphere of Influence Amendment will be adding air
emissions in an area that was not included in the 1994 State Implementation Plan. In view of this fact, the
maximum mitigation measure should be included. Please see the September 13,2002, letter from the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District, and mitigation measures 3, 27-102. Please explain why each
one of these mitigation measures was not included in mitigation measure 4.4-5.

1
(]

_ —
14, Noise Mitigations.

With respect to mitigation measures, mitigation measure 4.5-3, mitigation measure (a)(1) should
state 70.dB (MAX). Mitigation measure 4.5-3(2) should state that delivery shall be limited 1o the hours
between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Without such a mitigation measure, the residential uses within 150 feet
will hear the diesel trucks, even if they don’t hear the activities at the loadin g docks.

15. Impact on the Habitat for Vernal Pool Crustaceans, Such as Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp, Vernal Poo! Tadpole Shrimp, and California Lindrieila, and Other
" Candidate, Threatened, And/or Endangere_d Species (On the Federal or State

Lists,).

One of the guiding policies of CEQA is “To prevent the elimination of fish and wildlife species due
to man’s activities, insure that fish and wildiife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and
preserve for future generations representations of all plant and anima! communities and examples of the
major periods of California history.” (Public Resources Code Section 21000 and 21001.) California
Environmental Quality includes an independent duty to investigate the impacts of a project on the survival,
reproduction, and habitat of “rare” species. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15380.) Under the California
Environmental Quality Actaproject will have a significant effect on the environment if it will substantially
effectarare or endangered species or the habitat of such species. Therefore, there is an independent duty
on the partofthe preparers of an Environmental Impact Report to explore the impacts of a project on rate |

: !
and endangered species. _ i

In this case Mr. Tim Vendlinski, Supervisor, of the Wetlands Regulatory Office of the United St;t_é_
Environmental Protection Agency, wrote:

“The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) as proposed, may threaten
the entire planning and permitting process, and seems to be inconsistent
with the Placer Legacy Program. The proposed project, notincluding the
“MOU rematnder” region, would result in intensive residential, commercial
and industrial development on over 5,700 acres of land currently in
unincorporated Placer County. The project (not inchuding the “MOU
remainder” parcels) supports about 1,100 acres of vernal pool landscapes
{i.€., vernal pools and their adjacent uplands that are necessary for their
continued viability). This constitutes over 3% of the remaining vernal pool
landscapes in western Placer County.”
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“Although the West Parks/Fiddyment Ranch developers indicate that the
proposed Project would “preserve” approximately 60% of the onsite
wetlands and open space, an evaluation of the proposed land use plan
(Figure 2 of the NLP) suggests that indirect impacts will eventually result
in the loss of virtually all of these resources. The open space areas
containing aquatic resources are small, fragmented, and surrounded by
intensive human uses (note for example the numerous thin, approximately
100 foot wide strips of open space on the proposed land use plan). As
mentioned above wetland such as vernal pools are dependent on the -
quality of the upland surrounding them. The proposed development is.

“expected to alter hydrology, increase contaminated runoff, introduce
exotic vegetation and result in incompatible uses by people, domestic pets
and feral animals. Eventually degradation and loss of aquatic resources
are expected to result.”

The Fnvironmental Impact Report proposes that approximately 19.62 acres of vernal pools and

4.76 acres of vernal swail would be preserved onsite. However, there is no explanation in the
Environmental Impact Reportas to how this habitat can be effectively preserved onsite. Thereis some

- discussion about fences, but there is no discussion about how the uplands will be preserved. The ETR
needs to address the comments of the Federal Environmental Protection Agency.

’ -1
Inthe September 13, 2002, letter from Ms. Jan C. Knight, Chief, Endangered Species Division

ofthe United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, Ms. Knight states: “The WRSP has
identified open space areas where conservation or vernal pool, wetland riparian, and grassland ecosystems
are to be preserved. We feel that these areas are entirely inadequate to protect listed vernal pool
crustaceans. The service strongly recommends that conservation efforts within the WRSP and adjacent
planning area include the following:..vernal pool ecosystems should be conserved at a landscape level and
include adjacent upland areas which are essential in maintaining watershed and hydrological functioning of

- the pools; and areas surrounding vernal pools, listed vernal pool crustacean habitats and riparian area
should be large enough to limitindirect effects.” The US Fish and Wildlife Service stress that avoidance
of the pool area was the bést solution and noted that the Roseville region “contains almost 14% of all vernal
pools remaining within the California Central Valley.”

Subsequently, the Cﬁief of the Endangered Species Division was changed, and all of a sudden it]

became acceptable for the vernal pools to be fiiled, and that mitigation be provided by purchase of land
inavernal pool preserve. We believe that this change in Fish and Wildlife Service Policy was the result
of political pressure and are in the process of discovering the communications. Nevertheless, under the
California Environmental Quality Act the authors of the Environmental Impact Report have the independent
duty to evaluate whether in fact the habitat is eritical, and the loss of the vernal pools will effect the
candidate, threatened, and endangered species. This analysis has not been conducted in the Environmental

Impact Report and should be conducted. There is no explanation as to why all of the vernal poolsinthe |

West Roseville Specific Plan Areaand Sphere of Influence Amendment will not be lost as aresult of the

‘development as suggested in the letter from the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
Moreover, the Environmental Impact Report does not include an explanation as to why the vernal pool

|

\1’;
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habitat in the West Roseville Specific Plan Area and Sphere of Influence Amendment is not critical habite
This information should be inctuded in the Environmental Impact Report.

16. Department of Fish and Game Comments.

The Department of Fish and Game issued certain comments with respect to the Notice of
Preparation. One comment was that “{ The] analysis should include discussion of adjacent habitats outside.
of the plan area that support or could support listed species or species of concern and that may be
impacted as a result of project implementation or ather proposed or potential projects in west Placer
County.” The Environmental Impact Report appears to be devoid of a discussion of how the development
of the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence will effect habitat outside ofthe Project area,
pleasc identify where these issues are analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.

The California Department of Fish and Game also notes that the area of the West Roseville Specific
Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment include areas known to support concentrations of wintering
water fowl of the Pacific [lyway. The DEIR should identify and analyze potentially feasible mitigation
measures that avoid or substantially lessen, and minimize and fully mitigate, all reasonably foreseeable direct
and indirect impacts to this resource, -

Clearly, the Department of Fish and Game considered that the loss of habitat for wintering water ]
fowl on the Pacific Flyway was an impact of the Project. Nevertheless, the EIR does not consider loss of
habitat for migratory birds and wintering water fow! as an impact of the Project and does not analyze such
animpact. This impact should be separately considered and should be evaluated in the Environmenta}

Impact Report. :

17. Crrassland Hlabitat.

—

In order to mitigate for the loss of grassland habitat for swainson hawk and other threatened and
endangered species, the EIR proposes onsite preservation and preservation offsite as ratio .75 acres to 1.
The EIR provides no rationalization why it is not necessary to provide habitat at at least a one to one ratio.
Nor doesthe EIR explain why the onsite open space may be successfullyused as habitat for Swainsons
hawk and other threatened and endangered species. This open space will be open to use by domestic pets
such as dogs and cats, and will also be used for multipurpose recreation.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 states:

- Mitigation includes: (a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a
certain action or parts of an action. (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the
degree or magnitude of the action aud its implementation. (¢)rectifying the -
impact by repairing, rehabilitating, orrestoring the impacted environment.
(d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and
maintenance operations during the life of the action. (¢) compensating for
the irnpact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environment.

—_—
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The preservation of land in Yankee Slough, and other as yet undetermined sites in Placer County.

does not meet the definition of mitigation. The Yankee Slough area is already habitat for the Swainson’s |

hawk, the burrowing owl, redtailed hawk, whitetailed hawk, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike. The
City is not “compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.”
Ifthe City is merely stating that these bird species canuse an area for habitat where they’re already located.
The City is not replacing or providing a substitute under any definition of these words. :

Unless the City can show how it will provide new habitat that is not already available to the
Swainson’s hawk and other threatened and endangered bird species, then the loss of grassland habitat and
~habitat for threatened and endangered species of birds will have to be considered a significant and
unavoidable impact.

18.  Construction of the Weir. - _ —

As part of the drainage controls, a weir will be constructed across Curry Creek. The environmental
impacts of constructing the weir across Curry Creek are not discussed in the Environmental Impact Report.
There is no discussion of the potential for silt buildup behind the weir, and how soon the area behind the
weiris likely to silt up. There is no discussion about the materials that will be used to construct the weir |
- and the aesthetic appearance of the weir. Moreover, there is no discussion of the impact of the weir on
fishresources, The impact of the weir should be discussed in greater detail and as a separate impactinthe
Environmental Impact Report,

19.  Riparian Buffer Areas,

The EIR acknowledges that the California Department of Fish and Game geunerally recommends
riparian corridor or setback of 100 feet or greater in order to protect stream channels and habitat.
Likewise, the Placer County General Plan, which is not mentioned in the discussion on page 4.7-55
requires a 100 foot setback for active streams. Nevertheless, the Environmental Impact Report suggests
- asmitigation measure 4.7-12 that only a 50 foot buffer shall be established from the edge of the riparian
vegetation or top of the bank. The Environmental Impact Report should explain why this smaller 50 foot
buffer, rather than a 100 foot buffer is satisfactory and will mitigate the impacts of develo pment on the
riparian environment. Moreover, the Environmental Impact Report should explain why more stricter
standards in the Placer County Geveral Plan should not control under the Memorandum of Agreement
should not control.

20, Impact 4.7-11. _ —

The Project includes arevision of the City of Roseville General Plan to add a new open space
- policy that would allow flood control facilities to be constructed in open space areas. The EIR
acknowledges that such a change in policy could destroy or degrade habitat. However, the Project
suggests that any such facility should be reviewed at a fater time for failure to comply with the California
- Environmental Species Act, the Clean Water Act, and the California Department of Fish and Game Code
and Regulations. Please explain why this is netimpermissible segmentation of environmental review since
the construction of two weirs and a detention facility in open space are part of the proposed Project.

—_
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21. Provision of Police and Fire Protection Facilities. and Other Needed Personnel. |

On-page 4.10-5 of the Environmental Impact Report, the EIR concludes that the Project will
generate 20,810 new residents and would generate the need for 25 new police officers. However, the EIR
does not draw any conclusions about the need for additional fire department stations and personnel.
Insteadt the EIR states monitor the response time within any new develop area and provide for new stations
asneeded. Because there is no modeling of the need for more fire personnel and fire stations, it is difficult
to determine whether the revenues generated by sales tax and property tax will be sufficient to pay for the
fire personnel as well as police personnel. The costs of the police personnel and projected fire personnel
and new fire stations should be inctuded in the financing plan forthe West Roseville Specific Plan, so that
the public can determine whether or not guiding principle 1 is met by the development,

22, Increase Demand for Schools.

Within the West Roseville Specific Plan area the Project area would generate 4,883 elementary .
students, 1,182 intermediate students, and 2,882 high school students. (Page 4. 1-22.y Although the
developers agree to provide 53 acres to develop ahigh school and 54.4 acres to provide for 4 elementary’
school sites and 1 intermediate schoot site, it is unclear from the Environmental Impact Report whether
- these would be dedications of land or donations of land, or whether they are simply desi gnations of land
on the map and that the respective school districts would have to purchase the land. This issue should be
clarified in the Environmental Impact Report. ' ’

1
H
—_——

The Environmental Impact Report sites City of Roseville General Plan Policies FC-2 and FC-3
that require adequate schoo] facilities be available and the financing for new schools be identified and
secured before new residential development is approved.” The City of Roseville has not made available
the financing plan, the development agreements, or any other documentation that will demonstrate whether
ornot the West Roseville Specific Plan Area will produce sufficient revenue to build the needed schools.
The financing document should be available so that the public can offer comments as to whether the funding
is in fact available for the construction of schools. '

i
—_—

23. Library Branches.

' -

_ Mitigation measure number 4.10-9 states that pursuant to General Plan policies FB-4, library !

branches or components shall be expanded and/or constructed to serve the additional 20,810 residents in

the WRSP. Tt then states that a portion of the capital facilities fee could fund the expansion of existing or

construction ofa new library facilities. Clearly mitigation measure number4.10-9 is not feasible mitigation

because anything is possible. In order for General Plan Policy FB-4 to be achieved, funding must be
designated for the library needs, it must be shown that the funding is available in the financing plan.

24 Water Supply.

Onpage4.11-26 the Environmental Tmpact Report states that there would be a deficit of at least
2,555 acre feet per year for the remainder area. What isthe implication of annexation of the Sphere of
Influence arca without adequate water. Should the City be precluded from annexing the Sphere of

N
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Influence area outside of the WSRP, because the City does not have adeqilatc water for any development
inthat area? [ow does state law affect annexations to urban areas when there is insufficient water to
develop the urban area? "

25. Energy Conservation and Growth Inducing Impacts.

On page 5-4 the energy conservation equipment that should be included in this Project to reduce
its effect on nonrenewable energy resources should include solar electric cells installed on cach home.

Insection 5.3 it would appear that the Project’s impact should be considered as significant impact
on the use of non-renewable energy sources. Likewise, the discussion in section 5.4 supports the |
conclusion that the Project will have a significant growth inducing impact. Why are these impacts not
included among the significant impacts of the Project. :

J—

26, . Cumulative Impacts. _ : .

ftwould appear that in Table 5-3 the cumulative impacts of the development ofTaSalle University
should be included, since there is an application pending for the development of LaSalle University. Also,
- itappearsthatonpage 5.15 the assumption that Placer Ranch will not be developed is unfounded. Ttis
directly adjacent to a residential area, and the owners of the property have taken steps to begin the
development process. It is also likely the Roseville Energy Park will be developed, we ask if the air {
pollution impacts associated with the development of a 1 50 megawatt natural gas power plant having been
included in the cumulative air impact analysis? If so, where is the air pollution related to the Energy Park
included in the caleulations? Ifthe Energy Patk has been omitted from the air potlution calculations, please
state the reason that the air pollution park is not included in the cumulative air pollution analysis.

—

On page 5-23 the EIR states that “The WRSP’s contribution to the demand for affordable housing
would not be cumulatively considerable. In other areas of the EIR, the EIR concludes that the WRSP
- development itself would not contribute to the need for affordable housing. Please state the basis for this
analysis. It would appear that the development of 8,430 units would create a demand for gardeners, house
cleaners, home health workers, restaurant workers, retail clerks, and similar employees. Please provide
the analysis that shows that the development of the WRSP area would not produce a need for affordable
housing that exceeds the 8% low cost units and very low cost units that are included within the Project.

In the cumulative traffic analysis on page 5-51 the Environmental Impact Report includes a |
statement that the South Sutter County Specific Planincludes a widening of Riego Road to 6 lanes and
construction of aninterchange at SR70-99. This assumption may not be included in the Environmental
Impact Report since the South Sutter County Specific Plan was set aside by the Sutter County Superior
Court.- One of the reasons the South Sutter County Specific Plan was rejected was that Sutter County

could not specify the funding for expanding Riego Road to 6 lanes and the construction of the interchange |

at SR 70/99 at Riego Road. - ]

The Environmental iImpact Report states that in Sacramento County a degradation from LOS D
to LOS Eis nota significant impact. We donot believe thatthisisa Sacramento County standard, and
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we ask that you cite the authority for this statement. Moreover, even ifit is the Sacramento County
standard, such a standard does not comply with CEQA and Communities for a Better Environment v,
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98. '

r—

J—

On page 5-54 the EIR states “Due to the substantial amount of growth and an unplanned increase
‘m vehicle emissions from sport utility vehicles, the current SIP is outdated and underestimates emissions _
that are generated within the air basin.” Inlight of the unforeseen increases in NOX, ROG and other
precursors of ozone, what steps have been taken in the WRSP area and Sphere of Influence Amendment
EIR to further reduce air impacts of the development?

Onpage 5-58 to 5-59, the EIR includes that there would be no significant tmpact from TAC levels.
‘However, there is no designation in the EIR of locations where there is likely to be significant diesel |
- particulate matter emissions and how close these areas are to residential areas. For example, if there are
areas with frequent delivery truck trips and bus trips, these areas may have sufficient concentrations of
diesel particulate to violate the 10 in 1 million threshold. Please identify those areas in the WRSP area and
demonstrate how close they are 1o residential areas. ' i

—_—

On 5-66 the Environmental Impact Report concludes that the WRSP would result in the permanent
- loss of habitat for threatened and endangered species within the development boundaries. The EIR
determines that the 10% loss of the approximate 20,000 acres of grassland habitat in western Placer
County is a small percentage and insignificant. Please state the scientific basis for this conclusion.
Moreover, the EIR fails to mention how much additional acres of grassland habitat would be eliminated by
the development ofthe remainder area in the Sphere of Influence Amendment, LaSalle University, Placer
Ranch, the Placer Vineyards, and the Sunrise Industrial Park. What percentage of the grassland habitat
in the area will be cumulatively lost. Inlight ofthe loss of the grassland habitat to be engendered in the
other developments in the area, please state the scientific and legal basis for the conclusion that the
cumulative impacts will be less than significant.

—

Sincerely,

L) )Q;%,\/

‘WILLIAM D. KOPPER

WDK kgr
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Response to Comment Letter 35

William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins,
Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain, and Roseville Citizens for Responsibie Planning
{October 28, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

The commenter incorrectly slales that the EIR “cannot” address the impacts of adding the Remainder
Area to the City’s Sphere of Influence. The impacts of the Remainder Area portion of the project are fully
analyzed in the EIR at a programmatic level. This comment provides introduclory text that identifies the
commenling individuals, organizations, and/or experts. Further, the comment expresses opposition to
the project. This comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter(s) will be provided to the

decision-makers for review and consideration.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter is correct in noting that the public review period for a Draft EIR shall be at feast 45 days.

The public review period for the Draft EIR was 45 days.

The project description provided in the Draft EIR is consistent with CEQA’s requirements for a project
descriplion, which are outlined in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Specific Plan contains a
program of implementation measures (including financing measures) to ensurc the provision of
infrastructure, facilities, public services, and mitigation measures that are necessary lo support the
proposed developmenl. These linancing plans do not call for physical changes in the environment that
are not already described in the Project Description; they are simply legal instruments necessary to
implement the project as described. 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 Tinal ETR. CEQA does not require Development Agreements, Financing Plans,
and other project implementation documents to be executed prior lo public review of the Draft EIR.
Moreover, execution of these documents is not in fact mitigation under the Draft ETR. The Development
Agrecements and Financing Plans will, however, be available for review and consideration by the
decision-makers and Ihe public prior to certification of the Final EIR and consideration of the proposed

praject for approval or denial.

Response fo Comment 3

Refer to Response to Conunent 25-2 for a discussion of financing measures.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 4

This comment is a duplicate of the sccond paragraph of Comment 25-2. Therefore, refer 1o Response Lo

Comument 25-2 for a discussion of financing measures,

Response to Comment 5

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 25-3. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment 25-3 for a

discussion of the development agreemaents,

Response to Comment 6

This comment is a duplicate of Commenl 25-4. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment 25-4 for a

discussion of the Guiding Principles.

Response to Comment 7

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 25-3. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment 25-5 for a

discussion of the Development Agreements.

Response fo Comment 8

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 25-6. Thercfore, refer to Response lo Comment 25-6 for a
P

discussion of tinancing measures.

Response to Comment 9

This comment is a duplicate of Comment 25-7. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment 25-7 for a

discussion of the Project Description.

Response to Comment 10

A copy of the Notice of Availability (INOA) is provided as Appendix W in Volume 4 of the Final EIR. The
NOA for the Draft TIR indicates a public review period of September 13, 2003 through October 29, 2003.
Also provided in Appendix W is a copy of both newspapers tn which the nolice appeared: the Press
Tribune (printed September 13, 2003} and the Swcrwmento Bee (printed on Seplember 135, 2003). These
notices show the same public review period as the NOA. The commenter erroncously references a Public
Meeting Notice for a Planning Commission mecting rather than the nolice prepared and published 1o

indicate availability of the Drait EIR.

Response fo Comment 11

With respect to the length of the document, while CEQA indicates that Draft ETRs should normally be

less than 350 pages, these recommended page limits wore adopted to encourage agencies to avoid
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preparing unnecessarily long EIRs and 1o focus thelr analysis on the kev environmental issues. The page
limils correspond to the page limits for an environmental impact statement prepared under NEPA in an
effort to make the two systems compatible. However, as reflected in Practice under the California
[nvironmental Quality Act (Kostka and Zischke 19993, “These page limits are rarely observed. EIRs are
frequently invalidated by the courts for including too little information but rarely for including too much
information.” Tn order to provide {ull disclosure of the environmental impacts that would result from
construction and operation of a project that covers a large geographic arca with various envirenmental
resources and several ownership interests at two levels of detail (project level and program level), more
than 330 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 limit to the maximum
extent feasible. The Draft EIR was written and formatted with the goal of providing an easy-to-read and
user-friendly document, providing the information necessary to allow the public a meaningful
opportunily to comment upon the substantial adverse environmental effects of the project and feasible

wavs to miligale or avoid such effects.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 35-11 for a discussion of the length, format, and readability of the Draft
[IR. Refer also to Topical Response B {Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy

of Public Review Period and the many opportunities for public participation.

Response to Comment 13

The commenter cites the cases of Schoen v, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (1977) 58
Cal. App.4t 566, 574 and Laurel Heights Improvenent Association v. Regents of the University of California
(1988) 47 Cal. App.3d 376, 392. The Schoent case involved the approval by the Calitornia Department of
Forestry of two timber harvest plans. Louisiana Pacitic had conducted its own updated cumulative
impact analysis and the timber harvest plans were not afforded any review by the public as a result of
the determinations by the Department of Forestry Lhat the plans represented minor deviations. The court
held that the public had been deprived of its vight to commoenl and review. This is different from his
project and FIR, which has been the subject of extensive public review, hearings before the Rosevilie
Public Utilities Commission, the Roseville Parks and Recreation Comimission, the Roscvilie
Transportation Commission, the Planning Comimnission, and ultimate review by the lead agency, the
Roseville City Council. All of these hearings woere open to the public. The length of the Draft EIR is
dictaled by the complexity and scope of the Project, and reflects the comprehensiveness of the
environmental analysis of all potential significant environmental impacts of the Project. The Schoen casce

has no bearing on the WRSP EIR.
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The Lawrel Teights case cited by the commenter supports the general proposition that the EIR informs
both the public and the decision-makers. Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review
Period) for discussion the Adequacy of Public Review Period and the many opportunities for public

participation.

Response to Comment 14

Refer to Responses to Comments 35-11 through 35-13 for a discussion of CEQA Guidelines.

Respeonse tc Comment 15

As required by Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 7 {Planning Considerations) of the
Tinal ETR addresses any potenlial inconsistencies with applicable documents that are part of the planning
context in which the proposed project would be developed. The consistency analysis addresses the City
of Roseville General Plan (1992, updated through 2003). Page 7-14 of the Final EIR states that, A list of
all the revisions made to the General Plan policies pertaining to land usc is included in Chapter 2 in this
EIR. Overall the changes are minor and would not result in any additional environmental effects beyond
those caused by construction and operation of the WRSP. It is within the City’s purview to interpret its
General Plan and to ultimately decide if the WRSP is consistent or inconsistent with any City goals or
policies.” {(Specifically, all of the proposed General Plan amendments are provided on pages 2-53 through
2-39 in Section 2.4.4 [Proposed General lan Amendments] of Section 2 [Project Description] of the Final
EIR.} Because the Remainder Area is not proposed to be annexed to the City at this time, it remains under

the Countv’s jurisdiction.

Page 7-15 of the Final EIR also indicates that: “There are a number of underlying principles that form the
foundation for the goals and policies of the General Plan elements. Each of these principles is discussed
below, grouped by General Plan Element. The WRST has been found to be consistent with each of Lhe
underlying principles; therefore, it is assumed that it is consistent with each of the individual, applicable

policies.”

With respect to conservancy ownership of open space areas, it is identified as a policy of the General Plan
in order to allow this option to be considered. To date, neither the City nor the Landowners have entered
into formal discussions with possible conservancies to own, operate, and/or manage the open space
areas. There is no substantial evidence, however, that conservancy ownership of open space areas, which
s common throughout California, would have a significant effect on the environmenl. Refer to
pages 4£.7-61 and 4.7-62 of the Final BIR for a discussion of the potential impacts related 1o flood control

facilities in open space areas.
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Response to Comment 16

The proposed revision to Policy 3 (Fire Protection) would afiect any portion of the city, including, but nol
limited to, the WRSL, where development is adjacent to open space. The Final EIR acknowledges that the
WRSF would, in part, be located immediately adjacent to permanent or temporary open space areas that
could be subject to fires, as stated on page 4.10-13 of the Final EIR. The project developers would be
required to pay the Fire Service Construction Tax, which requires that 0.5 percent of the value of any new
consiruction be collected as part of the building fee and designated for fire capital improvementls, such as

firc slations and sa fely cquipment.

Response to Comment 17

Refer to Response to Comment 33-15 for a discussion of the General Plan.

Response fo Comment 18

While no specific development plan is proposed tor the Remainder Area, general project objectives have
been identified as required by Seclion 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, assumptions
regarding potential land uses in the Remainder Area were necessary in order to complete the
programmatic environmental analysis, While 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 fevel for the WRSE and programmatic level for

the Remaindoer Area), the effects of developing both areas are fully considered, rather than segmented.

In addition, Section 1.3 {Tvpe of EIR) of the Final EIR states that, “"With respect to future development
projects that may be proposed in the Remainder Area, Section 151658(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states
that subscquent activilies should be examined in light of the Program EIR Lo determine whether
addilional environmenlal documentation must be prepared. If a laler activily would have significant
effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, subsequent environmental documentation must be
prepared, consistent with Sections 15162 through 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines; in effect, the subsequent
environmental documenlation would be "tiered’ from the Program ETR. As established by Section 21068.5
of CERQA, tiering refers 10 coverage of general malters and environmental effects in an environmenlal
impact report prepared for a policy, plan, program, or ordinance followed by narrower or site-specific
environmental documents Lhat (1} incorporate, by reference, the discussion in any prior environmenlal
impact report and (2) concentrate on the environmental offects that are capable of being mitigaled or

WOTEe ot anal)-’md as significant effects on the environmeoent in the prior environmenlal impact report.
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“If any subsequent development proposal would not result in new effects or the nieed for new mitigation
measures, the subsequent activity could rely on the environmental analysis provided in the Program EIR,

and no additional environmental documentation would be required.”

No entitlements have been requested or considered for the Remainder Area at this time, and approval of
the WRSP does not provide any de facto entitlements to the Remainder Area. No “"development plan” is
being proposed or approved for the Remainder Area. Making reasonable assumptions about possible
future development does not constitute the approval of a “development plan.” The Final EIR has been
prepared in full compliance with all procedural and substantive requirements of CEQA and the CEQA

Guidelines.

Tiering could be an appropriate approach to analyze the environmental impacts resulting from any
future development in the Remainder Area. As stated in Section 11.4 of Practice under the Californin
Environmental Qualify Act (Kostka and Zischke 1999), “The tiering of ETRs allows agencies to evaluate
broad cnvironmental issues, to respond to those issues in an EIR prepared at the planning stage, and to
provide detailed examination of specific issues in EIRs on later development projects that are consistent
with or implement the approved program, plan, policy, or ordinance.” Because the Final EIR analyzes
impacts associated with amending the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, as well as the impacts

that would result from a comprehensive land use plan, it is appropriate to serve as a first-tier document.

Section 11.5 ef Practice under the Californta Environmental Quality Act (Kostka and Zischke 1999) also states
that, “The level in a first-tier EIR should, however, correspond to the level of delail of the program, plan,
policy, or ordinance being reviewed ... For example, when the policies that lhe agency is approving
include a specific plan for a proposed development project, the first-tier EIR should not defer analysis of
foreseeable significant project impacts to a later stage of environmental review. . On the other hand,
when the agency is preparing a first-tier TR for a broad planning aclion such as adoplion of a general
plan, arca plan, or a community plan, developmoent of detailed, sile-specific information may not be
feasible. The agency may defer a more detailed analysis to later environmental documents prepared for
specific projects as they arise” The approach to the environmental analysis provided in the Final EIR is

consistent with this guidance,

Response to Comment 19

The commenter incorrectly states that the EIR “canmot” address the impacts of adding the Remainder
Area to the City’s sphere of influence. The impacts of the Remainder Area portion of the project are fully
analvzed in the EIR at a programmatic level. The commenter cites Friends of Mammoth o Town of
Mommoth Lakes Redevclopment (2000} 82 Cal App.dth 511 The Frierads of Manmmoth case involved a

redevelopment plan EIR, evaluated by the Town of Mammoth Lakes for a redevelopment project
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involving 72 redevelopment projects. 'The Court reconciled Public Resources Code Sectiom 21090, which
applies specifically to redevelopment plans, with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, which discusses the
preparation of Program EIRs under CEQA. The Court reasoned that a programmatic level of
environmental analysis would otherwise be appropriate with regard to redevelopment plans because
redevelopment plans are deemed a single project under CEQA. Public Resources Code Section 21090

limils subsequent environmental review.

The issues raised in Friends of Mannneth are different from the environmental analysis for the Remainder
Area in this EIR. First, the Remainder Area is not a redevelopment, so Section 21090 does not apply.
Second, CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 specifically authorizes a programmatic level of analysis to allow
environmental review at the earliest possible time, such as at the time of Sphere of Influence changes,
annexations, and similar firsi-tier planning reviews. In Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners (1993} 18 Cal. App.4* 729, the Court of Appeal, citing the Laurel Heights case, noted, “The
level of specificity of an EIR is determined by the nature of the Project and the ‘rule of reason,” rather
than any semantic label accorded fo the EIR.” The programmatic environmental review of the proposed
Sphere of Tnfluence change covering the Remainder Area is precisely the level of environmental review

authorized by CRQA case law and the CEQA statute and Guidelines.

Moreover, the Fina! EIR specifically contemplates subsequent environmental review for project-specific

proposals as they are submitted for the Remainder Area.

Response io Comment 20

The commenter cites Pala Band of Mission Indians v. County of San Diego (1998) 68 Cal. App.4™* 566. Tn the
Pnla case, the Pala Band of Mission Indians sought to set aside a negative declaration adopted for the
approval of a countywide integrated waste management plan, which lentatively reserved potential
landfili sites. The Pala were opposed to siting a landfill in Gregory Canyon, and urged the preparation of
a program HIR as opposcd o a negative declaration. The Pala Court concluded that the negative
declaration was appropriate, and that an FIR was not required, because the designation of future fandfill
sites was premature and wholly speculative. Quoting Rio Vista Farm Burean v. County of Solano (1992) 5
Cal.App4™ 351, 373-374, the Court noted “where, as here, an EIR cannot provide meaningful
information aboul a speculative future project, deferral of an environmental assessmenl does not violate
CEQA” The Court noted when a specific landfill site is actively proposed, the preparation of an EIR

would no longer be premature.

The City of Roseville has not specifically committed to projeck- and properly-specific Jand uses for the
Remainder Arca in the City/County MOU. The City has nonetheless prepared a tier-one program level

EiR for the proposed change in the City’s Sphere of Influence, providing a greater, not lesser, level of
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analysis that was deemed adequate in the Palu case. At this time, the City has specifically committed only
to apply for a Sphere of Influence change for this area. Accordingly, the EIR analyzes at a ticr-onc
programmatic level potential environmental impacls of a reasonable conceptual land use scenario for the
development of the Remainder Arca. This approach is consistent with the CEQA Guidclines, CFQA

statute, and CEQA casc law,

Response to Comment 21

The commenter contends that the Drafl TR, particularly with reference to the programmatic analysis of
the Remainder Area, violates the holding Stanislaws Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus {1996)
Cal.App.d® 182, The Stanislaus case involved a challenge to an EIR prepared by Stanislaus County
alleging that the EIR had failed to evaluate the environmental consequences associated with supplying
water to a 25,000-unit residential development authorized by a Specific Plan to be buill in four phases
over a 25-year period. The court found that the EIR was inadequate because it failed to identify any
possible sources of water to serve the project beyond the first 5,000 units. It was not sufticient, the court
beld, for the City to say that the remaining 20,000 units would not be built if adequate sources of water

were nol identified. The City must attempt to identify sources of water to serve all 25,000 units approved.

Stanistaus involved the approval of land use entitlements for the entire 25,000 units within a Specific Plan.
Here, there is no Specific Plan covering the Remainder Area and no development ts being approved in
this area. In Stanislaus, the Court distinguished its holding from the analysis in Rio Vistu. Rio Vista upheld
a Program EIR prepared for a hazardous waste management plan against the challenge that the TIR had
failed to discuss the potential locations for future hazardous waste storage facilities. In Stamislaus, the
Court found that, unlike the situation in Rro Visia, the Stamislans case involved a Specific Plan providing
for approval of 25000 units and the timing of construction of those villages m four separate phases.
Water was assured and analyzed for only the first phase of the 5,000-unit project. With regard to the
Remainder Area discussed in the WRSP Final EIR, there is no such specificity and there is no Specific
Plan, land use specific planning, or phasing. Nonetheless, water availabilily is comprehensively analyzed

tor the Specific Plan arca as well as the Remainder Area in the WRSP Final EIR.

Moreover, contrary lo lhe commenter’s contention, recent case law supports the conclusion that the
Sacramento River diversion need only be addressed in general terms in the WRSP Tinal TR, For
example, in Napa Citizens for Tonest Government o. Naps County Beard of Supervisors (2001) 92 Cal App.4th
342, the county certificd an TIR for a specific plan {or the development of almost 3,000 acres. The EIR
identitied anticipated sources to provide waler service to the area, although their availability had not
been absolutely established. The court held that, because of the uncertainty surrounding these

anticipated sources, the EIR must also analvze, in general terms, other peotential options and could
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srovide for a mitigation measure thal would prevent development if the identified sources failed to
o |

materialize. (fd. at 374)

The analysis in Riverwatch v County of Sun Diego (1999 76 Cal. App.4™ 1428 is also responsive to the
commoenier’s contention, Tn that case, a developer applied for a use permit for development of a rock
quarry, and the issue was whether the EIR adequalely addressed the impact of a road widening that
would be required by the quarry. The BIR addressed the road widening in general terms, but deferred
until a later point a more detailed analysis. The State of California Department of Transportation
{Caltrans} was to provide a more detailed analysis of the road widening, but was unwilling to conduct a
full-blown study until it was certain the quarry would be approved. The court held that this deferral of
environmental analysis did not violate CEQA, staling:

The exient lo which Ireatment of a subjecl in an environmental document for & multistage projoct may be
deferred, depends on iwo factors: (1) wheiler obtaining more detailed vseful information on the topic is
meaninghully possible at the time when the environmental document for an carlice stage is prepared, and (2)
how important it is to have the additional informalion at an earlier stage in determining whether or not to
provecd with the project. If the additional information would o best amount o speculation as 1o fulure event or
events, it obviously would not be of much use as input in deciding whether to proceed, Where lhe major aclion
under consideration, onee authorized, catmot be modified or changed, il may be essential lo obiain such
information as is available, speculative or not, for whatever il may be worlh in deciding whether to make lhe
crystallized comumitment. But where a multistage project cm be modified or changed in the future to minimize
or climinate environinental hazards disclosed as the result of information that will no become available until the
future, and the Governmaent reserves the powoer to make such a modification or change after the information is
available and incorporated in a further environmental doqument, it cannot be said thal deferment violates the
rule ar reason. Indeed in considering a project of such Hexibility it might be both unwise and unfair not to
postpone the decision regarding the next stage untih more acourate dala is ab hand. (Id. al 1448, citation omitied.)

Applying the factors in Riverwatch, the FIR for the WRSP properly addresses the proposed Sacramento
River diversion as a potential source of additional water for the Remainder Area in general terms, but
defers a more detailed analysis until project specific land uses are presented Lo the City for further
environmental review. This approach js appropriate for at least two reasons. First, it is not clear that it is
meaningfully possible to obtain detailed uscful information on the Sacramento River diversion at this
time, particularly given that it will be the subject of a mulli-year joint EIS/EIR. Sccond, it docs not appear
crilical to have the additional information at this early programmatic stage of analysis of the Remainder
Area to determine whether or not o proceed with changes to the Sphere of Influence. Sacramento River
diversion is not necessary for providing water for the WRSP, the only area to be included within the

approved Specific Plan,

Response o Comment 22

The Project Description provided in Chapter 2 {Project Description) of the Tinal EIR has been prepared in
compliance with Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which sets forth the components necessary Lo

form an adequate project description. The preject’s technical characteristics are deseribed in detail in
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Section 2.4 (Proposed Project) of the Final EIR. The technical characteristics include land uses, open
space, circulation systems, transit, public facilities and services, on-site improvements, otf-site
improvements, and resource management elements. Additional lechnical data are provided in the “issue
area” discussions provided in Sections 4.1 through 411 of the Final EIR, as well as in the technical
appendices. The project’s economic characteristics are described in Section 2.4.3 (Implementation) and in
the Specific ’lan, which is provided as Appendix N to the Final FTR. Lastly, the project’s environmental
characteristics are summarized in Chapter 2 (Project Descriplion) and provided in greater detail in the
“Issuc arca” discussions provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.11 of the Final EIR, as well as in the technical

appendices.

The commenter cites the case of Sundstrom v, County of Mendocing (1998) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 311 to
suggest that the Project Description is too general in nature. Sundstrom involved a challenge Lo the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit authorizing the construction of a sewage treatment plant to serve
an existing development consisling of a small motel, restaurant, and filling station in Mendocino County.
The Board of Supervisors relied on a negative declaration to approve this project and the Court of
Appeals invalidated this environmental analysis based on a lack of subslantial evidence supporting the
Agency's tinding of no significant impact. The Sundsirom case has no applicability to the present
situation, in that a comprehensive EIR {and not a negative declaration) has been prepared evalualing all
impacts of the West Roseville Specific Plan at a project level of analysis and the potenlial environmental

impacis of the Sphere of Influence change for the Remainder Area at a programmatic level of analysis.

Consistent with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, the environmental setting is also summarized in
Chapter 2 (I’roject Description), with greater detail provided in the “issue area” discussions, provided in

Sections 4.1 through 4.11 of the Final ETR, as well as in the technical appendices.

The commenler’s reference to San Jeaguin Raptors/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27
Cal. App 4" 713 is also misplaced. The commenter asserts that the Project Description in the Draft EIR is
truncated and inadequate. In San foaquin Raptors, a writ of mandate was {iled challenging the approval by
Stanislaus County of a proposed development lo build a residential and commercial project on
approximaltely 154 acres. In characterizing the ETR as a “mass of flaws,” the court found lhat the FIR
fajled to comply with CEQA “in all major respects.” In concluding Lhat the projecl description was
inadequale, the Court reasoned that the EIR failed to include a wastewater treatment plant as a necessary
element of the project, despite the Draft EIR’s rccognition thal sewer oxpansion was a necessary
component ol the project. Stanislaus County had reviewed the environmenlal impacls of the sewer
expansion in a separale BIR. However, none of the sewer expansion’s impacts was “identified, much fess

considered,  connection with the impacts of the development project identified in the Final EIR Jor the
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development project.” The truncation of projecls and separalion of impacts violated the spirit and letter
of CEQA. There is no such bruncation of projects or failure to analyze significant impacts in this WRSP

Draft EIR.

The commenter correctly quotes page 1-3, paragraph 2 of the Specific Plan. To cdlarify, the past tense
{"have executed”) was used in reference to the execution of the Development Agreements to minimize
the need tor future revisions in the event that the specific plan is approved and all Development
Agreements are executed. The decision to write the specific plan using past tense in no way reflects the
likelihood of anv action in favor of or against the project. The City has used this approach in writing the
last eight specific plans, I the ultimate decision is to deny a specific plan project, the language in the
document is not approved and changes Lo the documents are not needed. If the decision-makers approve
lthe project, further revisions are not required to change verb tenses to reflect that approval. Lastly, the
Development Agreements are integral to ensure implementation of the Specific Plan, and these
documents 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.

As previously stated in Response to Comment 35-2, the project description provided in the Draft EIR is
fully consistent with CEQA's requirements for a projecl description, which are outlined i Section 15124
of the CEQA Guidelines. The Specific Plan contains a full program of implementation measures
(including financing measures) to ensure the provision of all infrastructure, facilities, public services, and
mitigation measures that are necessary to support the proposed development. These implementation
measures arc described in Section 11 (Implementation and Administration) of the Specific Plan and
Sectionn 2.4.3 (Project Descriplion, Implementation) of the Final EIR. CEQA does not require Development
Agreements, Financing Plans, and other project implementation documents to be executed prior to
public review of the Draft EIR. The Development Agreements and Tinancing Plans will, however, be
available for review and consideration by the decision-makers and the public prior to certification of the

Final EIR and comsideration of the proposed project for approval or denial.

Response to Comment 23

CEQA does not require a {iscal analysis as part of the environmental review process (Scction 131371 (a) of
the CEQA Guidelines: Econontic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
envirenunent). The Specific Plan, however, contains a full program of implementation measures (including
financing measures) to ensure the provision ol all infrastructure, facilities, public services, and mitigation
meastires that are necessary o support the proposed development. These implementation measures are
described in Section 11 (Implementation and Administralion) of the Specific Plan and Scction 2.4.3

{FProject Description, Implemaentation) of the Tinal EIR. In addition, as part of the project analysis,
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MuniFinancial ran a tiscal analysis to ensure thal adequate public services could be provided. The first
tier 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 minumumnt, 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. An operations and
maintenance plan will guide open space management ¢fforts, and a Community Facilities District (CFD)
or other similar measure shall provide funding. The City is in the process of forming a Mello-Roos
Community Facilities District for services that will, in part, pay tor these ongoing maintenance costs.
Final formation of the CFD cannot take place until the WRSP is annexed to the City. In summary, and at
a minimum, lhe proposed project will be fiscally neutral with respect Lo the eperating budget of the City
of Roseville. Tinally, it should be noted that the High School, Elementary School, subslation, Tire Stlation,

regional park, and regional sports park arce not “mitigation measures.”

Response to Comment 24

The revised General Land Use Plan is Hllustrated by Figure 2-3 {(West Roseville Specific Plan Land Usc
Plan). The change in land uses can be determined by comparing Figure 2-3 with the Rosewrlle 2011 Land
Use Diagram, which was adopted on November 18, 1992, updated on July 23, 2001, and included as an
oversized map in the back of the City’s existing General Plan. Due to its size, it was not included as part
of the Draft EIR, but it has been, and ts, available for review at the City of Roseville Permit Center. In
summary, the only change to the City’s existing General Plan is to include the WRSP area and its
proposed land uses and circulation system. As described in Section 2.4.1 of the Final TIR, the land use
designation would change from the County’s designation of Agricultural/Timbertand 80 acre minimum
lo urban land uses within the City of Roseville’s General Plan. In response to the commment, a reduced
copy of the Cily's existing (1992, as updated in 2001} and proposed (2003) General Plan Tand Use maps is
provided in Appendix C (City of Roseville General Plan Policies and General Plan T.and Use Maps) of

this Final ELR.

Response fo Comment 25

Policy 12 (Parks and Recreation) addresses the need to ensure that any proposed parks and recreational
facilities that arc proposed within, or by, the City have the proper funding and/or financing to allow for
planning, implementation, and long-term maintenance. Parks and recrealional facilities can be funded
through City Impact fees, which are paid by developers prior to the issuance ol a building permit,

establishment of a Communilty Facilities District pursuant to the 1982 Mecllo-Roos Community Facilities
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Act, or directly through developer linancing. Other financing mechanisms may also be utilized. The City

is not envisioning a toll program for the use of public parks and greenways.

Response to Comment 26

The criterion of 50 pounds per square inch (psi} for minimum water pressure (as opposed to 70 psi) was
used in the City’s latest water model update study, which included analysis of system capabililies for
meeting fire flow requirements. The General Plan policy revision will not lessen the City's existing level
of service as it perlains to fire protection, and it has been proposed to match other City standards and

design requirements.

Response to Comment 27

The City has existing agreements with the SJWD for water supply beyond the proposed WRSP
agreement. The existing City General Plan for Water Systems Policy 8 is proposed for revision merely as
a technical update to reflect the City's existing and continuing agreements for the delivery of S}WD water
in Rosevilie. The intent of the policy is to allow the City to pursue other supply facility options with
SIWD and other agencies, including clements such as new water system interlies or shared water
facilities. These elements would only be implemented foliowing appropriate environmenlal review in

compliance with CEQA.

With respect to aquifer storage and recovery, page 4.11-6 of the Tinal EIR states that “The City s
evaluating the feasibility of developing an Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) program. Under such a
program, surface water would be injected into the aquifer in wet years for storage, and then the City's
backup groundwater wells would pump the stored water in dry vyears. The City is developing a
demonstration project at the Diamond Creek well, which is under construction, to evaluate the feasibility

I

of using planned wells for injection and storage of treated water.

The Cily will perform environmental review of the ASR pilot program prior to implementing the
program. The General Plan policy that addresses ASR reflects the City's goal of continuing to pursue
conjunctive use projects, which is also one of the geals of the ongoing Water Forum etforts. The policy
does not itselt provide approval for an ASR program. Howcever, implementation of an ASR pilot
program is not necessary fo meet water demand associated with development of the WRST Area and
thus the Final EIR does not rely on ASR supply to meet Project demand. Refer also to Response to
Comment 29A-25 for a discussion of the ASR program. Turther, the proposed General Plan Amendment
(to Water Systems Policy 8} is minor in that it only proposes to add the STWD to the policy. The revision
reflects the City's existing and continuing relationship with SJWD for the delivery of water in Roseville,

beyond the proposed WRSP agreement.

E
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Surge capacity relates to the provision of adequale peak wet-weather flow (PWWE) capacity. Section
4.11.8, page 4.11-58, of [he Tinal EIR indicates a peak wet weather flow of 45 mgd at the DCWWIP and
an average daily flow of 18 mgd, which resulls in a peaking, factor of 2.5 for surge capacity (the ratio of
peak wet weather flow lo average dry weather flow). Adequate surge capacity is provided at both

DCWWTP and PGWWTT with the provision of a peaking factor of 2.5 at each plant.

The existing and projected capacity analysis for the proposed project, including an assessment of
utilization of capacity, is provided in Section 4.11.8, pages 4.11-58 through 4.11-60 of the Final EIR. As
shown on Table £.11-11 of the Final EIR, the PGWWTP has a capacity of 12 mgd average daily {low for
the first phase of construction, Even without the proposed project, the City would monitor the capacity
consistent with Wastewater and Recyded Waler Systems General Plan Policy 5, to ensure that a reserve
trealment capacity is maintained. The General PPlan policy is intended to initiale design and construction
of addiliona) wastewater treatment capacity when the flow reaches 75 percent of the rated capacity. Since
the first phase of PGWWTT has a rated capacity of 12 mgd average daily flow, planning for expansion Lo
20.7 mgd under the Wastewater Master Plan conditions or to 22.4 mgd under the proposed project
conditions would be initiated at an average daily flow of 9 mgd. In addition, while CEQA only requires
an analysis of existing plus project conditions, the City included an analysis of buildout of the entire city

plus the WRSP to ensure that adequate capacity was analyzed.

As slated on page 4.11-21 of the Final EIR, the waler supply studies prepared by Montgomery Watson
Harza for the proposed project assumed that 2,638 AF/yr of recycled water would represent a worst-case
scenario from a waler supply perspective. lhe recyced water study prepared by Hydro-Scicnce
Engineers for the proposed project assumed that 2,639 AF/yvr would represent a worst-case scenario from
a recycled water treatment and convevance capacity perspective. The impacts associated with the use of
recycled waler are fully analyzed and disclosed in Impact 4.11-1 (Availabilily of Water Supplies to Meet
Demand in Wet Years), Impact 4.11-2 (Availability of Water Supplies to Mect Demand in Dry Years),
Impact 4.11-3 (Capacity of Water Treatment System to Meet Potable Demand), and Impact 4.11-5
(Availability of Recycled Water to Meet Demand and Installation of Recycled Water Infrastructure).
Furthermore, through the issuance of reclamation use permits, the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQUB), in implementing the Clean Water Act, regulates the discharge of recycled water into water

bodies such as Pleasant Grove Creek.

The 4,500 AFfyr of recycled water menlioned by the commenter, which consists of 3,000 AF/yr used by
the City in its General Plan area and 1,526 AF/vr to be used by the WRSP (refer to page 2-57 of the Final
EIR), 1s nol currently being delivered into the basin. The use of addilional recycled water to support the

proposed project would be generated in part by treated wastewater efffuenl generated from the new
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development itsell and treated at the POWWTP. The increased use of recycled water would minimize the
discharge of trealed elfluent that would otherwise be discharged to Pleasant Grove Creek, thus reducing
potential environmenlal effects (i.c., foewer impacls on creek water temperatures, water quality, and/or
amount of flow). The Developmeoenl Agreemenl requires the landowners to prepare an engincering report
tor submission to Calilornia Department of Health Services and RWQCD to expand the current Recycled

Water Master Reclamation permit to include delivery to the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 28

As stated on page 2-38 of the Final EIR, there is one policy change related to electric utilities, which is the
addition of Policy 7. Policy 7 encourages the City to “Pursue effeclive measures to enhance reliability of
interconnection of the electric utility system to the region-wide grid.” Tn suppert of that policy, the
project includes the conslruction of a new substation and transmission lines to serve the WRSD Arca. As
stated on page 4.11-97 of the Final EIR, “Physical impacts of hat construction are evaluated in this EiIR,
Implementation of Title 20 and 24 of the CCR would reduce impacts associated with an increased
demand for electricity by implementing energy efficient standards for residential and non-residential
buildings. In addition, implementation of section 25000 ¢f seq. would cncourage, develop, and coordinate
rescarch and development into energy supply and demand problems to reduce the rate of growlh of

yqe - . -1 o«
energy consumplion.

In the event that new interconnections are required, substations, or transmission lines arc required as
part of another project, the environmenlal effects of the proposed action will be analyzed pursuant to the

requirements of CEQA.

The other General Plan policy menticned by the commenter pertaing to paving for a fair share of the cost
of new sublransmission facilities and distribution lines is an existing General Plan policy. The commenter
also refers to one of the City’s Cuiding Principles, which states that “Any development proposal west of
Roseville shall include a plan to ensure full funding and maintenance of improvements and services at no
cosl to existing residents (including increased utility rates). A proposal shall not burden/increase the cost,

or diminish the supply and reliability of services.”

CEQA does nol require a fiscal analysis as part of the environmental review process (Seclion 15131 (a) of
the CEQA Guidelines: Feonomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment). However, as part of the project analysis, Munifinancal ran a [iscal analvsis
(MuniFinancial, Seplember 8, 2003) o ensure that adequate public services could be provided. The first
tier of the analysis was compleled 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 WRSDP, the City of
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Roseville will ensure that, at a minimumn, the WRSEP will be fiscally neultral, which is consistent with the
Guiding Principles that are proposed as policies in the General Plan as part of this project. Copies of Lhe
West Roseville Specific Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis (MuniFinandial, Seplember 8, 2003} are available al
the City of Roseville Planning Department. An operations and mainlenance plan will guide open space
management efforts, and a community facilities district or other similar measure will provide funding.
Implementation of the Project will include formation of a Mello-Roos Community Tacililies District for
services that will, in part, pay for these ongoing maintenance costs. Final formation of the CFD cannat
take place untif the WRSP is annexed to the City. In summary, and at a minimum, the proposed project
will be fiscally neutral with respect to the operating budgel of the City of Roseville. Therefore, the

propased project is consistent with the cited Ceneral Plan policy and Guiding Principle,

Response to Comment 29

While the General Plan land use map was not provided in the Final EIR, a discussion of the project’s
General Plan Tand use designation and zoning was provided on pages 2-3 through 2-6 of the Final EIR. In
addition, land uses in the vicinity of the project site were also discussed on pages 4.1-2 through 4.1-9 in
Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agricultural Resources) of the Final EIR. The City’s existing General Plan land
use map, which was last updated in 2001, as well as the City’s proposed General Plan land use map,
which was prepared as part of this project, are provided in Appendix C (Roseville General Plan Policies
and General Plan Land Use Maps) and Appendix U (City of Rosevitle General Plan Draft Amendmenls)

of this Final EIR.

Respense to Cemment 30

Revisions to all of the text of the General Plan are provided in Section 2.4.4 (Proposed General Plan
Amendments), and all of the figures that have changed are provided in Appendix U (City of Roseville
General Plan Draft Amendments 2020, November 18, 1992). As previously stated in Responses to
Comments 35-2 and 35-22, CEQA does not require Development Agreements, Tinancing Plans, and other

project implemenlation documents to be executed prior to public review of the Draft EIR.

The City is in the process of forming a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CED) for services that
will, in part, pay for these ongoing mainlenance costs. Final formation of the CFD cannot take place tintil
the WRST is anmexed 1o the Gily, Tor addilional information regarding funding mechanisms to ensure

implementation of the project’s mitigalion measures, refer to Responses to Comments 35-2 and 35-23.

The City’s Urban Water Masler Plan is avallable for public review at the City of Roseville Planning
Department. Due to the length of the document, the Urban Water Master Plan was sumumarized and

excerpted as necessary to support the BIR analysis, as allowed by Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Response o Commeni Letter 35
Wiilliam D. Kopper, Attorney of Law, on beholf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr, Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (Qctober 28, 2003)

The revised water demand factors are provided in Table 4.11-2 (City of Roseville Revised Unil Waler
Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand [Without Project]). The
document that formed the basis for the revised water demand factors is provided in Appendix R
(Utilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final EIR (Technical Memeorandum, Task 1- Linit Waler Demand
Factor Rewisions, Montgomery Watson Harza, November 6, 2002). I addition, data from the City’s Urban
Water Master Plan relevant to the proposed project are provided in Section 4.11 {Public Utilitics, Water)
of the Final EIR and in the Water Supply Asscssment, provided in Appendix S (Water Supply
Assessment [SB 610 and 221 Analysis]) of the Final EIR. The Water Supply Assessment was prepared to
analyze water supply impacts as required by Government Code Section 10911({b). In addition, the Water
Supply Assessment will likely form the basis of the City’s determination of compliance with 5B 221 at the

time the Applican! submits a final subdivision map.

Response to Comment 31

Impact 4.1-2, which addresses potential incompatibilities betwoeen exisling agricultural uses and
proposed residential land uses, would be mitigated through the provision of a 30-fool buffer between
residential structures and exisling agricultural lands northeast of the Fiddymenl property. The 50-foot
setback (described in MM 4.1-3 on page 4.1-52 of the Final EIR) is consistent with the requirements of
Flacer County's Sunset Industrial Area Plan (1996) that require a 50 foot residential exclusion area
adjacent to rangeland/pasture arcas (page 1-42 of the Sunset Industrial Area Plan, 1996) in which
residential structures are prohibited. The northeast portion of the WRSP is adjacent to rangeland/pasture
arcas in unincorporated Placer County, within the Sunsct Tndustrial Area Plan (SIAP). Property north of
the project is intermillenl)y used for cattle grazing and rangeland. No active agricultural operations
occur immediately north of the project including tield crops that would require acrial spraving. The
commenter states that if the land use used for grazing, it would appear that the animals would be able to
immediately approach the backyards of the subdivision. The rear yards of subdivisions would be setback
50 feet from WRSP property line, where there is an existing wire fenee Lhal separates the properties and
the rear vards would be fenced. The rear vards of residential units would provide an additional
separation between agricultural lands Lo Ihe north and proposed residential uses. The 530-fool setback is
consislent with the setback requirements of the Doctors Ranch subdivision to the east, which abuts
rangeland/pasture lands in the SAIP. As noted by the commenter, the SLAP prescribes buffers between
100 and 400 feet, when adjacent to field crops and allows rural residential uses within the buffer. The
STAT recommends butfers of 30 to 200 feet and allows rural residential uses within thom, when adjacent
to rangceland/pasture, which is the case of the WRSP. In the buffer required for the WRSP, no residential

uses are permitfed, which is consistent with the Residential Bxclusion Area prescribed in the SIAP. In
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

addition, as stated on page4.1-40 of the Tinal EIR, the 50-foot buffer is the same as the County's

minimum buffer for grazing land.

The WRSP requires (MM 4 1-1} deed disclosures to inform polential buyers or renters of existing
agricullural activities for any residential unit located within 500 feet of any active agricultural area. The
commenter states that the deed disclosures do not miligate impacls. The Counly has a Right to Farm
Ordinance and the Cily of Roseville does nol, The purpose of the deed disclosure is to inform residents

within the City of the right to tarm in the County.

Response to Comment 32

The commenter suggests that designating 18.8 acres of the total of 40.2 acres of Prime Farmland as open
space would remove the land from agricultural production. Section 19.08.060 of the Roseville Municipal
Code, Title 19, Zoning, outlines the uses permitted in the Open Space Zone to include the following:
m Agricultural uses {commonly associated with a farm or ranch for the production of grazing and
feeding livestock
®  Animal keeping (including the keeping, feeding, and raising of common farm animals)

® Resource protection and restoration (i.e, {ish and wildlife habitat, rare and endangered plants,

erosion control, and floodwater conveyance)
® Resource-related recreation (passive recreation of open space arcas including trails, picnic areas,
and interpretive conters)
The Open Space designation will not preclude the use of the property for agricultural production. The
open space zoning pormits agricultural uses, including animal keeping, livestock grazing, and
production. Historically, the arca that is designated as Prime TFarmland has been used as a pistachio
orchard. The portion of the pistachio archard that corresponds with the area that would be designaled as
open space in the Specific Plan will be maintained as a pistachio orchard. The proposed communily
garden is consiskent wilh the open space designation and will involve small-scale agricultural
production. ln addition, the Operation & Management (Operation and Management)y Plan allows
seasonal cattle grazing throughout the two large open space prescerves, which is a use consislent with the

open space designation and the Prime Farmland designation.

The commaenter also references MM 4.)-4 that requires acquisition of an off-site conservation casement(s)
prior to approval of the 500th building permit. The commenter suggests that MM 4.1-4 is unclear in that
it does not idenlify whether the conservation easements(s) must be provided on a one-to-one basis. For

clarity, MM 4.1-4 is modified as follows:

MM a T4 Provide Conservation Rasenent {Impact 4.1-4)
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Response fo Comment Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Attorney ot Law, on behalf of Mr. Cotalona, Mr. Collins, Mr. Ellictt, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning {October 28, 2003)

The development in the WRSP shall minimize loss of agricultural land. This
shall be achieved through off-site acquisition of conservation cascmeni(s) prior

to approval of the 500" building permit at a vatio of 1:1 (une ace of
. -ation easement for every one acre of on-site prime farmland tmpacted}

The Project will acquire 878.7 acres of off-sile conservation easement(s) to mitigate impacts to Swainson’s

hawk foraging habitat. The acquisition will also have the benefit of conserving Prime Farmland.

s

Chapter 7 (Planning Considerations) of the Final EIR includes an analysis of the consistency of the

proposed project with LAFCO's policies and the City of Roseville General Plan policies.

Response to Comment 33

Refer to Topical Response 1) (Affordable Housing) for a discussion of the project’s contribution towards

affordable housing in the region.

Response to Comment 34

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

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 35

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines defines a potentially significant impact with respecl to traffic as
including an increase in traflic, which is substantial in relation to existing traffic. The City of Roseville
has developed standards ot significance for determining what constitutes a “substantial” increase that

are consistent with the City’s policy on level of service (LOS).

The City’s Capital Improvement Program was adopted in compliance with CEQA. the City's adopted
LOS standard is bascd on the operation of its signalized mterseclions. Accordingly, unsignalized
intersections within or in the vicinity of the proposed project were evaluated to delermine whether

slgnalization of the Intersection would be required by year 2020.

Intersections are the critical nodes that connect and interconnect all individual roadway segments of the
system, and are lhe critical elements in ensuring that the roadway system operates adequately. The
number of through lanes required at an intersection approach determines how many through lanes are
required on the connecling readway segment. As a result, a separale roadway segment analysis in the
Final EIR is not required. However, this does not mean that roadway segmenlts were not considered. On
the conlrary, as discussed in the Final EIR, segments of Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddvment Road have
been identified as requiring six lanes to accommodate the proposed project. The impacts to the State

Highway System were also analyzed on a scgment basis (refer to Einal EIR, Table 4.3-15).

13-343

Woond Wosewidile ~oocoatie Tl




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

Response to Comment 36

The standard of significance in the Final EIR for State highway LOS is not LOS F, but is consistent with
the level of service "E” guidance standard in the Transportation Concept Reports developed by Caltrans
tor State Route 65 and Interstate 80. The standard of significance for Sacramento County roadway LOS is
consistent with the Sacramento County General Plan level of service “BE” policy and with the Sacramento

County’s guidelines for traffic impact studics.

Response fo Comment 37

The text of the Final EIR does not refer to a reduction in trips since no trip reduction was assumed, nor
does the model reduce trips due to a change in the mix of jobs and housing. The model’s trip generation
rates were applied consistently for all land use types with and without the proposed project. The Placer
County Travel Demand Model that was used to conduct travel forecasts for the Final EIR has the same
general four-step structure as the SACOCGs regional travel model. The Final EIR provides general
discussion on how these conventional travel models will redistribute travel when additional
development, such as the proposed project, is added and the mode! is rerun. When a large number of
additional dwelling units arc added as with the proposed project, the model changes the regional travel
patterns that were predicted under No Project conditions through a redistribution of trips. Tt lhus reflects
the changed mix in jobs and housing in South Placer County with and without the proposed project. The
Final EIR explains that the redistribulion of travel does not give the same result as simply layering on
project trips to No Project traffic volumes and thal such a layering process is not an appropriate way to

forecasl travel patterns with the proposed project.

Response to Comment 38

The assumptions about improvements to Riego Road and the State Route 70/99 interchange with Riego
Road are based on the Tier 1 improvements contained in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTTP) for
2025, 5ACOG, 2002, The Tier 1 improvements in the MIP are defined as projects expected 10 be
constructed with reasonably expected revenue sircams. These improvements were included in the
modeling for the West Roseville Specific Plan because a substantial portion of the land uses associated
with the South Sutter Specific Plan were also included in the model. These improvements were assiumed
at the time of the NOP because at that time, the South Sutter Specific Plan and related roadway
improvements were reasonably foreseeable projects. Given that multiple proposals 1o allow development
in South Sutter Counly have been approved by Sutter County in the past, and growlh pressure continues
in the region, itis prudent to assume that development is likely to occur by 2020. Tf the development does

not oceur, the roadway improvements associated with the development would not be required. This
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Response to Comment Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliotf, Mr. Boin,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 28, 2003)

information is contalned in the Final TTR so that dedision makers are fully informed of the status of South

Sutter County development and how it may alfect roadway improvement needs in the future,

Response to Comment 39

Refer to Response to Comments 35-38 for a discussion of roadway improvements. Refer to Response to

Comment 35-33 for a discussion of roadway segments.

Response to Comment 40

The Final EIR meludes reasonable 2020 land use forecasts for the 50 Amendment Area. Some

uncertainty is always associated with such long-range planning.

Response to Comment 41

In order to illustrate the trip distribution assumptions, a project-only trip assignmenl was prepared in
response o this comment for the WRSEP scenario under 2020 conditions. The results of this focused
assignment of project trips are shown in Figure 13-1 (Daily Vehicles with Origins/Destinations in WRSP

Ared).

Figure 13-1 shows that the projected increase in trips on a roadway segment does not correspond to the
use of that segment by vehicles having an origin or destination in the WRSP. This is a result of changes in
the distribution of regional trips between the 2020 scenario and the 2020 Plus WRSP scenario. For
example, under baseline conditions the model predicts thal some residents in Sacramente County would
commule Lo jobs at Hewlell Packard (HI”) in Roseville. With the proposed project, the model predicts that
some of the residents of the WRSP would fill some of the jobs at HP, since it is closer than Sacramento
County, and, therefore, fewer workers would need to reside in Sacramento County and commute to

work at FII°.

Figure 13-1 shows Lhe Jocalion of the WRSP. Very few trips that have an origin or destination within the
WRSP would use the segment of I-80 between Riverside Avenue and Madison Avenue since project-
refated trips would use Walerga Road, Watt Avenue, or Baseline/Riego Road and SR-70/99 to reach most
of Sacramento County, and most trips that are destined to Citrus Heights, Orangevale and Fair Oaks
would not use that portion of I-8. Unlike most of the rest of Roseville, the project’s location is too far

west to cause a significant increase on that segment of 1-80 or at the [-80/Riverside interchange.

Response to Comment 42

The distribution of project trips is predicted by the Placer County Travel Demand Model that was

valtdated to existing conditions. The model projects that in 2020 about 22 percent of the WRSP trips
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

would have both their origin and destination within the WRSP, and that about 41 percent would have an
origin or destination elsewhere in the City of Roseville. The remaining 37 percent would have origins or

destinations outside of Roseville.

Response to Comment 43

The Placer County improvements identified o mitigate impacls from the WRSP are consistent with the
County’s Capital Improvement Program or are currently being considered under a joint City/Counly
Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. Currently there is no mechanisin in place for payment of impact fees
from the City of Roseville 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 significant and unavotdable. Development within the City of Roseville already
participates in two regional traffic impact fee programs. These programs include the Highway 65 Joint
Powers Aulhority Tee Program and the South Placer Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program. In
addition, the City and Placer County are currently working towards a third regional fee program to fund

improvements to Baseline Road and the Fiddyment/Walerga corridor,

Response to Comment 44

Refer to Response lo Commenl 33-38 for a discussion of roadway improvements. As noted in the Final
EIR, MM 4.3-5 would mitigate impacts to Sunset Boulevard in Rocklin to a less-than-significant level.
However, because the improvements lic outside of the responsibility and jurisdiction of the City of
Roseville and there is no mechanism in place for payment of impact fees to the City of Rocklin, Lhis
impact has been identified as significant and unaveidable within the Final EIR. While the City is open to
discussions regarding such a mechanism, the development of an improvement program for regional
roadway improvements cannot be relied upon as miligation because agency approvals necessary to
develop such a program have not been granted at this time. Turther, updaling existing traffic impact fee
programs in adfacent jurisdictions, such as the City of Rocklin, Placer County, and Sutter County, to
include new roadway improvements, additional land use development, and the ability to accept
contributions  from  development oulside Lheir jurisdictional boundaries cannot be guaranteed.
Nevertheless, the Uity of Roseviile can still choose to enler into a variety of agreements or programs to
provide tunding for regional roadway improvements thal could include participation by the proposed
project developers. Development within the City of Roseville already participates in two regional traffic
impact tee programs. These programs include the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and
the South Placer Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program. In addition, the City and Placer County
are currently working towards a third regional fee program o lund improvements to Baseline Road and

the Fiddyment/Walerga corridor.
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Response to Comment Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Attorney af Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (Ociober 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 45

Refer to Response to Comment 35-36 for a discussion of standards of significance. Currently there is no
mechanism in place for payment of impact fees from the City of Roseville to Sacramento County for
impacts to County roadways. Because the development of an improvement program for regional
roadway improvements canmot Be relied upon as mitigation, this impact was identified as significant and
unavoidable. Development within the City of Roseville already participales in two regional traffic impact
fee programs. These programs include the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authorily Fee Program and the
South Placer Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program. In addition, the City and Placer County are
currently working towards a third regional fee program to fund improvements to Baseline Road and the

Fiddyment/Walerga corridor.

Response to Comment 46

The extension of light rail transit to Roseville could help to reduce significanl and unavoidable impacts,
but not to a level of less than significanl. However, the extension of fight rail to Roseville is not included
in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as a planned improvement by 2025, and no funding mechanism
has been established lo provide the full funding for this improvement. As a resull, a fair-share

contribution from a single project would not be a feasible mitigation measure.

Response to Comment 47

The potential for the development of the SOT Amendment Area as envisioned in the FIR to jeopardize the
ability of the Sacramenlo Federal Ozone Nonattaimment Arca (SFONA) to attain federal ozone standards
by November 2005 is discussed on page 3-58, Section 5.3, of the Final EIR. Refer also to Response to
Comment 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the SOT Amendment Area as envisioned in

the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the SFONA to attain federal ozone standards by this date.

Based on the Responses lo Comment Letter 11, the EIR has included all feasible mitigation measures
recommended by the PCAPCD to reduce the potential construction-related and operational air quality

impacts that would occur wilh development of the SO Amendment Arca as envisioned in the EIR.

MM 4.4-5 recommends thal he project developers purchase battery powered or electric landscape
mainlenance equipment for new residences. However, the City of Roseville will not prohibit the use of
gasoline-powered landscape maintenance equipment throughout Ihe SOl Amendment Arca. Many of the
new residents within the SO Amendment Area will move from cxisting homes and will have exisling
gasoline-powered landscape maintenance equipment. Likewise, many of the people providing

commercial landscape maintenance services will operate throughout the City and vicinity, and will use

Cham oamd MO Awmendment Ao L 13-349




Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

gasoline-powered equipment. The City will not prohibit for one development the use of equipment that
many people alrcady own and that can be readily and legally purchased at local hardware, home
improvement, and specialty retail shops throughoul the city, county, and state. Further, this measure

would be very difficull to enforce and, thus, would be impractical.

Pursuant to the recommendations of the PCATPCD, MM 4.4-5 gives project developers the option to either
provide a gas outlel and ceramic logs in any proposed fireplaces, including outdoor or recreational
fireplaces or pits, or use only U.5. EPA Phase T certified woodburning devices in single-family
residences, The emissions potential from each residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour.
Woodbuming or pellet appliances shall not be permitted in multi-family developments. Only natural gas
or propane fired fireplace appliances are permitted. Tt is not the intent of the PCAPCD to elimimate all
woodburning devices from new development project, because many homebuyers demand such items,

but to encourage the use of such devices that generate the least emissions,

While it may be finandally beneficial for the future property owners to utilize roof solar clectric cel
energy systems, cspecially if there is the potential for controlled temporary blackouts in the near future,
this is a decision for the project developers and 1he future owners of the individual residential and
nonresidential buildings. The City of Roseville will not require property owners to install, utilize, and

maintain private energy systems.

As shown on pages 4.4-35 through 4.3-37 of the Final IR, MM 4.4-5 recommends the installation of low

nitrogen oxide (NO») hot water heaters (Beyond District Rule 246 Requirements).

MM 4.4-5 requires that electric vehicle charging raceways be installed in residential garages. 1n this
manner, the City of Roseville is encouraging the use of electric vehicles by residents who desire such
vehicles. The City of Roseville will not require project developers to purchase electric vehicles because it
lacks the authority to deo so. Individual residents are free to purchase these vehicles on their own. Many
residents may not want to store, license, and maintain an additional vehicle in their households. Those
who do will have the necessary recharging infrastructure, In the end, the cost to the individual
homeowners would be the same since the project developer would likely pass the cost on Lo the new

homeowner.

Response to Comment 48

Refer to Response to Comment 11-9 for a discussion of the potential mitigalion measures for operational
air quality impacts lhal were recommended by the PCAPCD), but that are not feasible for the WRSP along

with the reasons that they are not included.




Response to Comment Letter 35
Williom D. Kopper, Atforney af Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 28, 2003}

Response 1o Comment 49

In response to this and other comments provided by the PCAPCT regarding project mitigation, the text
of MM 4.5-3 has been revised as follows. As shown, lhis mitigation measure already limits deliveries to

between 7:00 A.M. and 1{:00 PM. as requested by e commenter,

MM 4.53: Commercial noise control (Impuct 4.5-2-WRSP)

For all commercial uses within 150 feet of residential uses, implement the
following or equally effective measures:

a) For commerdial loading docks and on-site truck circulation areas that are
&
plarmed to be within 150 feet of sensitive receptors {including backyards), the
following measures shall be implemenled:
(1) Loading docks and on-site truck circulation roules shall be designed to

ensure that nowse levels do not exceed 70 dB L or 50 dB hou rly Leg at
the nearest residence. An acoustic analysis shall demonstrate that the

loading area design, including any noise attenuation featurcs {e.g.,
covering, sound walls, orientation) would be adequate to achicve this
standard;

and

(2) Leliveries shall generally be limited to the hours between 7:00 AM. and
T:00 PN
(b} For all commercial buildings, root-top HVAC shall be oriented away from
residenttal areas and systems shall not produce noise levels that exceed 50 dB
at a distance of 25 feet. In addition, roof-top parapets shalt block line-of-sight
from noise-sensitive uses to HVAC equipment.
{c) Setbacks or enhanced barricrs (c.g., 8 feet tall) as needed to achieve City
standards.

An acoustical analysis shall be conducted to demonstrate that City noisce
standards would be achieved by these measures. Additional measures shall be
implemented, if needed, to mect the standards.

Response to Comment 50

section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Tinal EIR evaluated potential impacts on special status species,

which included rare and endangered species.

Response to Comment 51

Subsequent to receipt of the letter from Mr. Vendlinski of the USEPA cited by the commenler, the
applicant met with USEPA staff in July and November 2003 to present changes in the project design and
to gather further input from the agency. To address the Clean Water Act Section 404(b) 1) Guidcelines, the
applicant modified the open space preserves to better minimize and avoid impacts to aguatic resources.

The USEPA issued a recemt letter to the USACE (no date on letter, but received by the USACE on
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

November 5, 2003) stating that “The project applicants responded to feedback from the involved agencics
and made improvements to the development plan of Westpark/Fiddyment Ranch including
consolidating an open area preserve on the western boundary, reducing impacts to jurisdictional walers
by 2 acres, and increasing open space by 987 acres. Also, in response to interagency requests, the
applicanls provided up-front mitigation by purchasing significant conservation parcels {in} Placer
County ” A cooperative effort between USEPA and the applicant is expected to continue throughout the
planning process. USEPA staff stated they are committed to working with the applicant to resolve these

155UEs.

Refer to Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) for a discussion of the manner in
which on-site open space will be preserved and maintained in perpetuity. Refer also to Responses to
Comments 7-3, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 for a discussion of other components of the Open Space Management

Plan that will allow the cffective preservation of the on-sile habilal,

Response to Comment 52

While acknowledging the importance of the standard approach to habilat impact assessment (using wet
acre calculations), the USFWS decided to evaluate impacls associated with the WRSP on a watershed (or
landscape) basis during consultation under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. This
approach resulted in the landowners purchasing entire ranches off site (c.g., Yankee Slough and East
Sheridan Property) to mitigate for on-site impacts. This approach considers habitat within the vernal
pool landscape, rather than on a per-acre basis. Furthermore, approximately 24.38 acres of vernal pool
habitat will be preserved on site, indicating an effort to avoid impacts to this habitat. Managemenl of
vernal pool grassiand, i.e.,, management in the best interest of vernal pool dependent species, should be

considered, as these species arc tied to their microhabital.

The USFWS has delermined that i the applicant complies with the “Terms and Conditions’ of the Final
Biological Opinion dated November 23, 2003, the project as designed is not likely to result in jeopardy to
the vernal pool tairy shrimp or vernal pool ladpole shrimp, or result in adverse modification of the
critical habitat for the vernal pool tairy shrimp. Critical habitat for the vernal pool tadpele shrimp does
not occur within the project site; therefore, no adverse modification to critical habitat for that species
could occur. (Final Biological Opinion dated Novernber 23, 2003, issued by the USFWS and sent to Mr.

Tom Cavanaugh of the USACE, no date on letter, reccived by applicant on November 5, 2003.)
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Response to Commeni Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Aitorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Ellioff, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 28, 2003)

Respense to Comment 53

This first part of this comment reflects the opinion of the commenter with respect to matters that do not
address environmental impacts. Because no comment on an environmental issue was provided, no

further responsc is required.

Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) independently addresses impacts to biological resources as a result of
construction and operation of the proposed project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and
all relevant laws, regulations, and guidelines. Impacts to vernal pools and assocdialed plant and wildlife
species are addressed in Impact 4.7-1 (Loss of Federally Protected Wetlands and Other Waters of the

United Statesy and Impact 4.7-2 {Loss of Federally Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans and Their Habitat),

Pages 4.7-11 and 4.7-12 address critical habitat for vernal pools and seasonal wetlands. As noted in
Response to Comment 35-52, the USFWS has determined that if the applicanl complies with the ‘Terms
and Conditions” of the Final Biological Opinion dated November 23, 2003, the project as designed is not
fikely to result in jeopardy to the vernal pool fairy shrimp or vernal pool tadpole shrimp, or result in
adverse modificalion of the critical habitat for the vernal pool fairy shrimp. “Critical habitat” is a term of
art under the Fndangered Species Act and is not independently defined under CEQA (refer to Fort
Mojave v, Cal. Dept. of Health Services (1995) 38 Cal. App.4™ 1574, 1605). Critical habitat as designated
under the ESA for the vernal peol tadpole shrimp does not occur within the project site; therefore, no

adverse moditication to crilical habilat of this species could occur.

Response to Comment 54

Impact 4.7-10 (Loss of Bidlogical Resources Due to Construction of (Off-Site Infrastructure) addresses
potential impacts that could occur outside of the project site due to the implementation of infrastructure
needed to support the proposed project. The proposed project would not result in any other direct
impacts to off-site habitats. Indirect impacts would occur if the rate, amount, or quality of water leaving
the project site is substantially changed such that off-site habitats and/or sensilive species are adversely
impacted. Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Waler Quality, and Groundwater) of the Final EIR concludes that all
impacls associated with an increase in the rale, amount, or quality of water leaving the project sile as a
resuit of development activities would be reduced to a less-than-significant leve! through comphance
with exisling laws and regulations and the implementation of all identified mitigation mcasures,
Therefore, with the exception of impacts to biclogical resources associated with implementation of off-
site infrastructure, which was evaluated in Tmpact 4.7-10 of the Final EIR, there are no olher impacts to
adjacent habilats outside of the project site that support or could support listed species or species of

coneern that may be impacted as a result of project implementation. Cumulative impacts Lo biclogical
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resources throughout the County were also evaluated in Chapler 5 (Other CEQA Considerations) of the

Final EIR.

Response to Comment 55

While winter waterfowl may use the small inundated seasonal wetlands and vernal pools that are
present on the proposed project site, migralory waterfowl predominately use the extensive rice fields to
the west of the property. The Placer County arca, including the proposed project site, is on the eastern
edge of the Pacific flyway through Califernia. The Tacific Flyway is a general term referring to the
migration path of waterfow] through the western states. The project site is considered to be at the edfe of
the primary waterfowl areas within this portion of the Sacramento Valley, The primary waterfow! areas
f this region are located in the Yolo and Sutter Bypass areas, Butte Sink, and the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta. These arcas coincide with the primary rice production areas of the Central Valley and the

Sacramento and Feather River flood bypasses.

Impacts to migratory birds are fully addressed in Impact 4.7-7 (Substantial Interference with the
Movemenl of Resident and Migratory Wildlife Species) and all feasible mitigation (such as stream,
grassland, and riparian and wetland protection policies) has been proposed such that significant impacts
are reduced to a less-than-significant level. Furthermore, the proposed off-site mitigation areas, which
will be fallowed rice {ields, are likely to support more waterfowl] use through the winter wel season than
the existing on-site grassland community. Refer also to Responses to Comments 20-24 through 20-32 for a

discussion of bird spoecies that are migrant visitors to the area.

Response fo Comment 56

Reter to Response to Comment 33-55 for discussion of the Draft EIR's analysis of impacts to migratory

waterfowl], as well as the proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment 57

The miligation ratios are taken trom, and consistent with, the COFCs Siaff Report regarding Mitigation for

Impacts fo Swainson’s hawk (Buteo Swainsoni) in the Central Valley of Califoriia (Nov 1994).

Refer also to Topical Response A (Oft-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responscs to Comments 7-3, 7-6, 7-7,

and 7-10 for a discussion of the viability of the on-site habitat for use by Swainson’s hawk.

Response to Comment 58

The commenter states that preservalion of land in Yankee Slough and other as vet undetermined sitofs
F 8 )

in Placer County does not meet the definition of mitigation because the Yankee Slough area is already
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and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 28, 2003}

habitat for the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, red-tailed hawk, white-tailed hawk, northern harrier,

and loggerhead shrike.

To mitigate for Swainson’s hawk impacts, the off-site mitigation proposed by the Applicants consists of
the Yankee Slough property and addilional unnamed properties within Placer County, to the extent
feasible (described on page 4.7-3¢ of the Tinal TIR). Revised Table 4.7-4 slates Lhat 1,968.66 acres of
Swainson’s hawk mitigation habitat are required. To meet this requirement, the WRESP project proposes
to use 399.7 acres on the WRSP site und 1,568.96 acres off site. The off-site properties will consist of 690.22
acres al Yankee Slough and 87874 acres of property and/or conservation easements at mitigation
propertics in the region, which could include a portion of the Reason Farms property. To the extent
feasible, oft-site locations for mitigation will be acquired in South Placer County, In June 2003 the
Applicant contracted with Conservation Resources, LLC to purchase 731 acres of Swainson’s hawk
habilal and 43 acres of vernal pool restoration habitat on the Yankee Slough property. The Applicants
have paid several million dollars to conservalion entities for acquisition of mitigation properties and the
balance of the purchase price (which conslilutes 50 percent of the total purchase price) is due to be paid
in February 2004. Consistenit with mitigation protocol, the Applicants will complete acquisition of

additional mitigation properties consistent with their phasing of the WRSD.

The CDFG has indicated their acceptance of the Yankee Slough property for mitigation for Swainson’s
hawk tforaging habitat (e-mail from Larry Eng of CDTFG to Banky Curtis of CDFG and Applicant’s

represenlative, July 15, 20033,

The Yankee Slough and other potential Swainson’s hawk mitigation sites provide habitat for raptors and
other protected wildlife in their current condition. Acquiring the sites and/or obtaining conservation
easements over the sites in accordance with CDFC s 1994 Staff Report Regarding Mitivation for Impacts to
Swainson’s hwivks i the Central Valley and revised MM 4.7-9, which includes performance standards for
acceptable off-site grassland preservation sites, will ensure that the permanent habitat preservation is
adequate and appropriate compensatory mitigation for on-site habilal impacts. The Yankee Slough site
has been used for dry farming over the last several years. As part of the WRSP mitigation, dry farming
will be discontinued and the Yankee Slough site will be restored to its original state of vernal

pool/grassland habitat.

The measures proposed to address impacts to Swainson’s hawk meet the definttion of mitigation under
CEQA Guidelines Section 156370, That section states that, "mitigation includes: (a} avoiding the impact
altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacls by Hmiting the
degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact by repairing,

rchabililaling, or resloring the Impacted environment; (d) reducing or eliminating the impact over Lime
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by preservalion and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and (¢) compensating, for the

impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.”

In this case, proposed mitigation includes on-site preservation of 399.7 acres of habilat as well as the
preparation and approval of an Operation and Management Plan for the on-site preserve, including
wetland and oak woodland restoration within the on-site preserve. These measures meet the definition of
mitigation under Section 15370(a) of the CEQA Guidelines by avoiding certain impacts altogether by
setting aside part of the project site for open space; and Sections 15370(c) and (d} of the CRQA Guidelines
by restoring and maintaining wetlands and vak woodland habitat on site. The off-site mitigation meets
the detinition of Section 15370(e) of the CEQA Guidelines by lransforming agricultural land into habitat
Jand of greater value, and providing permanent protection of the resource, thereby providing substitute
resources or environments, Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines does not exclusively define the
possible categories of mitigation measures. Tt says only that mitigation “includes” the listed categorics of
activities. The off-site preservation of existing resources in perpetuity is a well-established means of
compensating for the impacts of development projects and one that is promoted by the resource agencies

as a mitigation strategy.

Response to Comment 59

The commenter states that the impacts of construcling the weir across Curry Creek are not addressed in
the Draft EIR. Design of the weir structure is described on page 33 and illustrated on page 35 of the
Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master Drainage Analysis (Wood Rodgers, June 2003) and on
page 4.12-34 and 4.12-35 of the Final EIR. The Wood Rogers Analysis is available for review at the City of
Rosevilie Permit Center. The proposed weir is planned in the southwest corner of the project site within
parcel W-81. The weir would cross on an unnamed swale to the creek, which is ephemeral and does not
have the characteristics runs, riffles, and grave! beds associated with ributaries that may provided fish
passage and spawning areas. The detention weir on the tributary to Curry Creck will be designed to
allow normal passage of annual flood levels. It will not be designed to allow standing water upstream of
the weir. The weir will control major flood cvents, ellectively delaying peak flows from the site and
raising water surface elevation in the ponding arca behind the weir until flood levels reach a point where
waler will overtop the weir structure allowing the level in the ponding arca to be maintained to a known

elevation.

The proposed welr structure would be 30 feet wide Lo accommodate a future maintenance access road
and approximately 230 feet long. It would be set al an clevation of 85.5 feet and would be six feet in
height. The weir would be an earthen berm consisting of approximalely 1,667 cubic yards of fill. The

appearance of the berm would be natural; vegetation would grow on the tops and sides of the weir. The
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and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning {(Ociober 28, 2003}

weir would be constructed of fill material cut including topsoil from other locations of the project site
during the course of grading and contouring. Gradually, over time, silt will accrue behind the weir,
which will strengthen the earthen berm. The mechanical portion of the weir would consist of three 36-

inch pipes to contre! a low-flow event.
PiF

Maintenance of the weir and the ponding arca will be included in the West Roseville Community
Facilities District {(CFD) Services District, an entity that will ensure that the area upstream of the weir is
maintained in a similar manner as the large culvert crossings throughoul the City with respect o Lhe

collection and removal of silt. Funding for maintenance will be included in the CFD for the WRSD.

Impacts related Lo construction of the proposed welr have been addressed in various sections of the Final
HIR. Impacts to existing vernal pools, vernal pool species, and habitat at the location of the proposed weir
have been addressed in Section 4.7 of the Final EIR and Ilmpacts 4.7-1 through 4.7-9 and 4.7-11. Wetland
impacts (0.6 acre) as a resull of constructing detention basins and the weir have been included in the
consultations with the ACOE and USFWS and 1.2 acres of miligation are required by USFWS to mitigate
the impact (Final Biological Opinion letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS to Tom Cavanaugh of the
USACE dated November 20, 2003) (Appendix Y). The Biological Opinion addresses construction of the
weir and resultant alterations to the vernal pool hydrology both upstream and downstream of the

barrier.

Additionally, a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agrecmoent will be required by the Department of Fish
& Game prior to construction of the weir. Flooding of the detention basins will be short term (five to six

hours} for a 24-hour storm event.

The Pleasant Grove Watershed, which includes Pleasant Grove and Curry Creeks within the project area,
is not known to support migrating fish species such as Chinook salmon or steclhead trout. Suitable
habitat for the different life hislory stages of these fish species does oceur in the Dry Creek watershed.
However, the Pleasant Grove watershed has comparably higher water temperatures and little to no
spawning habitat {Merron, personal communication, November 19, 2003). Furthermore, an extensive
literature review conducted as part of developing the Gity's Creek and Riparian Management and
Restoration Plan did not identify any documented occurrences of steethead or salmon in the Pleasant
Grove Watershed (Roseville Creek and Riparian Managemoent and Restoration Plan—Existing

Conditions and Assessment Report, October 2, 20013).

Impacts resulting from grading would occur during the construclion of the weir. Approximately 1,667
cubic yards of fill material would be placed for the construction of the weir. Tmplementation of the City’s

Grading Ordinance (Section 16.20) and Improvement Standards (Section 2 and 11) will reduce impacts
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due lo grading through the requirements of a grading permit. Grading permits will be required prior to
any grading activities on the site, including construction of the weir. As described on page 4.6-16 of the
Final FIR, the Major Grading Permit for the project will include standard conditions relating to rough
grading and stockpiling of material, practices to minimize impacts to natural features. Soils impacls that
may occur as a result of constructing the weir structure are addressed in Impacts 4.6-3 (50il Erosion from
Grading Activities), 4.6-4 (Slope Instability and Increased Erosion along Stream Channels), and 4.6-5

(Loss of Topsoil e Lo Conversion of Agricultural Land to Urban Uses).

Because the weir is planned in the southern portion of an open space preserve {parcel W-81) on the west
side of the WRSP, it will be subject to the West Roseville Specitic Plan Open Space Preserve Operation
and Management Plan, which includes long-term monitoring and best practices to ensure that impacts to

bioiogical resources are avoided.

Response to Comment 60

The commenter requests information regarding the 50-foot riparian corridor described in MM 4.7-12 and
requests rationale for the 50-foot riparvian corridor rather than a larger riparian setback. MM 4.7-12
requires a 50-foot buffer from the edge of the riparian vegelation or Lop of bank, whichever is greatest,
and, if necessary, enhanced plantings of native species that are present within the project adjacent to the
drainage. A 50-foot setback is appropriate because, in general, this represents the limit of the riparian

vegelation on site,

Field surveys were conducted (October 2003) and aerial photographs were evaluated o idenlify the
physical limils of oxisling riparian habitat in the WRSP. The field surveys identified the location of the
riparian corridor utilizing the CDFG's definition of riparian vegetation as generally the line of
demarcation between riparian and upland habitats (Final ETR, page 4.7-57). Riparian habitat areas were
overlain on the WRSE land use plan to evaluate the width of riparian areas adjacent to the crecks and the
proximity of proposed urban usces to the riparian area and top of bank. Generally, the riparian areas run
nearly parallel to the watercourse, with the exception of the riparian area surrounding Kaseberg Creek in

proposed parcel F-54.

In the proposed WRSP land use plan, the open space preserves swrrounding and adjacent to Pleasant
Grove, Kaseberg, and Curry Creeks range in size from 100 to 1,100 feet. Along the Pleasanl Grove Creek
riparian area on the Fiddyment property, the open space prescrve is a minimum of 450 feet at its
narrowest point immediately east of the Fiddymant Road crossing and 1,100 feel wide al its widest point
on the east side of the WRSP. MM 4.7-12 was identified Jor siluations where urban uses (l.e. residential
arcas) are located near the riparian area of the creek. On average, the setback of proposed urban uses in
the Specific Plan to the riparian corridor is 130 feet.




Response o Comment Letter 35
William D, Kopper, Aftorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catelano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning {October 28, 2003)

As proposcd, urban land uses within the WRSDP will meet and exceed the 30-foot setback as requirved by
MM 4.7-12, with the exception of three locations: (i} where proposed parce!l F-8 mocels proposed parcel F-
84, immediately east of 1layden Parkway; (if} south of proposed parcel F-84 at the electric substalion (F-
65) and business professional site (F-30), and (i} on the southeast corner of parce]l F-4 adjacent to
Fiddyment Park (F-54). In these instances, the WRSP will require redesign to maintain the 50-Joot buffer.
To implement the mitigation measure, design considerations will be required during small Jot mapping

and/or design review of the affected parcels.

The commenter requests rationale for the 50-foot setback. Implementation of the City’s standards would
control impacts to adjacent riparian areas that may result from alteration of natural loodplains or stream
channels and grading and fill. Consideration was given to the overall preservation of riparian habitat
throughout the WRSP in light of three isolated situations where proposed development may conflict
with the b0-foot buffer. Given that the riparian bulfer adjacent to the ¢reeks will measure in excess of 100
feet (as proposed in the WRSP project) invall locations except those identified in the preceding paragraph,
and in some locations will measure up to 300 feet, 50 feet was used in MM 4.7-12 {0 represent the

minimum standard.

Response to Comment 61

The commenter identifies a proposed revision to the City of Roseville General Plan to add a new open
space policy that would allow flood control facilities to be constructed in open space arcas and notes that

the Draft EIR acknowledges that such a change in policy would destroy or degrade habilat.

As stated in Section 2 (Project Description) of the Final EIR, a total of tive detention basins and once weir
(at the western project boundary, where an unnamed swale to Curry Creek leaves the WRSP Aren)
would be constructed on the Westpark property Lo scrve areas of the WRSP that drain to Curry Creek.
These basins would provide detention storage tor a 100-year, 24-hour peak event. The detention basins
and associated flood control devices have been included in the Section 404 permit, which, in turn,
necessitated a Section 7 Consullation lo address impacts to sensitive species. 'The Final Biological
Opinion dated November 23, 2003, which is the resulting document associated with the Section 7
Consultation, outlines the mitigation necessary to address impacts covered under the Section 404 permit.
Therefore, impacts to the detention basins and weirs are addressed in the Tinal EIR (pages 4.12-34

through 4.12-36).

The USFWS5 (Letter from Ken Sanches of USTWS to Tom Cavanaugh of USACE dated November 20,
2003) (Appendix Y) determined that there will be 0.6 acres of impacts to the detention basins on the
Westpark property and that the acquisition of 1.2 acres of vernal pool preservation on the Yankee Slough

property will serve as adequate mitigation for these impacts.

West Recevilio Gpevifio Tian snd ST Swondmens 5 g 00 13-359




Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Impact 4.7-11 (Changes in General Plan Policies Regarding Flood Control Tacilitics in Open Space) is
discussed on pages4.7-61 and 4.7-62 of the Tinal ETR. Currenlly, flood control facililies are already
permitted in open space areas under the Roseville General Plan (November 1992, updated January 8,
2003, page V-4) and Roseville Zoning Ordinance (Title 19, Seclion 19.08.06C). The proposed addition of
General Plan Open Space Policy 10, "Consider the usc of open space for the location of flood control
facilities where such facilities allow compatible passive recreational use and resource protection,” is
designed 1o encourage flood control facilities to be located where recreational uses (i.c. parks in detenlion

basins) can be accommodaled.

As s the case with the flood control and recreational facikities planmed in the WRSP project, any flood
control and/or recreational facilities planned elsewhere in the City would requive environmenial review
and permitting. The descriplion of future environmental review relates to flood control andjor
recreational facilities that may be proposed in the future as a result of the revised General Plan Open
Space Policy 10. Because impacts related to the WRST project have been addressed in the Final EIR, no

segmentation of environmental review is taking place.

Response to Comment 62

As reflected in Section 8 (Public Services Plan, Tire Protection) of the WRSP, as well as in Section 4.10.7
(Public Services, Fire Protection, Impacts and Mitigalion) of the Final EIR, a 3.1-acre fire station is
designated within Phase 1 of the WRSP, west of Hayden Parkway and south of Blue Oaks Boulevard, just
cast of the Regional Sports Park. This station will provide firslt response within the plan area. Timing of
construction and staffing of the fire station will be consistent with the Fire Departmoent Standards of
Response Coverage Study. Stations located in adjacent portions of the City will provide interim and

secondary response.

Staffing levels are evaluated on an ongoing basis as individual development projects are proposed and
on an annual basis as part of the City’s budgeting process. The provision of adequate fire protection
services is an important institulional priority in ensuring the quality of life and safety for the City.
Pages 4.10-13 and 4.10-14 of the Final EIR indicates thal three operational personnel, as well as fire
prevention, inspection, training, and administralive staff, would be required, consistent with General

Plan goals for providing service to the area.

Counstruction of the new fire station and any associaled increases in personnel would be accomplished
through the Fire Service Construction Tax that would be paid by the developers. This tax requires that
0.5 percent of the value of any new construction is collecled as part of the building fee and specifically
designaled for fire suppression and protection, including capital improvements, such as fire stations or

safely equipment. This tax is in effect until December 2009, Although the Tire Service Construction tax
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sunsets in 2009, the WRSP Development Agreements require payment of the tax for all building permits
in the project. If it is not renewed, funding could come from developer fees, other user fees, the General
Fund, property tax or sales tax revenucs, or from an agreement between [he Roseville Fire Department
and the WRSP developer. The ity could also designate funds for personnel expansion from the General
Fund contribution made by the WRSP. The Specific Plan contains a program of implementation measures
(including financing measures) to cnsure the provision of all infrastructure, facilities, public services,
andf/or mitigation measures that are neccssary to support the proposed development. This
implementation plan is described in Section 11 (Implementation and Administration) of the Specific Plan

and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Tmplementation) of the Final BIR.

Response to Comment 63

For the elementary and middle school facililies, the landowners have secured a funding agreement with
the Roseville City School District (School Mitigation Agreement By and Belween the Roseville City
School District and Roseville Fiddyment Land Venture, LLC and 1600 Placer Tnvestors, 1.0, Relative to
the West Roseville Specific Plan, September 4, 2003). The agreement outlines the construction timing
triggers for the schools wilthin the Plan area and contains provisions for construction of a starter
elementary school to house the first students generated by the project. The agreement requires dedication
of the elementary and middle school sites and detines the timing for dedication of each of the school sites

and requires that school facilities be consislent with the following schedule:

m Elementary school site W-75—by the 350" elementary school student
m Flementary school site [-70—by the 600" elementary school student

m Elementary school sile T-71—by the 1,200" elementary school student
m Flementary school site W-70—by the 1,800% elementary school student

m  Middle School sile W-73—Dby the 300" middle school student

The agreement duescribes that all elementary and middle schools will be turn-key facilitics, constructed
by the developer and lurmed over te the School District when complete. The agreement also describes
school impact tees required of the Applicant and a contingency for a different fee schedule if State funds
arc not available to the District. Finally, the agrecement includes a provision {or the Applicant and district
represenfatives to meet semi-annually i February and Sceplember to evaluate and plan the

implementation of the agreement.

For the high schoel site, the landowners have finalized a funding agreement with the Roseville Joint
Union 5choeol District. The agreement came before and was approved by Lhe Roseville Joint Union School
District Board on December 2, 2003. This agreement calls for a combination of State funds and developer

fees from the WRSP to provide for 100 percent funding of school impacts and provide the high school
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district with a reliable source of funding for the cosl of providing additional high schoo! facilities. The
agreement sets out an arrangemoent by which the schoeol district will purchase the high school site and

developers will pay fees to the District to mitigate school impacts.

Response o Comment 64

Refer to Response to Comment 35-2 for a discussion of the project descriplion.

Response e Comment 65

MM 4.10-9 allows for the expansion or construction of libraries o ensure that adequate facilities are
provided for the additional 20,810 people generated by the WRSP. As reflected on page 4.10-27 of the
Final EIR, the City General Plan standard {General Plan Policy FB-4) tor new library facilities is one new
library branch for every 15,000 to 20,000 population, which would warrant approximately two more
branch libraries. Section 8.5 (Library} of the Specific Plan indicates that two new 10,300-square foot
branch libraries arc planned within Mahany Park and within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan
Area. The proposed multi-purposce center at Fiddyment Park has been identified for a library. Funding of
the library site is being programmed in the City’s Tublic Facilities Fee. Details regarding the WRS's

contribution toward library facilities are included in the specific plan development agreements.

Response fo Comment 66

While no specific development plan is proposed tor the Remainder Area, reasonable assumptions
regarding potential land uses in the Remainder Area were provided to complete a programmatic
environmenlal analysis. The results of the environmental analysis for the Remainder Area, as it pertains
to water supply, is provided in Impact 4.11-1 (Availability of Water Supplics to Meet Demand in Wet
Years), and Impact 4.11-2 (Availability of Water Supplies to Meet Demand in Dry Ycars), which
concludes that water supply impacts would be significant and unavoidable because a sufficient source of

surface waler has not been identified at this time.

n addibion, Scction 1.3 {Type of EIR) of the Final EIR states that, “With respoect to future development
projects that may be proposed in the Remainder Area, Section 15168(c} of the CEQA Guidelines states
that subsequent activilies should be examined in light of the Program EIR to determine whether
additional environmental documentation musl be prepared. If a later activity would have signuficant
effects that woere not examined in the Program EIR, subsequent environmental documentation must be

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

No entitlements have been requesled or considered for the Remainder Area at this ime, and approval of

the WRSE does not provide any de fucto entitlements to the Remainder Area. The annexalion of the
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Remainder Area into the Sphere of Influence Area 1s not a permit or entitlement to develop. Refer also o
Topical Response G (Water Supply} for a discussion of the sufficiency of the waler supply to serve the

Remainder Area.

When a Jocal agency such as the City proposes to annex additional land, it must obtain approval from the
appropriate LAFCO. Tn reviewing proposals for such a "change of organization” or "reorganization” of a
local agency, LATCO must consider a varicty of factors, including "[t]imely availability of water supplies
adequate for projected needs” (Government Code section 56668(k)). Unlike anmexation, a sphere of
influence amendment is not considered a governmental "change of organization” or "reorganization” to
which seclion 36668 applics, bul rather is governed by distinet rules, Those rules do not include a

provision comparable to section 56668(k}.

The Remainder Area is proposed only for addition to the City's sphere of influence, not annexation to the
City. Moreover, MM 4.11-1 would require demonstration of a sufficient and available water supply to
serve any proposed development in the Remainder Arca prior to approval of such a proposal, That

demonstration would precede any application to LATCO to annex any or all of the Remainder Area.

Response o Comment 67

As stated on page 4.11-93 of the Tinal FIR, “New buildings constructed in California must comply with
the standards contained in Title 20, Energy Building Regulations, and Title 24, Energy Conservation
Standards, of the CCR [California Code of Regulations] Title 20 contains the regulalions rclating to
power plant siting certification. Title 24 (AB 970) contains the energy efficiency standards for residential
and nonresidential buildings based on a state mandate to reduce California’s energy demand.” As stated
in Section 5.3 of the Final EIR, various energy conservation technologies and practices have been
incorporated into the proposed project to reduce the use of nonrenewable resources, such as electricity.
While the City of Roseville can not require developers to incorporale specific encrgy officiency measures,
such as= the use of solar electric cells on each home, the City can require compliance with the
requirements of the California Code of Regulations and encourage energy efficiency through other
programs. Tor example, Roseville Tlectric, who is anticipated to provide service to the entire 501
Amendment Area, has an extensive energy efficiency program, consisting of energy audit services and

residentialicommercial rebates, Lo encourage energy efficiency.

In addition, to demonsirate Reseville’s commitment to energy etticiency, the recently opened Ray Sharp
Memorial Tire Slation Number 6 on Fasl Roseville Parkway installed a solar electric rooftop. In addition,
the newly propoesed library and community center, which would be located at Roseville’s Mahany

’

Regional Park, would also include a “ULility Tiducation Center,” where children could learn aboul

renewable encrgy and cutting-cdge technologies. The entive building would be buill as an "energy-smart”
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structure using energy efficient design and possibly integrate a solar clectric roeftop similar to the one

installed at the Ray Sharp Memorial Fire Station.

Response to Comment 68

The Tinal IR provides an adequale discussion of the significant irreversible environmental impacls of
the proposed project and acknowledges that the project will result in an “irretrievable commitment of
nonrencwable energy resources, primarily in the form of fossil fuels (including fuel oil), natural gas, and
casoline for automobiles and construction equipment.” As noled on page 5-4, the Final EIR considers

these impacts to be irreversible and unavoidable.

Refer to Response to Comment 20-104 for a discussion of the growth-inducing impacts associaled with

implementation of the proposed projecl.

Response fo Comment 69

Section 5.5.2 (Development Considered in Cumulative Tmpact Analysis) of the Final EIR indicates that
the Placer Ranch, De La Salle University, and Roscville Energy Park projects are included in the
cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, reter to pages 5-14 and 5-15 of the Final EIR, which discuss the
asswmptions for the Placer Ranch, De La Salle University, and Roseville nergy Park projects in terms of

the cumulative impact analysis.

The Roseville nergy Park is undergoing separate environmental review as part of lhe California Energy
Commission’s process. The Roseville Energy Park project is in the carly stages of planning and sufflicient
information is not yet available to conduct the environmental review; therefore, the air quality analysis
has not yet been completed. When the project is sufficiently defined to allow a meaningful analysis of
environmental impacts, an environmental document witl be prepared and circulated for public review
and comment. As part of that analysis, impacts from the Roseville Energy Park on adjacent development,
such as the proposed project, will be identified and feasibie mitigation measures will be developed. The

proposed project is not dependent on the Roseville Lnergy Park for energy supplies.

Nonetheless, pages 5-38 through 5-39 provides a cumulative analysis of air quality impacts associated
with loxic air contaminants. This analysis specifically assumes operation of the Roseville Energy Park.
The Final EIR states that, “There are two stationary sources in close proximity to the WRSP that could
cemil TACs: the PGWWIT and the proposed Roseville Energy Park. Industrial operations in the Sunset
Industrial Arca and Placer Ranch could also generate TACs in proximity lo the WRSP. In addition to
slalionary sources, mobile sources would generate TACs. As discussed in Seclion 4.4 of this document,
the CARB recently identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC. The majortty of diesel parliculate matler

is emitted by mobile equipment, including construction equipment, delivery lrucks, and buses. Finally,
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Response to Comment Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Ellictt, Mr. Bain,

the WRSP could result in the development of land uses that emit a smaller amount of TACs, such as dry
cleaners, autobody shops, or other industrial uses. Similar sources of TACs could be duvcioped in the
Placer Vinevards, and other oxisting and proposed development in the area. None of these uscs would be

expected to exceed standards for TAC emissions by themselves.

“Enron had proposed to construcl a power plant on the site of the proposed Roscville Energy Park. A
number of studies were compleled for the Enron facilities, including extensive air qualily analyses and
health risk assessments. The health risk asscessmoent delermined that the proposed energy facility would
have a cancer risk factor of approximately (.33 in onc million, a chronic health hazard index of 0.0031,
and a maximum acute heallth hazard index of 0.087. Cancer risk of less than ten in one million and a
health hazard index of less than one are considered acceptable TAC levels for permitting purposes.”
Similar studics have yel to be conducted for the proposed Roseville Encergy Park, but it is expected to be
much smaller than the Enron facility would have been in termis of operational energy output (150 MW
compared to 900 MW). Therefore, the TAC levels should alse be lower and the Roseville Energy Park

would not be expected to generate TACs at levels that would exceed health standards.

“Although individual sources of TACs may be less than the 10 in 1 million threshold, the combination of
muiliple sources that emit TACs in combination with other development within the region could expose
receplors to TAC levels that exceed the 10 in 1 million threshold, which would be cumulatively
considerable. MM 4.4-7 requires thal industrial uses within the WRSP submit a ‘permit to operale’ to the
Air District demonstrating how the facility would not exceed the 10 in 1 miflion TAC threshold. This
measure would be adequate to address TAC emissions from Roseville sources, and no industrial uses are
proposed adjacent to the WRSP in either the City or the County. Therefore, cumulative TAC levels
should be similar o project-specitic emissions, which would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by

MM 4.4.7.7

Response to Comment 70

Refer to Topical Response D (Affordable Housing) for a discussion of the project’s contribution lowards,

or effect on, aftordable housing in the region,

Response to Comment 71

Refer to Response to Commoent 35-38 for a discussion of roadway improvements.

* Placer Counly Air Pollulion Contral District, Placer Commitiy Ao Polintion Contral District Prefiminary Ueterination of Complivice Rosenille
Luergiz Park, LLC Judy &, 2002,
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

Response to Comment 72

Refer to Response to Comment 35-36 for a discussion of standards of significance. The standard of
significance lor Sacramento County roadway level of service (LOS) is consistent with the Sacramento
County General Plan LOS "E" policy and wilh the Sacramento County’s guidelines for raffic impact

studics.

The commenter cites Communitics for a Better Enviromment v. California Reseuwrces Agency (2002) 103
Cal.App.4* 981, but does nol indicate how that citation relates to an environmental issue. Therefore, no

turther response is required.

Response to Comment 73

Based on the Responses to Commenl Letter 11, the EIR has included all feasible mitigation measures
recommended by the PCAPCD to reduce the potential construction-related and operational air quality
impacts that would occur with development of the SOT Amendment Area as envisioned in the EIR, Refer
to Response to Commaent 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the SOl Amendment Area
as envisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area

(SFONA) to attain federal ozone standards by November 2005.

Response to Comment 7 4

The areas within the WRSE site and SOl Amendment Arca that have the potential to gencrale localized
emigsgions of PMue from idling vehicles are commercial and industrial buildings with loading docks, and
schools with bus parking and loading arcas. Light industrial buildings could be located as close as 100
feet from residential buildings, but would be separated from the residential uses by roadways. Schools

would be located adjacent to residential areas.

Pursuant to the recommendations of the PCAPCD, MM 4.4-5 requires that all truck loading and
unloading docks have one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be
prohibited from idling more than five minutes and be required to conmnect to the 110/208 volt power to
run any auxiliary equipment. Signage addressing these requirements shall be provided al the loading
docks. 1t is the opinion of the PCAPCD that these measures wouldd reduce the polential risks to nearby

receptors to less-than-significant levels.

With regard to school sites, the California Air Resources Board recently adopled an airborne toxic control
meastire (ATCM) thal limits school bus idling and idling at or near schools to only when necessary for
safety or operational concerns. Effective as of July 16, 2003, the ATCM requires the driver of a school bus

or vehicle, transit bus, or other commercial motor vehicle to manually tarn off the bus or vehicle engine
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Response fo Comment Letter 35
William D. Kopper, Attorney af Law, an behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,

upen arriving at a school and to restart no more than 30 scconds belore departing. A driver of a school
bus or vehicle is subject to the same requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school and is
prohibited trom idling more than five minutes at ecach stop beyond schools, such as parking or
maintenance facilities, school bus stops, or school activily destinations. A driver of a transit bus or other
commercial motor vehicle is prohibited from tdling more than five minules at each stop within 100 feet of
a school. Idling necessary for health, safety, or operational concerns is exempt from these restrictions.

These restrictions will reduce the potential risks to nearby receptors to less-than-significant Jevels.

Refer also to Response to Comment 35A-6, which concludes that it would be speculative to idenlily a
possible range of toxic air contaminants that could be generated by the new uses within the proposed
light and general industrial areas since these uses are not known at this time and industrial technologies
could change significantly before such uses are proposed or constructed. A speculative analysis would
not provide any uscful analysis or lead to a different conclusion than what 1s already provided in the
Draft EIR. In any case, MM 4.4-7 identifies the means by which the individual and combined emissions of
toxic air contaminates does not exceed the risk standard of 10 in one million for the WRSP. In addition,
cumulative impacts associated with toxic air contaminants are provided on pages 5-38 through 5-59 of
the Final EIR. The analysis determines that MM 4.4-7 would reduce the health risk associated with
receptors living within the SOT Amendment Area by ensuring that industrial operalions evaluate TAC
emissions and meet acceptable standards. The primary source of TACs in or near the SOI Amendment

Area would be the PGWWTP, Roseville Energy Park, and WRSP industrial operations.

Response to Comment 75

Page 5-67 of the Final EIR concludes that the cumulative impacts to special status plant and animal
species would be significant and unavoidable; however, the project’s contribution to thuse impacts
would not be cumulatively considerable because the loss of wetlands, grasslands, foraging habitat, and
oak trees, and any associated impacts to special status species, are mitigated al a minimum of a one-to-
one replacement ratio approved by the CDFG and USFWS. Throush conservation, restoration, and/or
preservation, these habitats will remain in perpeluity within southwestern Placer County. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative biological resources impacts would be considered less than

signilicant.

Further, page 5-66 of the Final EIR provides estimates of the amount of habitat that could be lost by other
projects in the region. 'The Final EIR states that “Other potential Placer County projects (e.g., Placer
Ranch, De La Salle/AKT University to the west) would likely convert another several thousand acres of

grassland foraging habitat and Placer Vinvyards could convert 2,200 acres of grassland and cropland,
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

both of which provide foraging habital. In addition, the Reason Farms relenlion facility could fallow up

toy 1,000 acres of land.”

The camulative analysis is based on available scientific data identified in Section 4.7.1 (Biological
Resources, Intreduction) of the Final EIR and other relevant informalion regarding cumulative projects

(i.e., location and acrcage of development},
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Comment Letter 35A

ROBBI! S. KEIL

CONSULTANT
40 STODDARD COURT
DANVILLE, CA 84528
QFFICE & FAX: (925) 743-9075
E-MAIL: kel @pipsline.com

October 23, 2003

Mr. Willtam D. Kopper
Law Office of William D. Kopper
417 E Street

Davis, CA 95616-4132

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED WEST
ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (WRSP) AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE (S0T)
AMMENDMENT AREA EIR ANALYSIS _ '

-~ Dear Mr, Kopper:

- Ihave reviewed the air quatity analysis prepared for the proposed WRSP EIR. My comments
pertain to the project as a whole and do not differentiate between the different project _ f
development areas.

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY ATTAINMENT ISSUES

As stated in the EIR, the project area would be located in an area (Sacramento Air Quality
Maintenance Ares) that is in severe non-attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for ozone. The attainment of ozone NAAQS is required by the year
2005. One way to demonstrate this is to show that the population and employment growth
from the WRSP and SOI are consistent with previous predictions by the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG). These projections are used in regional air quality
planning to assess the attainment of AAQS in combination with various emission reduction
strategies that local air districts propose.

35A-1

1 35A-2

The EIR document provides tables that show projected increases for the year 2020 in daily

- vehicle trips (tables 4.3-7 and 4.3-8), changes in traffic volumes, and air pollutant emissions
from these trips (Table 4.4-6). As stated within the EIR, the impacts from the project would

~ be well over Placer County Air Poltution Control District (PCAPCD) significance thresholds.
The cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 5 concludes that this project is not accounted for
in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and that even with application of all proposed
mitigation measures, the project would contribute considerably to the regional degradation of
air quality. The EIR should discuss in more detail what the implications could be if ozone
attainment is not reached by the year 2005. Le., what are the potential health impacts,
especially to sensitive population members, such as asthmatics, children and the elderly?
What are the impacts to the PCAPCD?

The importance of reducing ozone levels should not be taken lightly. The Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) Summary Report 2002, cites a 10-year study funded
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Comment Leiter 35A

Robbi S. Keil
October 14, 2003
Page 2 of 3

by the Air Resources Board that showed exposure to high air pollution levels can slowdown
the lung function growth rate of children by up to 10 percent. Children are more susceptible
to air pollution in general because they breathe 50 percent more air per pound of body weight
than adults. :

Since the proposed project emissions would be well over PCAPCD significance thresholds,
the proposed project would require numerous mitigation measures to reduce the construction
and operational impacts. The PCAPCD requested that if the proposed project emissions
would exceed emissions from previously planned development within the Placer County
General Plan, sufficient mitigation measures should be identified to completely offset the
projected emission increases (PCAPCD, September 13, 2002 letter to Roseville Planning
Department). Furthermore, sufficient mitigation measures should be implemented to reduce
the project construction and operational emissions alone below significance thresholds. Not
enough quantitative information was provided in the EIR to evaluate the net project impacts
after implementation of mitigation measures. o

The PCAPCD letter listed over 70 potential mittgation measures to reduce operational
impacts. The EIR lists about 25 potential mitigation measures in the EIR in Section 4.4,
Given the magnitude of the project emissions and the existing air quality constraints, the
project should consider whether enough mitigation measures have been proposed. Unless the
project can show that 1t has fully mitigated emissions, it should discuss why not all measures
suggested by the PCAPCD have been included in its proposals, for instance requiring
landscape maintenance companies to use battery powered or electric equipment or providing
photovoltaic reofing tiles for solar power. Specific data regarding the use of off-site
mitigation programs should be provided to show how much benefit this program could
provide the project. The project area may need to take more drastic measures to reduce
emissions beyond the mitigation measures suggested by the PCAPCD, such as providing
small electric carts for local shopping trips. The project needs to calculate the expected
emission reduction of each proposed mitigation measure and show the net project impacts
after mitigation is applied.

INDUSTRIAL USES

The other area of concern with the proposed project is the compatibility of residential uses
and industrial uses, including the presence of a wastewater treatment facility (Pleasant Grove
Wastewater Treatment Plant - PGWWTP) and potentially a 150 MW natural gas-fired power
generation facility (Roseville Energy Park) adjacent to the WRSP. ' '

: SR
The PCAPCD and California Energy Commission (CEC) have licensing authority over the
power plant regarding air quality issues. The projected air quality impacts from the proposed
Roseville Energy Park need to be compared with California and Federal AAQS to make sure
that the surrounding development within the WRSP would not experience pollution above
safe levels. The EIR process would benefit if some preliminary modeling analyses were made
- to assess potential project impacts,

| EPA. 2002. EPA Diesel Fact Sheet. EPA420-F-02-048. September.
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Comment Letter 35A
Robbi 8. Keil
October 14, 2003
Page 3 of 3

As stated in the EIR individually, the health risks from these projects could be below
acceptable health risk guidelines, but cumulatively, these indystrial projects, or others
proposed within the WRSP, could exceed acceptable health risk levels. Due to the proximity
to sensitive receptors, as a minimum, a screening-level health risk assessment should be
performed to ascertain the maximum Jevel of risk associated with the PGWWTP. For the
proposed tand uses and development, the EIR should provide a possible range in expected
cumulative health risks to assure that the net impact of all potential development would not
be above acceptable levels. " '

—

A health risk assessment had been prepared for a larger power plant (900 MW) within the __]i

Roseville Energy Park. The health risks were found to be below acceptable levels. The
maximum carcinogenic health risks were predicted along the northern plant boundary and the
maximurm non-cancer risks were predicted to occur about 9 km to the northwest of the

_ project. That analysis was prepared in 1991, prior to the proposed WRSP. The 900 MW
project included 150 ft high stacks. I do not know how the operation of the factlity differs
from the proposed 150 MW plant. For example, for the 150 MW facility, if the plant would
include shorter stacks, reduced exhaust temperature, and/or reduced fiow rate than was
proposed for the 900 MW facility, it is possible that air poltution impacts from the 150 MW
facility could be larger. :

The EIR discusses hazardous materials that will be stored at'the PGWWTP but not at the
proposed Roseville Energy Park. Typical air poltution controls required for natural gas-fired
combustion turbines include selective catalytic reduction (SCR) to reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxides (NQy), a precursor air pollutant in ozone formation. Ammonia is injected into
the SCR. It would be important to know whether anhydrous ammonia or aueous ammonia
could be stored on the site, the amount stored, and an analysis of the distance to toxic
endpoints in the event of a spili.

CONCLUSIONS

Given the severe non-attainment of the ozone NAAQS and the continued non-attainment of
the CAAQS for particulate matter, the City of Roseville needs to make sure that if the WRSP
project would proceed, that a sufficient amount of mitigation measures would be employed.
Although the current EIR states that the air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable,
the project has not demonstrated the extent of the significance after mitigation and has not
applied all measures to mitigate the impacts. Additionally, the City of Roseville needs to
consider carefully whether the public health and safety are protected with the presence of a
wastewater treatment plant and power plant adjacent within the WRSP. More analyses need
to be performed to assess potential health impacts and risks from these facilities.

Robbi 8. Keil S

T
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o _ Comment Letter 35A |
AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS METEOROLOGY RISK ASSESSMENT

'ROBBI S. KEIL

CONSULTANT
- 40 STODDARD COURY
DANVILLE, CA 94526
"OFFICE & FAX: {925) 743-8075
E-MAIL: keil@pipaline.com

EDUCATION

Pennsylvania State University: M.S., Meteorology, 1984
.Furdue University: B.S., Atmospheric Science, 1980

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

Consultant, 1990-present :
Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Project Scientist, 1983-1990
Aerccomp, Inc., Research Meteorologist, 1982

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE

Ms. Keil has had extensive experience in air quality modeling and permitting. Her project responsibilities have
included calculation of emissions, modeling of impacts, evaluation of regulatory applicability and compliance,

- and preparation of application forms and supporting reports and documentation. She is knowledgeable about
federal and state air quality regulations. In addition, she is experienced in the preparation of health risk -
assessments. She has used a number of air quality models including ISC3, CALPUFF, COMPLEX I, COMPLEX
Il, MESOPUFF, PAL, VALLEY, MPTER, PTPLU, PTDIS, PTMAX, CALINE3, CALINE4, URBEMIS, TEM, TCM,
FDM, SCREEN3, SLAB, AFTOX, and the Urban Airshed Madel to estimate the impacts of different pollution
sources. Specific project experience includes; : ' :

. Performed air quality modeling analysis for proposed cogeneration facility in Northern California.

. Prepared air quality section as part of EA for construction activities at San Francisco International
Airport. .

. Performed air quality madeling of scientific research facility in Northern Californ_ia'in support of a heaith
risk assessment, : '

. Prepared screening health risk a'ssessr_nent of medical research laboratory in Northern California.

. Performed air quality modeling in support of an Appiication for Certification for & power plant in Southem
California.

. Perforrﬁed air quality analyses, including PSD analyses, for Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for

- several cogeneration projects in Southern Oregon. '

. Performed peer review of emission calculations and of box modeling of contaminated soils and
groundwater at a facility in San Francisco. '

. Air quality analysis (evaluation of regulatory and ambient setting and calcutation of emissions from
construction) for proposed replacement of the Berryman Reservoir in Berkeley, California for EIR.

. Air quality modeling (CALINE4) of proposed improvements to the Interstate 101/85 interchange in Santa
Clara County, CA. o . ' iy .

. Alr quélity analysis (evaluation of regulatory and ambient setfing, regulatory applicability, caiculation of
facility emissions, screening modeling of carbon monoxide impacts, construction impacts analysis,
evaluation of odor potential) and preparation of EIR for proposed MUN! maintenance facility, LRT
storage, and office buitding in San Francisco. :
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Alr quality analysis {(evaluation of regulatory applicability including Federal confermity, mobile source
exhaust emission calculations with EMFACTF, CALINE4 modeling of carbon maonoxide emissions from
mobile sources, construction impacts analysis including toxics analysis) and preparation of EiR/EIS for

. proposed Embarcadero replacement project in San Francisco.

Air quality analysis (evaluation of regulatory and ambient setting, construction impacts analysis,
screening modeling of CO impacts) and preparation of EIR for propased California State office building

‘in Oakland.

Compiled on-site monitoring data (emissions and meteorology) for EBMUD wastewater treatment facility
in Qakland. Performed air dispersion modeling and calculated heafth risks associated with the facility.

Provide emissions calculations and review appﬁcation material for Authority to Canstruct for proposed
sludge de-watering system in Redwood City, CA. :

"On-Call" with Caltrans Districts 4 and 10 for preparation of air quality analyses.

Perform modeling of food dehydrator facifity in New Mexico to evaluate feasibility of expahsi.on. -

Performed air quality modeling of carbon monoxide emissions for alternative transportation scenarios for
a proposed fairgrounds and arena site in Santa Clara County, CA.

Air qual'ity modeling of accidental release of hydrazine for California Energy Commission using the SLAB
and AFTOX modeis, : '

Air quality modeling {(SLAB) of three accidentai release soenarios of ethylene oxide from a medicéi
equipment sterilizing facility in San Rafael, CA in support of a RMPP as required by the Fire Department.

Alr quality modeling of emissions from a medical waste incinerator in Kauai for a risk assessment.

Air quality modeling of airborne contaminants from soil for a risk assessmeht for a Northern California Air |

Force base. .

- Air quality modeling of tandfill and gas recovery system in Alameda County, CA as part of a health risk

assessment,

Air quality modeling of fandfill and gas recovery system in Marin County, CA as part of a health risk
assessment. '

Alr quality modeling of airline facility emissions in support of AB2588 heaith risk assessment in San
Francisco, CA. _

Supported modeting efforts of canning facility emissions for AB2588 health risk assessmen in'Los

-~ Angeles, CA.

- Alr quality madeling for support of health risk assessment for resource recovery facility in Contra Costa '

County, CA.
Analysis of health risk assessment for proposed resource recovery facility near Fresno, CA.

Calculation of construction emissions for proposed natural gas pipeline'fror'f{ San Joaquin County to '

. Contra Costa County as part of EIR, : )

Metecrological data preparation and supervision of air quality modeling for health risk éssessmeni for
excavation of ashestos along light rail corridor in San Jose, CA.

Alr quality modeling of hazardous waste incinerator and fugitive volatile chemical emissions in Kettlernan
Hills, CA. : :
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Calculated organic emissions from storage tanks at a hazardous waste deep-well injection facility in Kern
County, CA, including quantification of pollutants entering the air from accidental spills of hazardous
materiats. :

Preparation of AFC and air permit for resource recovery facility in San Diego, CA. Helped set up
meteorological inputs to models. Set up and ran air quatity models 1SC, COMPLEX 1.

Computed the impacts of heavy metals associated with incineration of solid waste.
Air quality analysis of hazardous waste incinerator in Texas.
Review of health risk assessment and air quality permits of hazardous waste transportation facitity.

Preparation of AFC and PSD. Permit and Determination of Compliance applications for 80 MWe resource
recovery facility in Redwood City, CA. Wrote and oversaw preparation of PSD permit.

. Air quality permitting (AFC, ATC, and PSD) of two large (100-200 MWé) cogeneration facilities and five
smaller (less than 30 MWe) cogeneration facilities in Narthern and _Southern California.

Air quality modelin‘g in support of P3D and ATC permits for a majdr maodification of an oit refinery in the
San Francisco Bay Area. i

Air QUality modeling and supervision of modeiing tasks for health risk analysis for research |laboratories
at Stanford University.. ' ' '

Air quatity modeiing for EIR for soivent storage facility in San Jose.

Preparation of AFC for cogeneration plant with steam used to recover oii in Bakersfield, CA. Wrote air
quality sections of AFC.

Provided guidance for air quality modeling for EIR of highway modificatio_n in California.
Provided air quality analysis of mobile sources associated with housing projects.

Performed statistical analyses and comparisons of meteorological data sets for use in in-stream
temperature modeling.

Analyzed meteorological data and compared 1o another meteoroldgica] data set as part of an air quality-
modeling validation study. : :

Evaiuated meteorological data to evaluate likelihood of migration of odors from sewage treatment plant
1o residential area.

Contributed to a study of meteorological impacis on and performance measures of an urban
photochemical model. The study included data preparation, statistical analyses, and other quantitative
analyses of the air quality model resutis.
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Response to Comment Letfer 35A
Robbi §. Keil (October 23, 2003} (Attachment to Kopper, Oclober 28, 2003)

a

%% Response to Comment Letter 35A
Robbi 5. Keil {October 23, 2003) {AHiachment to Kopper, October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This commenl contains general information and s not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the potential for the development of the 501 Amendment
Area as envisioned in the EIR to jeopardize the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-attainment
Area (SFONA) to attain federal ozone standards by November 2005, In addition, health effects associated
with the exposure of sensitive receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants is discussed in Impact 4.4-4 (Exposure
of Sensitive Receptors to Unacceptable TAC Levels), which is provided in Scction 4.4 (Air Quality) of the
Final EIR. The analysis concluded that with the implementation of MM 4.4-7, which requires industiial
users to obtain a Permit to Operate from the PCAPCD, all health impacts associated with TACs would be

reduced to a less-than-signiticant level.

Response to Comment 3

The EIR includes feasible mitigation measures recommended by the PCAPCD to reduce Lhe potential
construction-related and operational air qualily impacts that would oceur with development of the SOT
Amendment Area. Refer to the Responses to Comment Letter 11, Also refer to Response to Comment 35-

48 regarding the mitigation measures recommended by the TCAPCD that are not feasible for the WRSP.

1t should be noted that the thresholds of signiticance recommended by the PCAPCD apply to all new
development project within Placer County regardless of size. As such, they apply lo single house
construction project as well as a large mixed-use specific plan project. While the use of fixed daily
emissions thresholds shows that large projects generate overall a greater amount of emissions, larger
projects such as the WRSP and Sphere of Intluernce Amendment incorporate many design features and
characteristics that reduce the emissions-generating characteristics of the individual land uses. The WRSP
is a mixed-use project that allows project residents to work, shop, and learn in close proximity to their
homes. It also provides additional employment, shopping, and educational services for people that live
in close proximity to the site and would otherwise need to drive farther distances for these services,
Despite these advantages, it is not possible (o reduce the emissions generated by the proposed land uses
to a level that is comparable to a small project and below the PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds of
significance. Therefore, the Final EIR concludes that the impacts of the WRSP and Remainder Area

would be significant and unavoidable under CEQA.
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Refer to Response to Comment 11-9 regarding reductions in emissions after mitigation.

Response fo Comment 4

Refer to Response to Comment 11-9 regarding the revisions to MM 4,4-5 to include all feasible mitigation
measures to address the operational emissions of the WRSI” and a discussion of the mitigation measures
tor operational air quality impacts that were recommended by the PCAPCD, but are not feasible for the

WRSP.

Response fo Comment 5

Refer to Topical Response H (Roseville Energy Park) for a discussion of the licensing and environmental
review process for the proposed Rosceville Tnergy Park (REP). In addition, the REP was evaluated in the
Final EIR from a land use perspective and as part of the cumulative scenario. The REP is a nominal
120 MW powcer plant, with the ability to duct fire to 160 MW under cerlain conditions. The Roseville
nergy Park is undergoing separate environmental review through the California Encergy Commission
and will be required to meet the requirements of the California Energy Conunission (CEC) and PCAPCD.
The CEC will evaluate project level and cumulative impacts of the proposed power plant in accordance
with its licensing requirements. The CEC licensing process requires that the power plant be designed,
constructed, and operated in accordance with all relevant federal, state, and local requirements and
policies concerning protection of air quality and handling of hazardous materials. The WRSP and SOI

Amendment Arcas are not dependent on the Roseville Encrgy Park for energy generation.

The Roseville Energy Park is not a component of the WRSD, although the proximily of the project to this
potential tuture use was considered in determining appropriate land uses wilthin the WRSP. As shown in
Figure 2-3 on page 2-11 of the Final EIR, the WRSP Land Use Plan has located light industrial and open
spaces around the PCWWTP and the REF. These areas would act as a buffer area of at least 1,000 feet
between the PGWWTT and REP uses and the proposed sensitive residential and educational receptors
that would be part of the WRSP. Turther, the impacts associated with the REP are analyzed in the

cumulative analysis, Section 5, of the Final EIR.

The commenter also states that the projected air quality impacts from the proposed Roseville Encrgy
Park should be compared with the California and Federal AAQS to make sure that the surrounding
development with the WRSP would not experience pollution above safe levels. The Application tor
Certification (AI'C), which is required for the construction, operalion, or closure of all power plants in the
State of California that are over 30 MW, was filed by Roseville Electric on October 30, 2003. The ATC
contains a complete meteorological modeling analysis o assess polential impacts associated with

operation of the RET. The results of the modeling demonstrate that the REP will not result in significant
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direct air quality impacts. The CEC will require a more delailed cumulative air quality impact analysis in
consultation with the Placer County Air Poliution Control District (FCAPCD). The PCAPCD will also be
conducting its own analysis simultancously with the CEC analysis. The PCAPCD analysis includes the
issuance of a Determination of Compliance, which must demonsirate that the REP complies with all

District, federal, and State air quality laws and standards.

Response fo Conument 6

It would speculative to identify a possible range of toxic air contaminants that could be generated by the
new uses within the proposed light and general industrial arcas since these uses are not known at this
time and industrial technologies could change significantly before such uses are proposed or constructed.
A speculative analysis would not provide any useful analysis or lead to a different conclusion than what
is already provided in the Final EIR. Tn any case, MM 4.4-7 identifies the means by which the individual
and combined emissions of toxic air contaminates does not exceed the risk standard of 10 in one million

for the WRST.

Cumulative impacls associated with toxic air contaminants are provided on pages 3-58 and 3-39 of the
Tinal FIR. The analysis determines that MM 4.4-7 would reduce the health risk associated with receptors
fiving within the SOT Amendment Area by ensuring that industrial operations evaluate TAC emissions
and mect acceptable standards, The primary source of TACs in or near the SOl Amendment Area would
be the PGWWTP, Roseville Energy Park, and WRSP industrial operations. County land to the west and
north of the Remainder Arca is currently in agricultural production and Placer Vineyards to the south
does not provide for industrial development. Because TAC emissions would be generated within the
City, MM 4 4-7 would be adeguate to protect SOl Amendment Area residents from TAC emissions. The
SOT would not be cumulatively considerable and would result in a less-than-significant cumulalive

impact on TAC levels.

Refer also to Response to Comment 20-88 for a discussion of the risk of exposure (to schools) associated

with the use of diesel-fueled engines and vehicles.

Response to Comment 7

Refer to Response to Comment 35A-5 for a discussion of potential impacts associated wilh construction
and/or operation of the Roseville Energy Park. Refer also to Topical Response T (Roseville Energy Park)
for a discussion of the licensing and environmental review process for the proposed REP. In addition, the
REF was evaluated in the Final EIR from a land use perspective and as part of the cumulative scenario.
Refer also to Response to Comment 35A-6 for a discussion of the conclusion ol the cumulative toxic air

contaminant analysis.
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In addition, a screening health risk assessment has been prepared for the 120 MW REP and is included in
the ATCL Levels of all cancer and non-cancer risks were found Lo be well below the levels of significance

commonly used by the CEC and the PCAPCD.

Response to Comment 8

Refer to Response to Comment 35A-5 for a discussion of potential impacts associated with construction
and/or operation of the Roseville Energy Park. Refer also to Topical Response H (Roseville Encrgy Park)
for a discussion of the licensing and environmental review process for the proposed REP. In addition, the
REP was evaluated in the Final EIR from a land use perspeclive and as part of the cumulative scenario.
Refer also to Response to Comment 35A-6 for a discussion of the conclusion of the cumulative toxic air

contaminant analysis.

The REP will use aqueous ammonia in a storage tank with a collection basin that will prevent any
signiticant inhalation hazards from a potential ammonia spill and will help to retard ammonia
vaporization rates. The CEC will require that an off-site consequences analysis of a potential ammonia
spill be conducted during the licensing proceedings. The ammonia storage tank at the REP is near the
center of the power plant parcel, away from public areas, and will employ strict loading, unloading, and
handling procedures to further reduce the possibilily of a release. In addition, prior to 1994, the use of
aqueous ammonia was a developing, but not yet proven, technology. Since then, the technology has
improved sufficiently such that the use of weaker aqueous ammonia solutions {e.g., water-based) has
replaced the use of anhydrous ammonia. Aqueous ammonia is a less hazardous form of the chemical,
slightly stronger than common ammonia-containing household cleaning products. Therefore, the use of
agqueous ammonia is not anticipated to cause a hazardous condition that could affect public health or

safety.

Response fo Comment ¢

Refer to Responses {o Comment 11-9 for a discussion of air quality impacts and feasible mitigation

measures.

Response to Comment 10

This commoent provides the professional resume of the commenter, and is not a comment on an

environmental issue. Therefore, no further response is required.
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October 24, 2003

Mr. Witliam D. Kopper
Attorney at Law

417 E Street -
Davis, California 95616

Subject: Review of Transportation and Circulation Analysis for West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment (MR&O Project No. 20330.00) : '

Dear Mr. Kopper:

As requested, Martin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. has completed a review of the transportation and
circulation analysis completed with respect to the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere
of Influence Amendment. The proposed project is the subject of a draft environmental impact report
(DEJR), which is currently being processed by the City of Roseville (Reference: EIP Associates,
Environmental Impact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence
Amendment, September 15, 2003). Our review focused on the technical adequacy of the
“Transportation and Circulation” section of that document, including the Appendices containing the
intersection level of service summary tables. '

This letter report presents the results of our review.,
Background

The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP} and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment addresses a
3,162-acre area proposed to be immediately annexed into the City of Roseville, as well as expansion
of the City’s sphere of influence by an additional 2,365 acres. If approved, the sphere of influence
expansion would facilitate a future annexation of that area into the City. The overall study area is
located immediately west of the Roseviile city limits, and is bounded by Fiddyment Road (i.e., the city
limit line) to the east, Baseline Road to the south, and vacant land to the west and north. Land uses
proposed within the West Roseville Specific Plan area include:

¢ Residential: 8,430 dwelling units;

o  Community Commercial: 48.5 acres;

¢ DBausiness Professional: 20 acres; and

» Light and General Industrial: 108.5 acres.

In addition, the area would include open space (685 acres), parks (270 acres), schools and other public
uses (148 acres), and roads (128 acres). Four development phases are envisioned.

No specific land use plans have been identified for the SOI Amendment area. The DEIR has assumed
that the area will be developed primarily with residential and commercial uses that are similar to those
proposed in the WRSP area, in terms of types of uses and their intensity.

35B-1
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A
The DEIR incorporated a transportation and circulation analysis conducted by DKS Associates. That
analysis addressed potential impacts of the proposed development at up to 167 signalized intersections
in the City of Roseville and a limited number of intersections and roadway segments outside the City. |
Although an analysis of “existing conditions” was documented in the report, the analysis focused on
projected conditions in the year 2020. (Note that the evaluation of “existing plus project” conditions
seems to have been an afterthought, as it is presented in Appendix Q, and is labeled as a

“supplemental” analysis.) _ _ 358-2

The analysis indicated that completion of the proposed WRSP development and the SOI Amendment
will result in “Significant and Unavoidable™ impacts at many of the study intersections and roadway
- segments, with unmitigated degradation in level of service at those locations.

R

Transportation and Circulation Analysis Review —

Our review of the “Transportation and Circulation” analysis for the proposed WRSP area and the SOI
Amendment revealed a number of issues that should be addressed prior to approval of the
environmental document by the City of Roseville, These issues are summarized below.

35B-3
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1. Analysis Periods — The transportation and circulation analysis presented in the DEIR primarily i
addresses project-related impacts in the PM peak hour (i.e., generally, the highest level of traffic
demand in the 4:00 - 6:00 PM peak period of a typical weekday). In addition, an analysis of dail
conditions on a small number of roadway segments outside the Roseville city limits was
documented. No analysis of AM peak hour conditions was undertaken, despite the substantial

“volume of project-related traffic during that time period. The report justifies this by stating that {
the PM peak hour “. . . typically represents the highest traffic period of the day.” However, as
described below, such an approach resulis in an incomplete assessment of the impacts associated
with a proposed project of this magnitude.

For illustrative purposes, Table 1 summarizes AM and PM peak hour trip generation estimates for
the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan area, excluding the SOI Amendment area. Note that
the DEIR presents only daily trip generation estimates for the study area; no peak hour estimates |
were provided. According the to the DEIR, the daily trip generation rates used in the analysis are
those “. . . used in developing Roseville’s CIP, which are generally consistent with those in the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) publications on trip generation . . .” The peak-hour
estimates presented in Table 1 are based on peak-hour rates documented in the ITE Trip 1958 4
Generation manval (Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Sixth
Edition, 1997) and should, therefore, be generally consistent with the daily figures presented in the
DEIR (although the PM peak hour estimates will not necessarily exactly match the figures used in
the DEIR analysis).

As shown, the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan will generate almost 9,300 trips in the AM
peak hour and just over 11,700 trips in the PM peak hour. Thus, the estimated trip generation in
both peak hour periods is substantial Although the AM peak hour estimate is somewhat lower
than the PM peak hour figure, the AM peak hour volume is sufficient to expect that the proposed
development will create significant lraffic impacts in that time period. Moreover, because of the
directional characteristics of project-generated traffic, the. AM peak hour impacts are cxpected to
be different from the PM peak hour impacts.

Consequently, the mitigation measures and roadway improvements developed to respond to PM
peak hour impacts will not address traffic conditions associated with the AM peak hour’s traffic

R
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generation. The only way to address this deficiency is to incorporate an analysis of AM peak hour

conditions into the DEIR.,

A

Table 1

Peak-Hour Trip Generation Estimate! .
__West Roseville Specific Plan

Peak-Hour Trips

- Land Use

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Single-Family Residential (5,866 DU

4,400

5,925

Multi-Family Residential (1,844 DU)

940

1,145

Age-Restricted Residential (720 DU) |

i85

225

Retail (710,000 SF)

515

2,290

Office (60,100 SF)

95

90

Industrial (1,252,400 SF)

1,115

1,150

Church (73,200 SF) -

35

50

Elementary School (2,400 Students)

695

385

Middle Schoal (1,000 Students)

460

160

High School (1,800 Students)

830

270

5

15

Parks (248.4 Acres)

TOTAL

0,295

11,705

358 -4

Notes:
' Reference: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Sixth Edition, 1997.
2 Dwelling units : :

Square feet

J—

2. Level of Service Calculation Procedures — The DEIR states that the intersection level of service
calculations were performed using a . . . modified version of the Transportation Research Board
Circular 212 (critical movement) method . . .” Note that the nature of any modifications to that
procedure are unspecified. ' '

The methodology referred to here was published in a document entitled, Interim Muterials on
Highway Capacity (Transportation Research Board, Transportation Research Circular Number
212, January 1980). As referenced, the document was published in 1980, almost 24 years ago,
The purpose of “Circular 212” was to provide a set of procedures to supplement the 1965 version
of the Highway Capacity Manual until such time as a fully-updated manual could be published.
Such an updated manual was distributed to the traffic engineering profession in 1985. Since that
time, additional updated manuals have been published in 1994, 1997, and the year 2000. Each of
these revised versions of the Highway Capacity Manual has advanced the technical procedures
associated with the analysis of transportation facilities, including roadway segments and
intersections.

35B-¢

The introduction te the 1980 Circular 212 document addresses the anticipated life span of the
procedures documented there, including the following statements:

s “The choice of a Transportation Research Circular as the publication medium has been guite
deliberate. By definition, Circulars contain information of immediate interest but not
‘necessarily of long-lasting value.” '
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A
e “ .. the methods presented here can be put to use until such time as a revised Mapual

becomes available.” [As noted above, that occurred in 1985, followed by subsequent
revisions in 1994, 1997, and 2000.]

s “This report comprises the first set of interim materials which will be distributed pI‘lOI' to the
publication of a new “Highway Capacity Manual” in the mid 1980’s. These interim materials
- are intended for application by HCM users in the 1980-1982 period.”

35B-5

It is clear from these statements that the “interim™ procedures documented in Circular 212 have
long ago outlived their usefulness and, thercfore ‘have been superseded. Thus, thelr use in this
analysis is inappropriate.

3. Standards of Significance and Level of Service Thrésho!de — Intersection and roadway
operations are typically described in terms of “level of service” or LOS. Levels of service range
from LOS A (representing free-flow conditions) through L.OS F (indicating substantial congestion

- and delay). The DEIR generally calls for intersections in Roseville to operate at LOS C or better.

According 1o the Circular 212 document, the highest volume/capacity (V/C) ratio associated with
LOS € is 0,80 (1.e., operation at 80 percent of capacity). Attachment A contains Table 7 from the
“Critical Movement Analysis” section of Circular 212, which documents the V/C ranges
applicable to each level of service at slgnahzed mtcrsectlons :

In contrast to this, as documented in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR, the City of Roseville has arbitrarily
adopted a value of V/C = 0.81 as the highest value for LOS C; none of the other V/C ranges has
been modlﬁed

This arbitrary revision to the range of V/C values associated with LOS C abviously has the effect
of allowing a greater number of intersections to operate at LOS C or better. This has substantial
implications with respect to the ability to conform to the City’s adopted level of service policy. |
That policy (Policy CB-1} states: 358-6

Maintain a level of service (LOS} “C* standard at 70 percent of all ugnakzed
mremectmn.s and roadway segments in the City during the p.m. peak hours.

The intersection analysis retied heavily on this policy to determine whether significant jmpacts
would occur. In fact, the “Transportation and Cnculatmn analysis includes the following
statement:

The City's level of service policy allows the City Council to take action to accept
degradation in the level of service of one or more of its signalized intersections from the
levels identified in the 2020 CIP as long as 70 p- ent or more of the total Szgnahzea'
intersections in the City would operate ar LOS C vr better.

Although the report does not address the 1mp11cat10ns of operation of less than 70 percent of the
~ signalized intersections at LOS C or better, presumably additional mitigation would be needed (or
+ the City would be required to modify its level of service policy further).

Using the City’s modified V/C range for LOS C, the report consistently finds that 70 percent of
the signalized intersections will continue to operate at LOS C or beltter, even after addition of the
traffic associated with the WRSP and the SOI Amendment, and, therefore, excuses degradation of
certain study intersections to LOS D or worse.

b
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However, review of the level of service summary tables presented in DEIR Appendix K indicates
that different results would be found if the standard definition of LOS C were used (te, a
maxiomm V/C ratio of 0.80). Table 2 summarizes the results of that review for the cumulatwe
conditions analysis (year 2020). (Note that in certain cases the revised figures presented here dlSO
retlect miscounts in the DEIR,)

Table 2
Revised Analysis of Signalized Intersections Operating at LOS C or Better!
2020 Without Project | 2020 + SOI Amendment Area 2020 + WRSP Area
Level of Service No. % - No. No. %
1LOSA-C 103 - [168.9%° 116 111 70.2%
LOSD 27 18.0% 25 23 14.6%
LOSE 14 0.3% 17 17 10.8%
LOSF 6 4.0% 9 . _ 7 4.4%
Total 150 100.0% 167 100.0%. 158 100, 0%
Note:

' Reflects generally- accepteci definition of LOS C as having a maximum volume/capacity ratio of

0.80, rather than the 0.81 value arbitrarily adopted by the City of Roseville
Fails to conform to City of Roseville General Plan policy calling for 70 percent of signalized
intersections to operate at LOS C or better

According to this revised analysis, neither the 2020 ‘Without Project scenario nor the 2020 + SQI
Amendment Area scenario would conform to the City’s General Plan level of service policy. The 35B-6
2020 + WRSPF Area scenario meets the minimum requirement of the policy, but by a very small
margin,

A similar process was undertaken with respect to the Kaiser Expansion scenario documented in
Chapter 5 of the DEIR. The results of that assessment are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3
Revised Analysis of Signalized Intersections Operating at LOS C or Better'
Kaiser Expansion Scenario

2020 Without Project | 2020 + SOI Amendment Area 2020 + WRSP Area

Level of Service | No. "No. ' % : No. %
LOSA—C 102 [ .68.0% 113 ST ] 109 [ 69.0%
LOSD 24 | 16.0% 28 16.7% 24 15.2%
LOSE 18 12.0% 17  10.2% 19 12.0%
LOSF 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 6 3.8%

Total 150 100.0% 167 100.0% 158 100.0%
Note '

Reflects generally-accepted definition of LLOS C as having a maximum volumeﬁcapamty ratio of
0.80, rather than the 0.81 value arbitrarily adopted by the City of Roseville

Fails to conform to City of Roseville General Plan policy calling for 70 percent of signalized
intersections to operate at LOS C or better :
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This assessment reveals that none of the three scenarios would meet the City’s minimum
requirement for operation at LOS C or better. Further, even after mitigation of the SOI Q5B -6

- Amendment s¢enario (which would improve three additional intersections to LOS C), 69.5 percent!
of the signalized intersections would be at LOS C or better, thereby failing to conform to the C1ty 8
General Plan policy. _ _ —d

4. Roadway Segment Impacts — As noted above, City of Roseville General Plan Policy CB-] calls for
maintaining . . . a level of service (LOS) C standard at 70 percent of all . . . roadway segments in
the City during the p.m. peak hours.” However, the DEIR includes no analyms of AM or PM peak 35B-7
hour operations on the City’s roadway segments. Thus, it is impossible to discern whether the
proposed project conforms to this requirément. : ‘

—d

5. Assignment of Project Traffic ~ The DEIR repeatedly makes statements such as the fellowing:

“. . . the traffic volume forecasts are not based on a simple layering/adding of
assumed profeci-generated traffic volumes onto the 2020 Without Project traffic volumes.
Rather, the City’s travel demand model is used to predict how travel patterns would
change if assumed land uses are added to 2020 land uses. The travel model redistributes
trips and can cause fraffic on some roadways to decrease and cause changes in “critical”
traffic movements at intersections, sometimes at intersections some distance from the SOI
Amendment Area.”

This is a reasonable statement, which could be readily accepted if not for the results of a detailed
review of the traffic volume projections contained in the analysis report, as described below.

Within the context of this analysis, it is important to recall that the WRSP area is projected to
generate a total of 110,341 daily trips. Combined with the SOI Amendment area, a total of
209,223 daily trips are projected to be added to the roadway system in and near the project area.
Further, the DEIR states (on page 2-24) that:

“. . . the WRSP anticipates a grid system that would channel wraffic in ¢ northeast ~ |35B-8
~ direction toward Highway 65 and, ultimately, Interstate 80.”

DEIR Tabie 4.3-15 summarizes the expected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on

~ Highway 65 and Interstate 80 both with and without the proposed project. The traffic volume
information in that table is presented in Table 4, along with a summary of the incremental volumes
on the various freeway segments studied.

This analysis reveals that the SOI Amendment area, with its daily trip generation of over 209,000
vehicle-trips would add a net maximuimn of 1,800 daily trips to 1-80 and 1,300 daily trips to SR 65,
even though the project road system is intentionally oriented so as to direct traffic to those
regional roadways. In fact, one segment of I-80 would have lower daily trafﬁc with
implementation of the SOl Amendment project.

- With regard to the effects of the WRSE and its 110,000 daily trips, minimal increases in traffic on
the state highways are again projected. On I-80 between Riverside Avenue and Douglas
Boulevard, a reduction of 1,000 daily vehicles is projected. Similarly, daily traffic reductions are
projected for both sections of SR 70/99 that were addressed. Based on this, it would appear that
the solution to traffic congestion on SR 70/99 and portions of I-80 would be to increase the size of

3




MARTIN

ERIVETT
OLSON

ENGINEEHRS

Comment Letter 35B

October 24, 2003
My. William D. Kopper

Page 7

the proposed project even further. Doing so, according to the City’s travel demand modcl wouid
apparently result in even lower volumes on those facilities.

In short, it is clear that the traffic projections derived for this analysis are necither reasonable nor

realistic. It is simply not credible to state that a project of the magnitude addressed here would
have such a minimat anact on the State highway system near the sue

o

Table 4
Projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes on State Highways'
2020+ S0OI .
2020 Amendment Area® 2020 + WRSP?
Without Increase 1 Increase.
Project | Projected or Projected or
Facility Segment ADT Volume | (Decrease) | Volume | (Decrease)
i‘i Co.Lineto Riverside | 00500 | 202700 | 1800 | 201400 |  s00
gﬁg‘"“de Ave.to Douglas | c7 00 | 167.100 (300) 166,400 | (1,000)
1-80 gguglas Blvd. to Eurcka 159,800 | 160,300 500 159,900 100
Eureka Rd. to SR 65 1.80,900 181,800 000 181,900 1,000
SR 65 to Rocklin Rd. 116,900 | 117,100 200 117,000 100
gfj{lf"‘a to Pleasant Grove | o5 250 | 77 400 1,300 76,300 600
Pleasant Grove Blvd. to
SR 65 Blue Oaks Blvd. | 75,300 76,200 200 75,500 - 600
Blue Oaks Blvd. to Sunset | o) 450 | g5 709 400 82,500 200
Blvd.
North of Riego Rd. 28,800 25,000 200 28,700 (100)
SR 70/99 - - .
South of Riego Rd. 52,500 | 52,800 300 51,300 (1,200)
‘Notes:
' Reference: Table 4,3-15, page 4.3-62 in DEIR
> Daily trip generation: 209,223
Daily trip generation: 110,341

Table 4.3-16 provides similar information for the freeway ramps in the vicinity of the study area.
That information further reinforces the need to question the traffic volume projections as, again,
substantial reductions are shown at certain key ramps, and even the largest increase in traffic fails
lo approach the level of incréase expected in conjunction with a project generating over 209,000
daily trips.

| 35B- €
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The point is further made through an examination of projected traffic volumes on the roadway |

system adjacent to the SO! Amendment and WRSP areas. Selected findings from that
investigation include: '

» Baseline Road (the southern. project boundary) west of Walerga Road: Reduction of 5,100
vehicles per day (VPD);

o Baseline Road (the southern project boundary) east of Watt Avemue: Rcduction of 1,600
- vehicles per day (VPD);

¢ PFE Road west of Walerga Road: Reduction of 600 VPD;
»  Walerga Road south of PFE Road: Reduction of 200 VPD;

e  Woodcreck Oaks between Blue Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard: Reduction of
1,000 VPL; '

¢ Yoothill Boulevard between Junction Boulevard and Baseline Road: Reduction of 1,.600
VPD; ' .

+  Toothill Boulevard between Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Juﬁction Boulevard: Reduction of |35B - 8
1,200- VPD; : : :

¢  Washington Boulevard south of Roseville Parkway: Reduction of 1,900 VPD; and
* Washington Boulevard south of Diamond Oaks Road: Reduction of 2,400 VPD,

Clearly, reductions in daily traffic volumes are pervasive throughout the study area. In fact, it is
impossible to discern where the 209,000 daily trips were assigned.

The standard response to a comment of this sort involves a discussion of trip diversion and the
“bumping” of previously-assigned trips to alternative routings, based on estimated travel times.
This is only a valid response if surplus capacity is available in the relevant corridor(s). If such
surplus capacity is not available, the result will be the spreading of the peak hour traffic beyond
the assumed one-hour period. As such, the potential for peak spreading must be addressed in the
“analysis.

At the samo time, however, the City of Roseville traffic model should be subjected to a third-party
peer review, as it appears that, while the model might have adequately replicated existing traffic
volumes as a part of the calibration/validation process, the model seems to perform much less well
when called upon to assign future traffic associated with major land use changes.

6. Level of Service Results — Previous comments have addressed the outdated nature of the
intersection level of service calculation methodology employed in the analysis and the
questionable traffic assignment provided by the City’s traffic model. Among the findings reported
above is the tendency of the analysis to suggest that the addition of over 209,000 daily trips to the
local roadway network will result in substantial reductions in daily traffic on existing roadways.

This questionable characteristic of the analysis is also apparent when reviewing the intersection 5358 -9
level of service results. For example, review of the cumulative scenario calculations reported in |
Table K-2 of Appendix K reveals that addition of the traffic associated with the SO Amendment
area will result in improved operations (i.e., a lower V/C ratio and, in some cases, a better level of
service) at 58 of the 167 interscctions analyzed for that scenario; that is, almost 35 percent of the
study intersections are shown to operate better than undér “no project” conditions. Addition of thex /
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- WRSP-generated traftic is shown to cause 57 of the 158 intersections analyzed under that scenario
“to improve, representing over 36 percent of the study locations.

Because of the nature of the Circular 212 intersection level of service methodology, the only way
that these intersections could improve is to have lower traffic volumes, Obviously, reduced traffic
in the face of 110,000 to 209,000 new daily project-generated trips is extremely unlikely and leads
to the conclusion that the analysis has substantial flaws.

7. Intersection Level of Service Standards of Significance — The standards of significance
employed in the analysis are delineated on pages 4.3-32 and 4.3-33 of the DEIR. With regard to
signalized intersections, the standard generally calls for operation at LOS C or better.

However, for intersections that operate at worse than LOS C (i.e., LOS D or E) under “no project”

conditions, a significant impact occurs if the intersection level of service is degraded by one or|

more level of service category (e.g., from LOS D to LOS E or LOS E to LOS F). Such a standard
would allow the critical traffic volume at an interscction to increase by as much as 10 percent
before the intersection is defined to have a significant impact. For example, an intersection with a
V/C ratio of 0.91 (LOS E) would not be defined as having a significant impact until the projected
V/C ratio increased to 1,01 (LOS F).

In contrast to this, under certain circumstances, the defined standard of significance would resuls
in a significant impact at an intersection where the V/C ratio increases by only 0.01 (representing a
one percent increase in the critical traffic volume). Using the V/C ratio thresholds used in this
analysis, that would occur if the intersection had a V/C ratio of 0.81 (LOS C, according to the City
of Roseville; see comment 3 above) under “no project” conditions and the project traffic caused
the V/C ratio to increase to 0.82 (LOS D), '

The standards of significance should be modified to include a more meaningful criterion

addressing exacerbation of unaccepiable conditions. Typically, such a standard would state that,

for intersections operating at LOS D, E, or F under “no project” conditions, a project-related

increase of 0.01 or 0.02 in the V/C ratio would be defined as a significant impact, and would
_ therefore require mitigation at that location. . :

As presented, the standard of significance provides an advantage to finding intersections operating
at unacceptable levels of service under “no project” conditions. A particular deficiency of the
standards used in this analysis relates to intersections operating at LOS ¥ (i.e., over capacity, with
high delays and long queues). There is no lower level of service category, so the intersection
cammot be degraded by a level of service category. In fact, such an intersection can never be
identified as having a significant impact under the standards applied to this analysis, which means

that the worst intersections may never get fixed. Thus, from the point of view of those who will|"

be required to mitigate project-related impacts, there is no better finding than that an intersection
(and, ideally, all intersections) will be operating at LOS F under “no project” conditions.
According to the intersection level of service results summarized in Table K-2, six of the study
intersections escape the possibility of mitigation through this significant flaw in the analysis
parameters. '

It is interesting to note that a standard similar te that suggested here has apparently been applied to
the analysis of roadway segments. Page 4.3-64 of the DEIR states:

35B-9
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Although the SOI amendment would not cause any highway segment to degrade to LOS F.

it would add traffic to segments already operating ar LOS F, This increase would be
significant and unavoidable. [Emphasis not added.]

Page 4.3-65 contains a similar statement regarding the WRSP’s impact on state hi ghways.
It is unclear why such a standard is appropriate for roadway segments, but not for intersections. 50B - 10

In summary, inclusion of a standard of significance for intersectior level of service that addresses
exacerbation of unacceptable operations in a more meaningful fa,sh]on would undoubtedly result in
substantial additional significant impacts. :
- 8. Level of Service Calculation Worksheets — The DEIR does not provide the intersection level of]
service worksheets, only tables smmnari’zing the results of the calculations. This may be because
the calculations were conducted using a “post-processor” developed by the City to expedite the
analyqls process. Consequently, it is impossible to determine whether the assumptions employed
in performing the calculations are reasonable or whether errors have been made. 358 - 11

Similarly, the DEIR does not reveal the peak- -hour intersection volumes used in the ana1y31s
Thus, it is impossible to judge their reasonableness.

9. Traffic Volume Data — The report states that existing conditions traffic volume data was collected
in April and May 2001, approximately 2-1/2 years ago. In the ensuing time, Roseville has been
among the fastest-growing cities in the state. According to the State of California Department of
Finance, Roseville grew by 10.3 percent from January 2001 to January 2003, From 2002 until
2003, Roseville was the 24" fastest-growing city in California. Other cities near the proposed
project have also experienced rapid growth. For the year 2001, the California Department of
Finance declared the City of Lincoln the fastest growing city in the state (with a one-year growth
rate from January 2001 to January 2002 of over 28 percent; from January 2002 to January 2003,
Lincoln grew by another 15.8 percent). Rocklin was the fourteenth fastest growing city in the state

-in 2001 (with a one-year growth rate of 7.6 percent) and the _25“‘ fastest growing in 2002 (with a
growth rate of 5.7 percent). During that same time period, Placer County as a whole was the
fastest growing county in the state.

3SB-12

Directly associated with this growth in population has been a sizable increase in traffic volumes
throughout the area. Caltrans traffic volume data reflects this growth. A review of daily traffic
volumes on State Route 65 (SR 65) near the study area reveals that in the section of SR 65 south
of Sunset Boulevard, traffic grew by 11.8 percent from 1999 to 2000 (the last year in which new
counts were performed by Caltrans at that location). SR 65 volumes north of SR 193 in Lincoln
grew by 16.4 percent during that same time period.

In addition, it is unclear whether the traffic volumes reflect the extension of Fast Roseville
Parkway through the Stoneridge Specific Plan area or the completion of the Roseville Parkway
overcrossing at 1-80. Both of these roadway facilities resulted in substantial redistribution of
traffic throughout the City, which could affect the validity of the existing conditions intersection
level of service calculations. This question arises in part due to the V/C ratio and LOS presented
for the intersection of Sunrise Avenue/Roseville Parkway in Table K-1 — Existing Scenario.
According to that table, this intersection operates at LOS A with a V/C ratio of 0.59. Clearly, the
analyst has not been through that intersection in the PM peak hour recently, as the eastbound
Roseville Parkway approach rarely clears in a single signal cycle, the northbound left turn from

o
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-can be produced; however, a delay of over two-years seems excessive. Analysis of “existing plus

- Study Intersections — The DEIR “Transportation and Circulation” analysis reports the results of
- intersection level of service calculations at'up to 167 intersections within Roseville and a very

‘not necessarily stop at jurisdictional boundaries
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Sunrise Avenue to westbound Roseville Parkway has tremendous demand consuming an
mordinately Jarge pomon of the available green signal time, and the overall intersection probably
operates at LOS D.

Although we recognize that the focus of the analysis was on conditions in the year 2020 the
outdated traffic volume information employed in the analysis will directly result in
underestimation of the West Roseville Specific Plan’s short-term traffic impacts. We recognize
that a reasonable period of time is needed from the time traffic volumes are obtained until a report

prole{,t” conditions using current traffic volumes nught reveal additional impacts to be addressed
in that time frame.

limited number of intersections in wnincorporated Placer County. However, the selected
intersections outside the City limits may not fully reflect the proposed project’s impacts, which do

For example, consider that the analysis reveals a significant impact at the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard/Douglas Boulevard, at the eastern boundary of the City of Roseville. [t is
highly likely that a portion of-the project-generated traffic will be using Douglas Boulevard
through unincorporaled Placer County to travel to/from Folsom, El Dorado Hills, and other

35B-12

locations to the southeast. A recent study of projected conditions in Southeast Placer County 358 - 13

revealed that up to 70 percent of the traffic on Douglas Boulevard east of Sierra College |

Boulevard in the future will constitute external trips (i.c., they will both begin and end outside that
study area). Thus, the WRSP/SOI Amendment analysis should be expanded to evaluate the
impacts of the proposed project on the following intersections in Placer County:

s Douglas Boulevard/Cavitt-Stallman Road;
* Douglas Boulevard/Seenc Avenue;
* Douglas Boulevard/Barton Road;

» Douglas Boulevard/Auburn-Folsom Road; arid
* Auburn-Folsom Road/Eureka Road.

Unsignalized Intersection Impacis — The study ignores the potential impacts of the proposed
project on unsignalized intersections (except those that are presumed to be signalized in the
future). [s it realistic to expect that no unsignalized intersections will have significant impacts as a
resull of the proposed project? Are there really no unsignalized- mtersections that should be
conmden,d as part of this analysis?

Regulatory Setting — Federal or State — Page 4.3-28 of the DEIR states that:

There are no known federal or siate standards that would directly affect the
transportation and circulation aspects of the SOI Amendment Area.

This is inaccurate. The State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans} has:
established levet of service standards for the facilities under its jurisdiction.

35B-14
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13. Transit Standard of Significance — Page 4.3-32 of the DEIR presents the following standard of
significance relating to public transit:

Have q substantial negative impact on transit operations, travel times, and/or circulation.

' ' 35B-16

It is unclear from this standard what constitutes a “substantial negative impact.” This criterion
should be clarified and/or quantified. Further, it is unclear how this potential impact area was
addressed. For example, it does not appear that a travel time study was conducted to determine
whether the proposed project would adversely affect bus travel times, This being the case, how
did the analysis determine whether such an impact would occur?

14. Study Scenarios — The cumulative impact assessment presented in Section 5.5.3 of the DFIR
includes a series of analyses incorporating the traffic associated with the proposed expansion of
the Kaiser medical complex (on the north side of Douglas Boulevard, between Rocky Ridge Drive
and Bureka Road). It is unclear why the Kaiser project is addressed in this section (rather than as
part of the year 2020 analysis previously discussed), although it may be because it has not yet
been approved by the City of Roseville, However, in light of the virtual certainty that the Kaiseri
project will be approved, it seems reasonable to include the preposed Kaiser expansion in the basic
analysis scenarios used in determining traffic impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed
project.

It should also be noted, however, that the same deficiencies identitied earlier with regard to the
tratfic analysis apply to the analysis of the Kaiser scenarios. These include the foliowing: _

35B-17
» The need to analyze the AM peak hour, in addition to the PM peak hour.

¢ The inappropriate use of the outdated Circular 212 analysis procedure.

o The arbitrary use of an artificial upper V/C boundary for LOS C incorrectly results in a
reduced number of intersections defined as having significant impacts.

» The assignment of Kaiser-generated traffic does not appear to be realistic, which results in
inaccurate level of service results at key intersections near the site. For example, consider that
addition of the Kaiser-generated traffic to the intersection of Rocky Ridge Drive/Lead Hill
Road {which is adjacent to the Kaiser sife} results in a questionable reduction in intersection
V/C at that location (from V/C = .89 under Cumulative No Project conditions to V/C = 0.85
under Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion No Project conditions).

—_—

15. Assumed Roadway System — According to page 4.3-38 of the DEIR, certain of the roa.dvx«*?yﬁF

improvement assumptions are “. . . speculative in nature.” It is inappropriate to assume that
“speculative” roadways will be constructed and, they should, therefore, not be included in theS5B-18
-analysis. o T

16. Truck Traffic — As proposed, the WRSP includes over 1,250,000 SF of industrial developmegﬂ
The proposed industrial uses will undoubtedly generate substantial additional truck traffic, but the
traffic analysis apparently fails to account for the reduced operating characteristics of trucks (e.g.,35B- 19
slower acceleration, additional length, etc.). Appropriate revisions should be made to the level of|
service calenlations to account for the tracks” operational deficiencies. __’

17. Intersection Level of Service Interpretation — Page 4.3-47 of the “Transportation and Circulation”
section of the DEIR summarizes the results of the intersection level of service analyses for the 358 - 20

L
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2020 Without Project scena:rio, saying that it . . . would provide LOS C or better conditions for |
all hours of the day . . . at & specified number of intersections. [Emphasis added] This

statement is simply mcorrect No analysis has been performed that would address the adequacy of 35B-20
any intersection’s operations during all hours of the day. Only one hour was evaluated, that being
the PM peak hour. _l

. : o
Assumed Future Traffic Signals — Pagcs 4.3-52 and 4.3-58 list numerous intersections that will
require signalization under 2020 with project conditions (seventeen locations under 2020 Plus Full 358 - 21

- SOI and eight locations under 2020 Plus WRSP). Will the costs associated with installing these

19

20,

21

- segments by 1,300 vehicles, or by 1.4 percent.”

signals be borne by the project proponent?

Mitigation Requirements Beyond City of Roseville Boundaries - The “Transportation and
Circulation” analysis identified several significant impacts outside the boundaries of the City of
Roseville. In each case, the report suggests that, because the impacts and the needed
improvements are outside the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville, no mitigation is possible (i.e.,
the affected jurisdiction *may choose not to” implement the mitigation measure). This effectively
absolves the project proponent of mztlganon reqponsﬂjlhty for any impact outside the City of
Roscvxllc

As an alternative to this approach, a mitigation measure should be presented requiring that the 358 -22
City of Roseville enter into an intergovernmental agreement or memorandum of understanding
(MOU)} with the affected jurisdiction (whether that be Placer County, Sutter County, or the City of
Rocklin) under which the needed mitigation measures would be implemented. Such an agreement
would not be unlike the MOU between Placer County and the United Aubum Indian Community
to mitigate the impacts of the Thunder Valley Casino. As another example, consider the
agreement between the Cities of Rosevilie and Rocklin dealing with reimbursement of lost sales
tax revenue associated with the relocation of the Wal-Mart store from Rocklin to Roseville.

Cumulative Conditions Roadway System — The traffic analysis assumed that the City of |
Roseville’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) will be fully implemented by 2020, Given the

City’s well-documented revenue challenges, in combination with budget shortfalls at the state and 358 -23
federat levels, is the completion-of all of those projects reasonably certain? If not, the analysis
rust be modified to reflect a more realistic future road system.

Also, page 4.3-42 of the DEIR points out that approval of the WRSP will © clearly trigger the |
need to update the City’s CIP.” Will the project proponent be required to pay the cost of this 35B-24
update since its need is directly related to the proposed project?

Impacts on State Highways — Page 4.3-64 of the DEIR “[ransportation and Circulation” analysis
states that the SOl Amendment “. . . would increase the average daily traffic on state highway

In addition to simply not being believable (i.¢., that a project generating 209,000 daily trips would
only add 1,300 daily trips to the regional freeway system), this statement is not clear as to which
segment(s) will have this level of added traffic. How does this statement relate to Table 4.3-15,
which seems to be intended to illustrate the incremental project-related traffic on the state
highways? Also, with regard to the “1.4 percent” figure, is this 1.4 percent of the highway traffic
volume (which varies from one segment to the next) or 1.4 percent of the total project-generated
trips? -

35B-25
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A similar lack of clarity is demonstrated by the statement on page 4.3-65 concerning the volume:

of WRSP-generated traffic on the state highways: “. . . the WRSP would contribute only a smallgzp .06

fraction (less than one percent} of the traffic volumes on these highways.” Is this less than one
percent of the highway traffic volume or less than one percent of the WRSP-generated traffic?

22, Mitigation Measures on State Highways — The report (on pages 4.3-64 and 4.3-65) provides brief|
descriptions of certain actions that could be implemented to improve traffic operations on I-80 and
SR 65 (e.g., addition of high-occupancy vehicle lanes, ramp metering, etc.). The analysis
concludes, however, that . | . such improvements and measures should be resolved on regional |
level . .. These improvements could not be implemented by a single project.”

It should first be noted that the project addressed by the DEIR is not, in reality, a single project. 1t
is, instead, a compilation of numerous development projects that will be accomplished by a

number of developers and builders over some period of time. Those projects, taken together, will 358 -27

have a measurable adverse impact on the operation of the regional roadway facilities discussed
here. As noted in 'the DEIR, the SOl Amendment will generate over 209,000 daily trips and the
WRSP will generate over 110,000 daily trips.

Based on the magnitude of these development projects, it is not unreasonable to expect them to
make a meaningful contribution toward offsetting the regional impacts that are directly attributable
to those projects. Tn establishing the extent of that contribution, however, it will be necessary to
perform supplemental analyses to gauge the actual project-related incremental volume of traffic on
the state highways, as the analysis documented in the DEIR obviously understates the volume of
such traffic. ]

23. Transit Mitigation ~ Mitigation measure 4.3-8 (page 4.3-75) calls for payment of a “fair share” of?
additional transit service. First, it must be noted that payment of a fair share contribution does not
constitute full mitigation of a particular significant impact; unless full funding of the mitigation
measure is assured, no effective mitigation exists. '

In this particular case, however, a fair share contribution might be appropriate, given the obvious 358 - 28

fact that the project’s fair share is 100 percent. That is, without approval and development of the
propesed project, no demand for transit service exists in the area. Only with that development
does any transit demand exist. Thus, the proposed project would be the only contributor to the
cost of the additional transit service. Any such contribution should include the full capital cost of
the transit service (both initial costs and the costs of future replacement vehicles, etc.), as well as
all ongoing operating and maintenance costs associated with the service, in perpetuity.

24. Intersection Mitigation — Mitigation measures 4.3-1 and 4,3-2 call for payment of a fair share |
contribution toward certain intersection improvements. As noted above, payment of a fair share
contribution does not constitute full mitigation of a particular significant impact; unless full
funding of the mitigation measure is assured, no effective mitigation exists. In this particular case,

inclusion of the project within the City’s CIP might assure full funding of the remainder of the R5B - 2G

improvement costs. However, this is somewhat dependent upon the adequacy of the funding
sources assumed within the CIP. As pointed out in comment 16 above, the City is facing a
challenging future as it loses certain funding sources, and the state and federal governments are
also dealing with substantial financial difficuities.

© 25. Placer Parkway — Development of the project as proposed could effectively eliminate certain
- potential alignments for Placer Parkway, a proposed regional roadway connecting SR 65 with SR
o . 4

5B8-30
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70/99. Although construction of Placer Parkway is not expected for several years, it is eritical that
decisions concerning the SOI Amendment area and the WRSP not be made in a vacuum, ignoring
the impacts of those decisions on a key regional roadway facility, The City should enter into a
cooperative planning process with representatives of the Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency (PCTPA) to ensure that local decisions do not detract from the ability to implement
regional necessities. 358 - 30
In lieu of this cooperative approach, the project plan should be modified to preclude development
within the potentiaf Placer Parkway corridors, as they have been defined by PCTPA. At such time
as a Placer Parkway alignment is defined, this prohibition of development in the corridors could
be terminated, if appropriate. :

' 26. Assumed Intersection Level of Service Results — All of the cumulative scenario level of service
tables include six intersections shown as operating at LOS C, but with no V/C ratio indicated.|
According to a footnote attached to these locations, the analyst has apparently simply assumed that
the intersections would operate at LOS C or better at buildout of the City, based on a belief that
the intersection will *. . . have relatively low ‘minor street’ volumes . . .” These intersections
include entrance/exit locations at two new Wal-Mart stores and a new Target store, as well as two
roadways apparently serving Hewleti-Packard. While the level of activity at the Hewlett-Packard 35B-31
site is unknown, it is safe to say that neither Wal-Mart nor Target represent the types of land uses
that will have low traffic volumes; if that were the case, a traffic signal would probably not be
justified. The arbitrary assumption that these locations will operate at LOS C or better must be

further explained or, preferably, a rcasonable attempt must be made to estimate the traffic volumes
at the intersections so that a meaningful intersection leve} of service calculation can be performed.

et

* Conclusion

Our review of the transportation and circulation analysis incorporated into the Draft Environmen;ﬂ
Impact Report for the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment |
revealed several issues potentially affecting the validity of the conclusions and recommendafions |
presented in that document. Further, our review indicates that the proposed project may have}
additional significant impacts on the environment beyond those identified in the DFEIR, particularly’

with respect to unacceptable levels of traffic congestion and degradation of intersection and roadway 358 - 32
level of service. These issues should be addressed prior to City of Roseville approval of the proposed

project and its related environmental documentation. o

We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning any of the items presented here
or would like to discuss them further, please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838.

Sincerely,

MARTIN, RIVETT & OLSON, IN

Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer
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12 . Critical Movement Analysis
Deluy _ PLA NNING A pplications
Because delay will be the principal determinant of In these applicsations, an important reference work
‘signallzed intersection level of service in the new is that of McInerney and Petersen (3). The only :
HCM, Table 7 is included. The delay values given tabular material used is that found in Table 6 which !
are not yet an integral part of the Critieal gives a single value for the meximm sum of critical '
Movement Analysis procedure but are presented as an lane volumes, in vehiclaes per hour, agssuming
_ initial step in developing a range of delay values "average" traffic, slgnal, and geometric conditions,
" which can be related to intersection level of and Tdble 3, which is used to apportionm trafflc
service. The values of Table 7 do not teake into among several lanes.
account the cffset relationship between adjacent The focus of this tool is to allow for a rapid
signals. BSynthesis of data from a number of sources approximation of level of serviece. None.of the
_has been used to produce Table 7. HCM users may detailed individual adjustment factors need be
find it useful to comparé the table with locally applied to obtain & soluticn. The solution is for
cbtained de]_ay data, . typical average conditions and should not

-necessarily be used for detailed design or
operaticnal decizions.

Table 7. Defay and Level of Service OPERATIONS AND DESIGN Applications

; a
elay Range
ls'g:ﬂcg_f v}ﬁpégi}o (sgcsiwper geh.) A principal source used for developing this more
i detailed iation of Critical Movement Analysis
_ 1. 0-16. er and Fambro's 1977 paper (5). Many of the
A 0.00-0.80 0.0-16.0 concepts and values from this work have been revised
B 0.61-0.70 or extended to reflect work found in other source.
. _ --decuments,
—*._C 0.71-0.80 22.1-28.0 Table 6 pives the level of service standards
' ] 0.81-0,90 28.1-35.0 whilch apply to this detailed application. Previous -
E 0.91-1.00 15.1-40.0 sections contain descriptions of various adjustment
' ' i procedures and factors used. Table 8 provides a
F varies 40.1 or greater summary of these factors.
An explanation and exanples of the step-by-step
a n n : s rocedure | is iven under the heading of "USER
Measured as "stopped delay" as described in : D S _given er
Ref. {17). Delay values relate to the mean . APPLICATIONS" later in this section.

stopped delay incurred by all vehicles_entering
the intersection. Hote that traffic signal
coordination effects are not consideved and could

drastically alter the delay range for a given : Tabie 8. Summary Factors for . !
v/c ratio. Critical Movement Analysis '

Saurce: M. R. Railly (NCHRP Project 3-28), based

on a synthesis of various data. Element g Values

1. Capacity, per Yane 1800 pch
ideal conditions

. ) 2. Capacity, per lane 1500 wph
Summary average-to-good )

o ' . ' urban conditions
Table & contains a summary list of values used in

ritical 3. Green time Assumed as actual green

;h;mﬁiegggilzﬁg.applied aspects of the eri Pme plus change interval
' ime
Critical Movement Analysis: Strategy 4. PCE values for . 1.0 = passenger car or
' ) vehicle type motorcycle
Critical Movement Analysis can be used in two : 2.0 = truck or through
general categories of problems: PLANNING bus
epplications and OPERATIONS AND %ESIGN aps;ications. _ 5.0 = Jocal bus
In each case the fundamentals are & same.
However,c the level of detail is greater for 5. Peak Hour Factor 0.8 = typical, or use
‘OPERATIONS AND DESIGN applications: ;ggzﬁlengﬁ};g
Critical Movement Analysis is a tool to be used _
for study of the intersection as an operating whole. 6. PCE values for Left turns (see Table 3)
For specific analysis of & single approach, the _1eft and right Right turns {see Table 4}
procedure cutlined by the 1065 HCM (1) remains & ~turns ) _
valuable tool. . . 7. Lane Utilization Two lanes, volume divides
The key assumption in the technique is that . fu) . 52.5% / 47.5%

there is a coubination of lane volumes which must be . Three lands, volume in
accomnodated in 1 hour through the middle of a . heaviest lane s 35.5%
signalized intersection. The sum of these volumes, : of total
termed "critical volume™ by Capelle and Pimnell (2), ) .
cannot exceed the saturation flow characteristics of 8. Lane Width (W) 8.0-9.9 feet, W = 1.1
the intersection. In essence, 1800 pch would be 10.0-12.9 feet, W = 1.0
the meximum value under ideal conditions for the - 13.0-15.9 feet, W = 0.9 .

tical volume, with 1500 vph bemg an average -
33113 for typlcal conditions. P Source: W. R. Reilly {NCHRP Project 3-28).
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. traffic engineering for many new roadway facilities. In addition, he has prepared the
traﬁc analys;s for inclusion in Prnject Study Reports for new roadways and freeway

RESARSN Siate Route 65/Sanset Baulevm-d Interchange, Placer C‘aunty CA Pm_lect Engmeer
¥ for the traffic operations study evaluating existing and fotre N , _
B changes in traffic expected as a result of the proposed
- SRE5/Sunset Boulevard Interchange. Both daily and peak.
B hour traffic opmnons analyses were conducted, as was an
. [ " analysis of the traffic impacts to the SR65 mainline.
T ' Coordination with Caltrans District 3 was required. " e
(.‘i;i: Engineer — 35005 _' .Chesmut Avenue Grade Separation, Fresno County, CA - Semur Design E.ngmeer for
By ’ I the traffic aperations study for the design of the 4-span, 434 foot long grade separation
structure -on Chestnut Avenue crossing over Golden State Boulevard and the Union
Pacific Railroad tracks. The project mcludc:d extensive, utility . relocation and
coordination with Union Pacific Razlmad. ,

: Exposition Baulevmﬂ Extension Traffic Analysis, Sammento CA ~ Prq]ect Eng;mm- for
g analysis of traffic operations caused by the extension of Exposition
Boulevard, under the railroad tracks, to comnect to SR 160 in the
City of Sacramento. The near-term and long-term “with” and

“without” traffic conditions were examined. Coordination with

§ Caltrans District 3- vmsreqmredanﬂnsmect

= Y’? - Statc Route 65/thney Boulevard Interchange, Placér County, CA —Project Manager
' for detailed taffic operations analysis addressing freeway interchange improvements in

sonthern Placer County.” The analysis incloded consideration of both near-term and

future traffic impacts of the proposed project. Because of the project’s potential impact
to SR6S, close coordiration with Caltrans District 3 was necessary. _

Skyline Road Project Study Report, Lassen County, CA — Project Manager for the
completion of traffic analyses associated with the construction of a new loop roadway
arotind Susanville in Lassen County, Based on estimates of future ‘traffic volumes, the

analysis identified the number of roadway lanes needed to serve both short-term and

N Tichioan

W Civil Engineer— 37605

long-term traffic demands.
Affiliations Foothill Boulevard at Stenner Creek, San Luis Obispo, CA
‘ ProjectEngnmm'forthan'aﬁicupcrauompomonofﬁmfast-u-ack-f
Institute of ' PS&EPa:kageforﬁmmplammenIofthmemrmerMP'
' ;nm:gw?"  culverts. The replacement structure is a 41 foot long: and 78 foot
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Response fo Comment Letter 33B
Mortin, Rivett & Ofson, Inc. (October 24, 2003} (Atiachment fo Kopper, Ocfober 28, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 35B
Martin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. {October 24, 2003) (Attachment to Kopper,
October 28, 2003)

Response to 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

This comment provides background information on the proposed project, summarizing the project
description information Lhat is listed in Chapter 2, Subsection 2.4, pages 2-7 through 2-9 of the Final EIR.
Specifically, it highlights the acreages and types of proposed land use for the WRSP area. The commenter
incorrectly states that no specific land use plans have been identified for the 50I Amendment Area. The
HIR preparer assumes, from the tollowing text, that the commenler’s intent was to describe the
Remainder Area, which is a part of the 5OI Amendment Area, and has no specific land uses currently

identificd for i,

The commenter correclly notes that the Draft EIR incorporates a transportation and circulalion analysis
that was conducted by DKS Associates. As shown in Section 4.3 of the Final EiIR, Tablc 4.3-10, and
page 4.3-34, the analysis assessed existing conditions and addressed potential impacts of the proposed
project on 150 signalized intersections within the City, and several intersections and roadways outside of
the City proper, under both existing conditions and 2020 conditions. This analysis concludes that that the
proposed project would result in Significant and Unavoidable impacls to several intersections and
roadway segmenls, and that mitigation measures would not be sufficient to lessen these impacts to less-

than-significant fevels.

Response to Comment 3

This comment contains gencral information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Thercetore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 4

The tratfic operations impacls were analvzed for the p.m. peak hour because it represents the highest
hourly volume during a typical weekday. This volume is used to design tuture roadways and roadway
improvements becausce of ils regular weekday occurrence. As noted in the comment, the a.m. peak hour
trip generation for the project is lower than the P.M. peak hour. Because roadways are construcled with a

symmetrical number of [anes, use of the P, peak hour volume to measure project impacts represenls a
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

reasonable worst case scemnario and minimizes the potential (o underestimate the number of {ufure lanes

r(zquired for the .slud_\_-' roadwa_\_-’s or interseclions.

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-17 for a discussion of traffic model methodology.

Response to Comment &

The City’s LOS policy was developed in consideration of the City’s modified Gircular 212 analysis
procedures including the interpretation that LOS C extends to a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.81. This
interpretation was adopted by the City and included within the General Plan to balance the City’s desire
to provide acceptable traffic operations while minimizing physical impacts to the environment associated
with roadway improvements. 'This volume-to-capacity ratio was most recently restated in the City of
Roseville Capital Improvement Program Update Final EIR certified in September 2002, As the lead

ageney, the City is enlitled Lo adopl ils own standards of significance.

Response to Comment 7

Intersections are the critical nodes that connect and interconnect all individual roadway segments of the
system and are usually the critical elements in ensuring that the roadway system operates adequately.
Turther, the number of through lanes required at an intersection approach determines how many
through lanes are required on the commecting roadway segment. As a result, a separate road way segment
analysis in the Final EIR was not required. However, this does not imply that roadway segments were
not considered. As discussed in the Final EIR and for the reasons stated in this response, segments of
Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddyment Road have been identified as requiring six lanes to accommuodate

the proposed project. The Stale Highway System was also addressed on a segment basis.

Response fo Comment 8

With respect to trip distribulion, the traffic generated by the project is distributed (through use of a tratfic
model) throughout the regional and local roadway system, which adjusls the travel patterns of existing
trips and causes shifts in travel patterns throughout the Gity. The model represents a dynamic condition,
reflecting the inter-relatedness of trave! patterns and explaining why there are off-site impacts to

intersections that are distant from the project site,

More specifically, as the commenter quotes, and as stated on page 4.3-34 of the Final EIR: “It should be
noted that the traffic volume forecasts ave not based on a simple lavering/adding of assumed project-
generated traffic volumes onto existing tratfic counts. Rather, the City's travel demand model is also used

to predicl how travel patterns would change if the project land uses 13 added to existing or build-out land
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Response to Comment Letter 358
Mariin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. (October 24, 2003) (Attachment fo Kopper, October 28, 2003)

uses. The travel model redistributes trips and can cause lraffic on some roadways to decrease and cause
changes in “critical” traffic movements at interseclions, sometimes at intersections some distance from

the SO Amendment Area.

Theretore, when determining transportation and circulation impacts, the traffic volumes associated with
the 501 Amendment Area carmot be determined by simply adding the new volumes attributed to the
WRSP and Remainder Area. The Travel Demand Model does not simply add project-related volumes to
before-project volumes. When major land uses are added lo the model, the model redistributes trips
based on changes in regional land use. With changes in jobs and housing, people may change their
commuting patterns; therefore, when both the WRSP and Remainder Areas are added to the model,
some trips will remain within the new development. For example, if just the WRSP were built, a person
might live in the new WRSP area and commute to somewhere ¢lse in Roseville. That person would be
represented as 1rips between the WRSP and Roseville. The same holds truc if just the Remainder Area
were built. However, if the whole 50T Amendment Area were built, (WRSP plus Remainder Area), a
person might live in the WRSP, Area and work in the Remainder Area, or vice versa. That persemn would,
therefore, no longer be represented as trips between the WRSP or Remainder Areas and Roseville,
FProviding a mixture of jobs and housing can lead to a reduction in trips and trip lengths. The mode! takes
these factors into account and, therefore, does not mercly layer trips based on additional development.
Redistribution of trips causes changes in volumoes throughout the model network, including both

increases and decreases in volume on roadways.”

The commenter also asks about the availability of surplus in the roadway system. The Cily’s exisling
roadways system has surplus capacity to accommodate the project and, where such capacity is no!
available, mitigation measures have becn developed to increase the capacity (refer to MMs 4.3-1 and 4.3-2

and refer also lo Response to Comment 35-44 tor a discussion of mitigation for roadway impacts).

Impact 4.3-3 in the Tinal TIR acknowledges the adverse impact of the proposed projecl on regional
roadways such as Baseline Road, SR-65, and T-80. The significance of this impact would not change if
projected volumes were higher. Further, the project by itself cannot be expected to mitigate this impact
independently because no flnancing program exists o collect the project’s fair share contribution of
improvements or the remaining fair-share from other projects or contributors. Recommending the
development of an improvement program for regional roadwav improvements js 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. As a resulf, this impact was considered significant and unavoidable.

Congistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Final EIR fully discloses this impact and the problem

associated with providing adequate mitigation. The Final EIR will contain this response, which provides

Topenowiite Spanific o 307 493 Ameadrient
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additional information about the uncerfainty of predicting future conditions. Nevertheless, the
contribution does not reach a level that would conslilute the project being solely responsible for

mitigation.

I the Specific Plan is approved, the City will also require more detailed analysis of traffic operations as
individual developments within the Specific Plan advance to implementation. This approach allows the
City the flexibility to make changes to the roadway system in direct response to the specific land uses

that will be developed within the Specific Plan at the time they are implemented.

Response to Comment @

The commenter refers to 2020 conditions plus the SOl Amendment area. Under this scenario, Westside
Drive would be extended to Baseline Road and both Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Blue Qaks Boulevard
would be extended to Westside Drive. These new roadways would create new routes for project and
non-project tratfic to flow through Roseville to Sacramento County. With the tull 501 Amendment area,
Fiddyment Road would be widened by two additional lanes from Baseline road to north of Blue Oaks
Boulevard. An improvement in the volume/capacity (V/C) ratio does not necessarily mean that the
overall tralfic volume at an intersection has decreased, just that the inlerseclion is operating more
cfficiently. The commenter is correct that the Improvements in the V JC ratio between the 2020 without
project scenario and the 2020 plus SOI Amendment Area scenario may be duc to reductions in traffic
volumes. Changes in fravel patterns caused by the redistribution of travel and new travel routes may
also reduce the critical volumes at an intersection but still account for an overall increase in volume at the
intersection. The commenter notes that 58 of the intersections would have a better V/C ratio with the full
SOT Amendment arca than under No Project conditions. Yet 26 of those improve by only 0.01 and 44
improve by 0.03 or less. Henee, the projected improvement in the V/C ratio between these two future

scenarios does not, in itself, support the conclusion that the analysis is flawed.

Response fo Comment 10

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines defines a potentially significant impact with respect to traffic as
including an increase in traffic, which is substantial in rclation to existing traffic. The City of Roseville
has developed standards of significant for determining what constitutes a “substantial” increasc that are

consistent with the Cily's policy on level of service (LCS).

As discussed in Response 1o Comment 35B-6, the City's LOS policy was developed in consideralion of
the City's modified Circular 212 analysis procedures including the interpretation that LOS C extends o a
volume-to-capacily ratio of 0.81. This interpretation was adopted by the City and included wilhin the

General Plan (o balance the City’s desive to provide acceptable traffic operations while minimizing
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Response to Comment Lefter 358
Martin, Riveit & Olson, Inc. {October 24, 2003) [Attachment to Kopper, October 28, 2003)

physical impacts to the environment associated with roadway improvements. This volume-to-capacity
ratio was most recently restated in the City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program Update Final EIR
certified in September 2002, which identities that a significant impact would cccur if an intersection
degrades from LOS I to a lower level of service (E or F) or if the project would result in an increase in the

percentage of intersections meeting LOS C at P.M. peak hour to fall below 70 percent.

Interscctions are the critical nodes that connect and interconnect all individual roadway segments of the
system, and are the crifical elements in ensuring that the roadway svystem operates adequately, The
number of through lanes required at an inlersection approach determines how many through lanes are
required on lhe connecting roadway segment. As a result, a separate roadway segment analysis in the
Final EIR is not required. However, this does not mean that roadway segments were not considered. On
the contrary, as discussed in the Final EIR, segmenls of Bluc Oaks Boulevard and Tiddyment Road have
been identified as requiring six lancs to accommodate the proposed project. The impacts to the State

Highway System were also analyzed on a segment basis (refer to Final EIR, Table 4.3-15).

Response to Comment 11

Appendix K of the Final ETR includes all of the intersection LOS projections and intersection volume to
capacily ralivs. Pursuant to Section 15147 (Technical Detail) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR
summarizes the more than 900 pages of work sheets, which are kept in the City’s files and are available

for review.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 20-94 for a discussion of traffic projections.

Response to Comment 13

The intersections in Granite Bay where additional analysis is requested are located 8 to 11 miles away
from the project site via the Cily of Roseville’s roadway syslem. Appendix K, page b of the Tinal ETR
indicates that Douglas Boulevard at Folsom Road would operate at LOS B with the project. The travel
forccast indicates minimal changes in traffic volumes on Granite Bay roadways due to the proposed

WRSP. Therefore, additional analysis of the requested intersections is not warranted.

Response fo Comment 14

The City’s adopted LO5 standard is based on the aperalion of ifs signalized jntersection. Additionally,
unsignalized intersections within or in the vicinity of project were evaluated on page 4.3-38 of the Final

EIR to determine whether signalization of the interseclion would be required by yvear 2020. More delailed
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analysis of traffic operalions at unsignalized intersections in the vicinily of the project may stil] occur as

individual developments within the Specific Plan advance to implementation.

Response to Comment 15

The standards of significance used in the Final EIR to identify impacts on the portions of SR-65, SR-70/99
and T-80 that are within the project study area are consistent with the fevel of service "E” standard for
those roadway segments in Caltrans” Transportation Concept Reports. While these standards were not
listed under Regulatory Setting, they were used in the traffic impact analvsis. The regulatory section will
be revised in the Final FIR to acknowledge the Caltrans Transportation Concept Reports for SR-65,

SR-70/99, and T-80.

Response to Comment 16

Circulation impacts as a result of the project are fully analvzed in Section 4.3 (Transportation and
Circulation) of the Final EIR. With respect to the transit analysis, a travel time study for transit vehicles
could not be conducted because development within the WRSP and associated roadways does not vet
exist. Nonetheless, il was assumed that transit vehicle travel times would be expected to increase as a
resuil of expanding Lhe boundaries of the City and the fransit service area. As idenlified on page 4.3-76
through 4.3-78 of the Tinal EIR, a poltentially significant itapact to transit operations could occur duce to
the fact that a limited amount of resources {i.c., buses) would be expecled to cover a larger avea in the
future. Accordingly, the City expects to incur higher operating costs to cover a larger service area,
disproportionate to the expected TDA revenues generated by development of the project. As identified
on page 4.3-78, mitigation has been proposed to require that the WRSP to fund its fair share of transit

costs. Absent the WRSP, there are no current plans to serve the area in the short or long term.

Response o Comment 17

Ag stated on page 5-24 of the Tinal EIR, “The City has received an application for a proposcd expansion
of the Kaiser Medical Center focated om the northwest corner of Douglas and Turcka Boulevard., While
expansion of that center was assumed in the development forecast used to evaluate the 2020 CIP (which
is the basis for the 2020 No Project Scenario), a recent larger proposal for the expansion indicates that it
would generate more trips than assumed in the CIP analysis. This section discusses traffic-related
impacts on the City roadway systemn under a cumulative scenario that assumes expansion of the Kaiser
Medical Center with and without the WRSE and 501 Amendment Area.” The cumulative impact analysis
that assumes the larger Kaiser Medical Center includes mitigation measures, where feasible and
appropriate. In fact, page 3-32 of the Final EIR states that “Potential improvements bevond 2020 CIP

improvements, shown in Table 5-6 as recommended mitigation measures, were identified for five of the




Response to Comment Letier 358
Martin, Riveit & Olson, inc. (October 24, 2003) (Attachment fo Kopper, October 28, 2003)

eleven impacted intersections. Several of these measures, arc identical to measures identified in Chapter
4.3 because they would be required for the SO Amendment Arca, even if The Kaiser Expansion were not
developed. Implementation of these improvements would provide a level of service as good or better
than the 2020 P'lus Kaiser Expansion No Project scenario at these five intersections (refer to Table 3-6). No
feasible improvements were found at six of the affected intersections, which is the same as that identified

under the 2020 Plus Full SOT Amendment scenario evaluated in Scclion 4.3 of Chapter 4.”

Refer to Responses to Comments 35B-1, 35B-2, 35B8-3, 3513-5, 33B-6, 33B-8, and 33B-9 for a discussion of
the issues Lhat the commenter summarizes in this comment, but for which more detailed comments were

previously raised.

Response to Comment 18

Refer to Response to Comment 20-95 for a discussion of roadways in Lhe Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 19

‘The industrial development within the proposed project is projected to generate about 9,500 daily vehicle
trips, of which about 6 to 18 percent would likely be trucks trips. These rucks would use two available
truck routes, Blue Oaks Boulevard to SR-65 and Fiddyment Road to Baseline Road {refer to Figure 4.3-5
in the Final EIR}) to access the project site. The trucks from the proposed project’s industrial area would
represent only about 2 to 4 percent of the total volume on these roadways. The level of service analysis of
the major roadways in Roseville assumes a vehicle mix that includes trucks and adequately represents

the likely truck mix with the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 20

The commenter is correct that the LOS analysis was conducted for only one hour of the day, but this hour
is the M. peak hour, which has been shown to have the highest traffic volumes on roadways throughout
the City. As noted by the commentor (refer to Comment 358-4), the A.M. peak hour trip generation for the
project is lower than the P, peak hour. Tt is thus unlikely that any intersections that would operate at
LOS € or better during the P.M. peak hour would operale at T.OS D or worse during any other hours of

the day.

Response fo Comment 21

The project proponents are obligated through the development agreement Lo construct the traffic signals
idenlified in the WRSDP in conjunclion with the roadways. Traffic signals that serve public legs of an

intersection are funded through the Gily's Capital Improvement Program. The project proponents will be
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

obligaled, through the payment of traffic mitigation fees, to fund their proportionate share of all

remaining traffic sighals assumed at 2020, including those outside the vicinity of the project.

Response to Comment 22

Refer to Response to Comments 3-3, 53-4, and 23-5 for a discussion of funding for raffic improvements,

Response to Comment 23

The City of Roseville has consistently maintained a traffic impact fee program that does not rely on
outside funding sources to pay for the public road improvements necessary lo accommodate land use
development within the City. The cucrent traffic impact fee program was adopted by the City Council in
2002 as parl of the CIP update and provides full funding tor the City roadway improvements required to
accommodate currently entitfed development through 2020 (refer to pages 4.3-42 and 4.3-43 of the Final
EIR). The commenter does not provide any ovidence to support the claim that the Citv has “well-

documented revenue challenges” related to the traffic impact fee program.

Response to Comment 24

This comment does not comment on an environmental impact and, therefere, docs nol require any

response.

Response fo Comment 25

Refer to Response to Comment 338-8 for a discussion of traffic impacts.

Response to Comment 26

Refer to Response to Comment 353B-8 for a discussion of traffic impacts. The Lext in the Draft EIR refers to

the percent of total trattic voluine on the state highway.

Response fo Comment 27

Refer to Response to Comment 35B-22 for a discussion of funding for regional roadway improvements.
The trip gencration of the WRSP and (ull 50T Amendment area shown in Table 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 refers to

daily vehicle trip ends, not daily vehicle trips,

Response to Comment 28

Operation, Maintenance, and Capital costs for transit in California are paid primarily through the
Transportation Development Act (TDA}), which creates in cach county a local transportalion fund (1LTF)
for the lransportation purposes specified in the Act, which are first and foremost to provide public iransil

service. Revenues o the TTEF are derived from the Vi-cent sales tax collected statewide. The Y cont i
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Response to Comment Letter 358
Martin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. (October 24, 2003} (Attachmen! to Kopper, October 28, 2003)

returned by the State to each county according to the amount of tax collected in that county and
distributed to each local agency based on population. As staled in the Final FIR, the expected TRA funds
to be generated by the plan area would not fund 100 percent of the anlicipated fature transit services for
the plan area. As such, the mitigation measure identitied in the Final EIR will augment the TDA funds to

provide full tunding, i.e. 100 percent, for anlicipaled transit scrvices,

Response to Comment 29

Refer to Response to Comment 35B-23 for a discussion of funding of roadway improvements.

Response to Comment 30

Refer to Response to Comment 5-2 for a discussion of Placer Parkway alignments,

Response to Comment 31

At the time Draft EIR was being prepared, the intersections identified in this comment were not designed
or constructed. The Cily of Roseville requires that lane configurations at all new signalized intersections
be designed Lo maintain a minimum LOS standard of C. As these adjacent sites develop and the City will

require specific geometry to ensure that they function at LOS C or better.

Response to Comment 32

This comment conlains general concluding information regarding the transportation and circulation
analysis for the proposed project. Because no specific comments have been raised, no further response
can be provided. The comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter will be provided to
the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding whether lo approve or deny the

proposed project.
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Comment Letter 35C

Carol W. Witham, botanical consulting
14 37th Street, Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 452-5440, cwitham@ncal.net

October 27, 2003

William D. Kopper

Attorney at Law

417 E Street

Davis, CA 95616

Subject: West Roseville Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Kopper,

As per your request, | have reviewed various sections of the above réferenced_DE!H pertaining to |

vernal pools, rare and endangered vernal pool species, and wetland issues.

I am a consulting biologist with a specialty in vernal pool ecosystems. | am considered an expert
in vernal poot plant taxonomy and have extensive first-hand knowledge of the endangered plants
and animals of vernal pools. | serve as chair of a technical advisory committee for a Habitat
Gonservation Plan focused on vernal pools in south Sacramento County and | serve on the US
Fish and Wildlife Service’s vernal poo! recovery team. | am on the facuity of a continuing legal
education course on wetlands and often lecture in University of California upper division and
“graduate courses. My consulting work has included studies of naturally accurring and artificially
created vernal pocls throughout central and northern California. | have edited a volume of peer
reviewed papers about vernal pool ecosystems and am a frequent reviewer of other consulting

and professional works. | am currently engaged as the head taxonomist for a UG Davis grant- -

tunded research project intended to classify vernal pool vegetaticn throughout California. A copy
of my resume is also attached to this letter. ' :

The following comments are based on my knowledge of the weiland and endangered species
resources in the vicinity of the proposed Project and my layman’s understanding of the resource

- protection laws and their associated public process. |

s The DEIR fails to fully disclose the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the propdsea_

project in a fashion that fully informs the pubtic of the environmental consequences of the
proposed project. B

o Information related to the distribution and density of rare and endangered vernal
poci species is not provided in the document. Where are the listed branchiopod
occurrences with respect to the specific plan and openspace design? Where are
the special-status plant occurrences with respect to the specific planand
openspace design? Where are the spadefoots with respect to the specific plan

and openspace design. Exactly how much of these resources will be destroyed by |

development versus in situ conservation?

o Information related to openspace design, management and monitoring is not
provided in the document. What are the setbacks being proposed to maintain the
hydrological integrity of the aquatic resources to be conserved in the openspace?

H
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-and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESAs) will fully mitigate for the impacts to wetlands

.Comment Letter 35C

Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR
QOctober 27, 2003, Page 2 of 3

What protection measures will be implemented to prevent indirect impacts resuttinék

from the proximity to urban development? Mow wili rare and endangered species
be maintained in perpetuity in the open space? '
Merely complying with existing law and regulations is not in-and-of-itself adequate - _"1
mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The DEIR repeatedly
states that compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) no-net-loss policy and the state

and species. And yet, nowhere in the document is there a discussion of the “fully
mitigate”, “monitoring” and “funding” requirements of the ESAs. '

Proposed mitigation measures are inadequate 1o ensure no-net-loss of rare and ]
endangered species. - -

o Complying with the CWA no-net-loss palicy will not automatically resuit in no-net
loss of special-status plants as the DEIR implies. What specific mitigation
measures will be used to ensure that Dwarf Downingia and Legenere populations
are not diminished by the proposed project? How will this be monitored? What
adaptive management measures will be implemented if attempts to create new
populations in restored vernal pools fail?

Are there in sifu populations of Dwarf Downingia and Legenere in either the
openspace or on the proposed preservation site? How viable are these
populations? What measures will be taken to ensure their long-term existence?

o - Complying with the CWA no-net-loss policy will not automatically result in no-net-
loss of special-status branchiopods as the DEIR implies. What specitic mitigation
measures will be used to ensure that Vernal Pocl Fairy Shrimp and California
Linderiella populations are not diminished by the proposed project? How will this
be monitered? What adaptive management measures will be implemented if
attempts to create new populations in restored vernal pools fail?

Are there in situ populations of Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Catifornia Linderiella
in either the openspace or on the proposed preservation site? How viable are

-these populations? What measures will be taken to ensure their long-term
existence? :

o Translocation of Western Spadefoot to unoccupied stitable habitat does not
ensure the long-term survival of this population. How will the unoccupied suitable
habitat be determined? What specific mitigation measures will be implemented to
enstre that the translocated population actually survives in the new habitat? What
adaptive management measures will be implemented if the translocation faiis?

Are there in situ populations of the Western Spadefoot in either the openspace or
on the proposed preservation site? How viable are these populations? What are
the buffer zones being proposed to ensure that the Western Spadefoot has
adequate grassland habitat for its adult phase? What measures will be taken to
ensure its long-term existence? '

The DEIR fails to disclose the potential environmental impacts associated with the
mitigation measures being proposed. How will restoration of 43 acres of vernal pools
impact the environment? What are the environmental implications of introducing Western
Spadefoot into unoccupied suitable habitat? How will the project ensure that this
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Comment Letter 35C

Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR
October 27, 2003, Page 3 of 3

translocation does not impact other special-status species or ecosystem processes?
¢« The DEIR fails to fully discuss and disclose the cumulative impacts of destroying and 7
fragmenting a high density vernal pool landscape in context with the other developments
permitted or being proposed in the Roseville or Placer County areas. .
» The DEIR fails 1o fully disclose the cumulative impacts with respatt to the Placer Legacy
NCCP/HCP. What are the cumulative impacts of this fragmentation and urban

development and will this proposed project preclude a viable conservation strategy for this

regional conservation plan? N
» The DEIR fails to discuss the implications of the recent final rule designating critical habitat

for 15 vernal pocl species. |s the proposed project site within the designated critical

habitat? Are either the proposed preservation site or restoration site within the designated

critical habitat? Will there be adverse modifications to the critical habitat as a result of this

proposed project? - ]
Note that during my reading of the DEIR. I briefly reviewed the impacts disclosed for other special-
status species and the proposed mitigation measures. These sections also do not fully disclose
the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and many of the mitigation
measures are simply complying with existing law or regulations. A true, good:-faith effort to
minimize impacts and then fully mitigate for those that are unavoidable has not been done by the
- project proponents,

In my opinion, the Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR fails to adequately disclose
environmental impacts so that the public may be fully informed in order to comment upon the

- proposed project. | believe that a new draft Environmental Impact Reports, addressing the issues

raised above, should be required and re-circulated so that concerned citizens have the

- information necessary to understand the environmental impact of the proposed project and its

Pt

proposed mitigation measures. '

Sincerely,

) Carol W Witham
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Statement of Qualifications

Summary of Related Experience

Publications

through the University of California at Davis by the Packard Foundation. Over the past decade and a half,

- with restoration subcontractors, construction monitoring, mitigation monitoring, mitigation parcel acquisition

Comment Letter 35C

Carol W, Witham, botanical consulting
1141 37th Street, Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 452-5440 (voice and fax) _
email: eswitham®@ncal.net —_

Extensive field experience in plant taxonomy and floristic survey methods. Familiar with many California
and Nevada plani communities including their rare, threatened and endangered plants. Experience in wetland
delineations, avoidance and mitigation planning plus habitat restoration. Experience in T&E wildlife
surveys; holder of Section 10(a) permit to survey for and collect vernal pool crustaceans. Extensive
experience in numerous aspects of vernal pool ecology.

Quantitative field sampling of vernal pool vegetation currently for an academic research project funded

similar quantitative field sampling of vernal pool vegetation has been conducted for a large public utilities -
project as well as numerocus other public and private concerns. Projects have included project design,
identification and mapping of rare plants, data analyses, mitigation/restoration plan recommendations, Haison

recommendations, plus supervision and training of all botanical support. personnel,

Rare, threatened and endangered plant surveys for public and private concemns in a variety of habitats
throughout central and northern California and Nevada. Field mapping, mitigation and species conservation
guidelines preparation. Numerous focused plant surveys to determine the current distribution, range and
threats to some of our rarest species. T&E animal surveys in many of these localities. :
Wetland delineations and quantitative field sampling of wetland communities for a large public utilities
project and for public and private concerns in central and northern California, _

Quantitative field sampling of riparian vegetation along Bishop and Pine creeks in Inyo County and Mill
Creek in Mono County. Refine field sampling protocol. Supervise botanists and technical field support
personnel. Mapping, data analyses, interpretation and reporting on a public utjlities FERC mandated
monitoring project.

Wetland management plans for several wetland mitigation proposals. Review proposed wetland
management or mitigation plans; provide alternative recommendations and propose monitoring guidelines.
Conservation easement baseline documentations for several conservation easements on both natural and
agricultural lands. Projects inctude ficld surveys for special status plants and animals, detailed parcel
mapping to include biological as well as physical attributes, and description of parcels for easement purposes.
Scientific writing and graphics design for a fifth grade science curriculum project based on the ecology of
vernal pools. Project includes writing species descriptions for plants and animals, curriculum module design
and testing, layout and production, plus web site design and maintenance. The curticulum is currently being
offered in 30 classrooms in Sacramento County and may be viewed at www.sacsplash.org.

Witham, C.W. (Ed.). 1998. Ecology, Conservation, and Management of Vernal Pool Ecosystems —
Proceedings of a 1996 Conference. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento California, 285 PpP-
Witham, Carol W. (Ed.). 1989, Jepson Prairie Preserve - field guide. The Nature Conservancy, San
Francisco, California. 67 pp.

Witham, Carol W. 1993. The role of vernal pools in the 1992 mass dispersal of Vanessa cardui
(Nymphalidae) with new larval hostplant records. J. Res. Lepidoptera 30(3-4):302-304.
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Other Experience - personal research and volunteer work

References available upon request.

 Member, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Vernal Pool Multi-species (Ecosystem) Recovery Team charged -

- County {1999-present).

Comment Le_tter 35C

Carol W. Witham
resume {contintied)

Gary Pichon Wilderness Preservation Award, Motherlode Chapter, Sterra Club 2001.

Member of the Year Award, Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native Plant Society, 2000.
Rare Plant Conservation Award, California Native Plant Soctety, 1996.

Rare Plant Conservation Award, California Native Plant Society. 1992,

Outstanding Volunteer Service Award, The Nature Conservancy. 1989.

Founder and coordinator of VernalPools.Org, a grassroots group dedicated to preserving the vemnal pool
landscapes of California. Qur current top priority project is eastern Merced County where the University of
California wants to build a campus and new town (2000-present). ' '

Extensive distributional analyses and habitat studies of the rare, threatened and endangered plants and
animals of California; rare plant and arimal reporting and mapping for a wide variety of taxa throughout
northern California and northern Nevada (1986-present). .
Discoverer of a new, as yet unnamed, species of annual Juncus in Shasta County, California (1992).
Long-term rare plant monitorin g for Fritillaria liliacen, Gratiola heterosepala, Tuctoria mucronata and
Neostapfia colusana in Solano and Yolo counties; Cordylanthus palmatus in Yolo County; Fritillaria
pluriflora in Colusa County; Orcuttia viscida in Sacramento County (various).

Habitat restoration: riparian woodland in Solano County (1987-1990); Nassella pulchra grassland in Solano
County (1992-1998); Darlingtonia fen in Plumas County (1989); vernal pools in Glenn, Solano, Shasta and !
Tehama counties (1992-1999). Habitat creation: vernal pools and Nassella cernua grassland in Yolo County |
(1987-2000). i :
Chairperson, rare plant committee and plant watch committes, Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native]
Plant Society (1989-1995). :

with preparing a vemal pool multi-species recovery plan as per the Federal ESA, (1996-present).
Chairperson, technical advisory committee, Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan (1996-present).
Member, University of California Davis-The Nature Conservancy Joint Management Committee for Jepson
Prairie Preserve (1988-1991; 1994-present). S

Menber, technical advisory committee, CalFlora a non-profit group providing electronic information on
California’s plants (1999-present) ' :

Member, rare plant scientific advisory committee (RPSAC), California Native Plant Society state-wide
association (19935-present). ' _ :
Coordinator, web team, California Native Plant Society state-wide association (1999-present).

Member, publications commitiee, California Native Plant Society state-wide organization {1999-present).
Chairperson, legislative committee, California Native Plant Society state-wide organization (2001 -present).

Member-at-large, California Nevada regional conservation committee, Sierra Club California (2002-present). .

Designer and trail gnide author, self-guided interpretative trail at the TNC J epson Prairie Preserve, Solang
County (1991). : ' '

Occasional field trip leader for California Native Plant Society, Northern Nevada Native Plant Society, The

Nature Conservancy, and the Wildlands Program of the California Depariment of Fish and Game, the
American Land Conservancy and a variety of other conservation groups (1987-present).

Volunteer docent, Jepson Prairie Preserve, Solano County (1986-1990). Volanteer dacent trainer, Jepson
Prairie Preserve, Solano County (1991-present), Volunteer docent trainer, Mather vernal pools, Sacramento
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Response to Comment Lefter 35C
Corel W. Witham, Botonical Consulting (Ocfober 27, 2003) (Aitachment to Kopper, October 28,
2003)

Response to Comment Letter 35C
Carol W, Witham, Botanical Consulting (Ociober 27, 2003) (Attachment to
Kopper, Octcher 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment conlaing general information and is not @ comment on an environmenlal issue. Therefore,

no further respanse is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter requests information regarding the distribution and density of rare and cndangered
vernal pool species, branchipod occurrences, special stalus-plant species, spadefoots, and description of
the level of impact to these resources The Final EIR has been prepared in (ull compliance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR addressed project-related direct
and indirect impacts, and Section 5 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final EIR addressed cumulative

biological impacts (pages 5-65 through 5-67 of the Final EIR).

Impacts to vernal pool species and their habitat are evaluated on pages 4.7-32 through 4.7-40 of the Tinal
LIR, Tmpact 4.7-2 addresses the loss of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans and their habitat and
MM 4.7-T (No nel loss of wetlands), MM 4.7-2 (Wetland proteclion policies), and MM 4.7-3 {(Vernal pool
crustacean policies) are included. The discussion references wetland delineations and surveys of the
property prepared for the project. Listed branchiopods are addressed in this section and in the discussion
of lmpact 4.7-3 (pages 4.7-40 through 4.7-42 of Final EIR). Impact 4.7-3 addresses loss of rare plant
population and includes MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands) and MM 4.7-2 (Wetland protection
policies) to reduce impacts. The commenter requests information on the occurrences of these species with
respect to the specific plan and open space design. The specific plan land use plan is described in the
Project Description (Section 2) and shown on Figtire 2-3 on page 2-11 and on the Schools, Parks and Open
Space exhibit (Figure 2-4) on page 2-15. The distribution of these species is described in the technical

sludies to the Final EIR, a listing of which 1s on pages 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 of the Final EIR.

The commenter requests intormation regarding special-status plant species. Table 4.7-2 lists spedial stalus
speaies potentially occurring in the WRSP. Impact 4.7-3 on pages 4.7-40 through 4.7-42 of the Final EIR,

analvzes impacts Lo special status plant species.

The commenter requests information regavding the locations of spadefoots with respect to the specific
plan and open space design. Impact 4.7-4 described on pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-45 addresses loss of
degradalion of habitat for western spadetoots, a special-slatus species, Figure 4.7-3 identifies potential

habitat for the western spadefoot and shows the known historic location on the project site of this
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

specics. As noted on pages 4.7-42 and 4.7-44, the western spadefoot was not observed on sile du.ring
recent surveys conducted for this project, but has been observed on the site previously. Due to
occurrences nearby, past known occurrences on sile, and the presence of suitable habitat for the western
spadefoot within the WRSP, the Final EIR assumes the species to be present. The distribution of potential
habitat for the western spadefoot is shown in Tigure 4.7-3 of the Final EiR and described in the technical

studies Lo the Final EIR, a listing of which is on pages 4.7-1 and 4.7-2.

Response to Comment 3

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 components of the Open Space Management Plan that will
allow the effective preservation of the on-sile habitat. As required by MM 4.7-12, a 30-foot buffer is
required from cither the edge of the riparian vegetation or the top of the bank, whichever is greatesl and,
if necessary, the buffer will be enhanced by plantings of native species within the project site adjacent to

the drainage as compensation for tree removal.

Open space areas were designed {o preserve large high density vernal pool complexes and associated
uplands and to protect major drainages, riparian corridors, and vak woodlands within the WRSP.
Minimum vernal pool setback widths are 300 feet, which is wider than the 250-foot buffer width typically

required by the USFWS,

Specific management and monitoring measures are addressed in the West Roscville Specific Plan Open
Spuce Preserve Operation and Management Plan. Protective measures that minimize indirect impacts
include fencing, signage, surveys for special-status invertcbrates, yearly floristic assessments of
preserved vernal pools, and regular inspections by City staft to ensure thal fencing and signage arc in
place and that no unauthorized activities have laken place. Property Analysis Record (PAR) was used to

determine detailed costs to maintain the open space in perpeluily.,

Response to Comment 4

The proposed mitigation ensures a “no net loss” of wetlands, which is a policy supported by the federal
and State governments. In addition, impacts to biological resources were analyzed in Scction 4.7
{Biological Resources) of the Final EIR using thresholds developed in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guldelines. These impacts were determined to be significant prior to mitigation, and mitigation measures
to address impacls were developed as part of both the CEQA and Section 7 processes. The Section 7
process provides the formal mechanism by which federal agencies ensure that the actions they take,

including those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed speeics. A part of




Response to Comment Lefter 35C
Carol W. Witham, Bofanical Consulting (Qcfober 27, 2003) (Aftachment to Kopper, Qctober 28,
2003)

this process is the development of mitigation sirategies that assist in the survival and recovery of the
impacted resources. Independently, the CRQA analysis must determine whether the proposed mitigation
would reduce lhe significance of impacls to a Tess-than-significant level using the CEQA thresholds. This
determination was made independently of the Biological Opinion that was issued as part of the Section 7
process. In summary, the Tinal Biological Opinien, which was issued November 20, 2003, also concludes
that implementation of the projecl, with all identified mitigation measures, would not jeopardize the
continued exislence of a listed specics or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated

critical habitat.

As required by Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
will be prepared and adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval to ensure that all

mitigation measures are implemented.

CEQA does not require a fiscal analysis as part of the enwvironmental review process (Section 15131 {a) of
the CEQA Guidelines: Ecenontic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environmicnt). Towever, with respect to financial feasibility of mitigation measures, the Specific Plan
contains a program of implementation measures (including {inancing measures) to ensure the provision
of al} infrastruclure, facilitics, public scrvices, andfor miligation measures that are necessary to stupport
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.

Response to Comment 5

The commenter restates concerns regarding no-net-loss of rare and endangered spocies. Refer to
Respanses to Comments 35C-2, 35C-3, 35C4, and 35C-6 and 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 perpetuity. Reter also to Responses to Comments 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 for a discussion of
other components of the Open Space Management [Plan that will allow the effeclive preservation of the

on-site habitat.

The commenter does not indicate how the Draft EIR falls to disclose impacts or inform the public of the

environmental consequences of the proposed project. Therefare, no further response can be provided.

Response to Comment &

Restoration and preservation of vernal poals and other wetlands at the Yankee Slough and preservation
at East Sheridan will have a net benefit to the vernal pool landscape at those locations. The TUSFWS
determined that the oft-site vernal pool and wetland restoration and prescrvation areas al Yankee Slough

te Specifie U
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Chapter T3 Responses to Commentis

and the Tast Sheridan site were appropriate for such activilics. The Yankee Slough site is an area
impacted by historic agricultural activities (e.g. dry farming) and once supported a larger vernal pool
landscape. Restoration efforts on behalf of the WRSP will reslove the sile to its natural condilion and
enhance it through the introduction of addilional wetland resources. Existing vernal pools at the
restoralion site will be avoided by construction activily through conditions of approval and
implementation of a Restoration Plan. The East Shexidan sile will have 2548 acres of vernal pool

preservalion,

The commenter requests information about the environmental implications of introducing western
spadefoot into unoccupied suitable habitat. MM 4.7-4 (Relocate individual western spadefoots) requires
relocation of western spadefoots (if found) to protected areas of suitable habitat. As noted in the text of
the mitigation measure (page 4.7-69 of the Final EIR), the capture and relocation of reptile and amphibian
species from areas that will be disturbed to areas of unoccupied suitable habitat is a standard part of
USFWS and CDFG procedure for mitigating loss of habitat. Any relocation effort will be conducted with
consultation of CDFG to ensure that the habitat of the location receiving the western spadetoot is suited

for the sustainability of the species.

Response to Comment 7

Cumulative impacts to biological resources, incdluding vernal pools, are provided on pages 5-65 through
’ g

5-67 in Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Finat EIR.

Response tc Comment 8

The commenter incorrectly asserts that the Draft IR failed to disclose the cumulative impacts of the
project wilh respect to the Placer Legacy NCCP/HCP and the potential impacts of habitat fragmentation
and urban development. A discussion of this plan 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, and also in Topical Response T
(City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination). The cumulative impact analysis
provided on pages 3-65 to 5-67 of Section 3.5 of the Final FIR addresses the potential regional cumulative
impacts of the proposed project, including the direct and indirect impacls of habital fragmentation and

urbanization.

The commenter also questions the project’s impact on the conservalion strategy of the Placer Legacy
Plan. The WRSP project is consistent with Conservation and Development Opportunity Alternative 2 of
the Western Placer County Draft Conservation Strategy Overview {(September 8, 2003). The West
Roseville Specific Plan and Sphoere of Influence Project is depicted within the Allernative 2 Development

Opportunity Arca. According {o the Draft Conservation Strategy Overview, the intenl of Development
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Response to Comment Letter 35C
Carol W. Witham, Bofuanical Consulting [October 27, 2003) {Aftachment fo Kopper, October 28,
2003)

Opportunity Areas is to show where growth may be more reasonably accommodated and may be
compatible with the Conservation Plan’s goals and objectives, taking into account the existing general
plans of the cities and the County, planned infrastructure, and the distribution of biclogical resources.
The Draft Conscervalion Strategy further states, “Some places within this area may be more suitable for

conservation and may be incorporated in on-site mifigation or impact avoidance.”

The proposed project is consistent wilh this approach. The highest value and most densely distributed
biological resources would be preserved on site in combination with a large off site preservation
component. Proposed off-site preservation areas were selected based on biological resource mapping
generated by the Placer Legacy HCP/NCCP project and guidance provided by state and federal resource

agencies.

Response to Comment @

Page 4.7-12 ot Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR indicates thal the USFW5S designated
critical habitat for vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, Refer to Response to Comment 17-2 regarding

critical habitat designation.

Response te Comment 10

Impacts to threatened and endangered species have been analyzed in Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-4, and 4.7-5
of Ihe Final EIR. The commenter offers no substantial evidence (as defined by Section 13384 of the CEQA
Guidelines) or explanation as to what data or rational was used to formulate this conclusion. Under
Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or narrative do not

constitute substantial evidence of an impacl {0 the environment, and no further comment is required.

The commenter correctly notes that mitigalion within the Draft EIR contaln measures to ensure
comphiance with existing laws and regulations designed to protect biological resources, The commenter
also questions the validity of this mitigation. 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 mitigalion
measure and a legitimate governmental interest and that the mitigation must be roughly proportional to
the impacts of the project. The mitigation provided for impacts lo biological resources exceeds agency
standards in many cases. In those cases where the mitigalion mects agency standards or requirements,
lhose standards and requirements have been developed, in part, for the purpose of providing guidance
as lo proportionality between an impact and proposed mitigalion, cither on a general basis (e, "no net
loss” of wetlands) or on a project-specific basis (i.e., the Seclion 7 Consultation process completed for the
proposed project). Further, a requirement that the project complies with applicable environmental laws

or regulations may serve as adequate mitigation of environmental impacts (vefer to Leonoff v. Monterey
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County Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 1337, 1355, 272 Cal.Rptr. 372; Sundstrom v County of
Mendecing (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 308, 248 Cal Rptr. 352).

The commenter discussed “good faith” efforts regarding mitigation designed to minimize unavoeidable
impacts of the proposed project, and incorrectly states that the Draft EIR has not adequately done Lthis. In
preparation of the Dratt EIR, the City made significant efforts to minimize impacts, and then, when
necessary, miligate them. For example, in the vernal pool mitigation plan, impacts to vernal pools and
special status inverlebrate species have been extensively reviewed and mitigation has been accepted by
the agency responsible for implementing the Endangered Specics Act, which includes the USFWS. A
Tinal Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, issued in response to the Scection 7 process resulted in
an Incidental Take Statement. The Biological Opinion documents the numerous meetings conducted by
the resource agencics and Applicants to determine the magnitude of impacts and the designation of
appropriate mitigation. In addition, the CDTG also has the opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed mitigation for impacts to vernal pools and grasslands (i.e, review of the Operation and
Management Plan. A great deal of effort was put forth to develop mitigation that reduced impacts to the

lowest possible levels,

Response to Comment 11

The Draft EIR has been prepared in compliance with the substantive and procedural requirements of
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, which requires the disclosure of environmental impacts as part of a
public review process. Refer to Topical Response B {Adequacy of Public Review Period) and Topical
Response € {Adequacy of Drafll LIR) for a discussion of the many opportunities for public input and a

discussion of why recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment 12

This comment contains provides the commenter’s resumdé. Tt is not a comment on an environmental

issue, and no {urther response is required.
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Comment Letter 35D

Mark E. Grismer PhD
- Enginsering Hydrologist
7311 Occidental Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 823-0703
(530) 752-3243

16 October 2003
TO: W. Kopper Esq.
RE: Review comments on West Roseville Specific Plan DEIR water use and hydrology.

- The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) DEIR con51ders the environmental i Impacts of
proposed development of a more-or-less rangeland area of 3162 acres west of the City of
Roseville into a residential and multiple use commercial region. The WRSP DEIR also
considers in part development of the entire area of some 5527 acres as well in terms of
impacts on watersheds, water use and wastewater treatment. I have reviewed Chapters 2
and 5 and sections 4.6 and 4.12 as well as appendices R and M. It is not clear how the

City of Roseville can simply amend/annex this area in their General Plan. There are™

several adverse, un-mitigable impacts associated with the proposed development that
- range from effects on traffic, biological resources, vernal pool fill and air quality issues

that will no doubt be raised by the concerned agencies and citizens. For example, loss of
some 40 acres of prime farmland should be mitigated in some fashion. Loss of vernal

pools and refated landscape features are very difficult to mitigate for, or otherwise replace
(hence the generally >1:1 replacement requirement), such that this too is a significant and
seemingly un-mitigable impact that needs closer inspection and review. Upgrading the
local wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) are also population growth inducing and
- suggest significant impacts in terms of WWTP capacity (i.e. plant footprint), solid waste
disposal and water supply. The proposed water demand information is inadequate too
support the claim of overall reduced water use in the new areas of the City of Roseville
- and in the WRSP, In addition, the proposed groundwater savings at Reason Farms lacks
adequate justification. Overall, real field data supporting the DEIR claims in the soils,
hydrology and water use areas is lacking. Here I focus on the proposed surface drainage
and water supply and related concerns that need to be addressed in the DEIR.

1. Watershed Impacts on Flooding, The proposed WRSP development will alter

the hydrologic response to some degree of the small creeks in the watershed.
Flood routing analyses combined with watershed studies upstream of the SOT area
suggest that sufficient detention/retention storage for flood water will be possible
to mitigate for possible downstream effects from accelerated runoff and greater
flood peak discharges. Much of this work is based on a 10 year old report from
the PCFC&WCD that in turn is based on earlier data still. While the proposed
development area is relatively small in comparison to the watersheds affected, this
1993 report should be updated with more currently available rainfall-runoff data
and the detention/retention basin designs re-examined. The region in which the
WRSP development occurs has already seen considerable development such that
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~ rates to groundwater. Only with such data can the potentlai adverse recharge

 Comment Letter 35D

operation/maintenance of individual storage basins across multiple jurisdictions T

requires a coordinated effort such that storm flood peaks from the various sub-
basins are “staggered” so as to minimize downstream flooding impacts. The
mechanisms required for such coordination should be discussed and/or evaluated.

Watershed Soils & Groundwater Recharge. The WRSP area soils ars™
primarily low infiltration rangeland soil types not typically associated with
groundwater recharge areas. However, presence of vernal pools and some
infiltration capacity suggests that there is indeed some recharge possible in the
arca. The vadose zone of the area should be evaluated (i.e. measurements and
data. collected using lysimeters, perform a soil-water balance with soil moisture
measurements in the rootzone, etc.) to determine average annual deep percolation

impacts of SOI development be determined. —
Water Supply Issues.. Water supply for residential/commercial development |
projects is an essential feature prior to evaluate as carefully and conservatively as
possible due to the widely fluctuating rainfall conditions in the western states.
Accurate assessment of water use has a direct cffect on water supply needs,
generation of recycled water and wastewater treatment requirements, all of which,
of course, have environmental effects. In the WRSP/SOI proposal, groundwater
will be used to supplement water supply during dry years and this adverse effect
will be “mitigated” through some “groundwater banking” achieved through land
fallowing of rice production at Reason Farms. However, there is no guarantee
that such “banking” will occur; there is no legal instrument, or suggestion of a
groundwater level monitoring trigger that will terminate groundwater pumping. —

The 1ev1sed water supply values were developed from updated water use |
ﬁgures based on “a Jimited amount of new data ... apparently indicat{ing)...
water demand ... can be reduced” (p.1-2 of Appendix R). This is not particularly
convincing text. Perhaps it suggests that the consultant, MWH, has reservations or
“limited” confidence in the City of Roseville data (or lack thereof). The reader is
given no information about how much data was collected, frequency of collection,
from what types of land use areas, what confidence the authors may have in their
dataset and so on. In order to bolster their assessment of decreased water use by
different land uses, MWH develops a comparison table of values of water use by
similar developments in the greater Sacramento area from which they determine
the means and standard deviations in water use to compare to that to be used for
the part of the City of Roseville and the WRSP. Such a comparison has little
meaning when there is no indication of confidence levels in any one of the figures
given in Table 2 {p.6 of Appendix. R). Given the fairly broad ranges in the data
for each land use category, a better approach o determining the WRSP water and
WWTP needs is:

a) Determine the “expected” (mean) water demand for each land use
type and area within a range of possible values for which there is a
certain confidence level. Identify large water use areas, or land uses
for which the range of possible values is too great, or confidence is
low, and re-assess data needs (i.e. acquire more data).

35D-3

35D -4

35D-5

35D-6



Comment Letter 35D

b) Determine the cumulative “expected” water need for the WRSP and
SOI project area within a range of values of a pre-selected
confidence level of say 90-95%.

¢) Base DEIR water supply impact evatuation on the upper limit of
projected water needs from (b) so as to enclose possible range of
demand (i.e. revise/amend Tables 6 & 7 in Appendix R).

d) WWTP design and impacts should be revised to reflect changes in

' water demand outlined above. That is the current projection of 260
gpd/DU depends on land use and associated water use.

Mitigation of groundwater pumping through fallowing current rice
production at Reason Farms requires accurate assessment of the groundwater
“saved” following cessation of rice production. In Appendix M, the consultant
MW1I provides no information on how they determined current water use for rice
production and perhaps more importantly, how they selected the amounts
partitioned into deep percolation (i.e.. groundwater recharge), evapotranspiration
(ET) and runoff per acre fallowed. From Table 5.4, it appears that they assumed a
very precise value of 6.00 AF/ac water used for rice production. From where did

they develop this number? While this may be an approximate value for water use-

in flow-through rice production systems in northern CA, this may not be the case
for rice production at Reason Farms, Is there no pumping data available from the
present farming operation? Even more speculative is the partitioning of the
“applied” 6.00 AF/ac water into ET and runoff components. Based on ET" and
rain data for the region from the past 12 years, the average annual reference ET is
~50 inches and the average annual rainfall is ~17 inches, similar to the City’s
other consultant (Wood-Rogers Inc.) value of 17.5 inches. Rice production is
seasonal and results in ET water use similar to that for alfalfa if in year-round
production (not likely), or a maximum net ET demand of less than 33 inches/yr
though actual production values are typically much less. As such, the expected
water demand and that “saved” through fallowing as estimated by MWH may be
quite high and are entirely speculative. A field-based water balance of historic
and present operations at the Reason Farms rice fields should be conducted in
order to determine more precisely how much water can be “saved” to mitigate
groundwater overdrafting in the SOI area as development occurs. Combining
proper assessment of the groundwater “saved” with that for water use outlined in
(a)-(c) above will enable the water supply environmental assessment required in
the EIR process. Unfortunately, such an assessment alone does nothing to assure

that groundwater pumping as desired will not occur unless an enforceable -
regional groundwater plan is put into place. _ —

Presently, there is insufficient data in the DEIR, or provided by the City of
Roseville, to support claims of reduced municipal water use in Roseville or the
WRSP, or that Reason Farms groundwater pumping volumes can be “saved” to
mitigatc for water supply shortfalls. As such, the several thousands of AF of
water supply “generated” through municipal water conservation and rice land

fallowing can not be assured and alternative water suppllcb need to be identified

and evaluated.
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Mark E. Grismer

Professor of Hydrology and Agricultural Engmeermg
Departrnem of Land, Air and Water Resources
University of California =
Davis, CA 95616
{916) 752-3243 -

EDUCATION
Ph.D. - Agricultural Enpineering, Colorade State University (1984)
Study Emphesis: Groundwater Hydrology :
M.8. - Environmental Engineering, Oregon State University (1981)
' Study Emphasis: Hydrology and Water Quality
B.S. — Agricultural Engineering, Oregon State Umversny (1980)
Study Emphasts: Soil and Water Science
HONORS

Outstanding Teacher Award, Environmental Resource Sciences Major, Davis ( 1992)
Mined Land Reclamation Group Graduate Fellowship, CSU
Environmental Resources Center (1983) _
ASAE Student Honor Award, Oregon State University (1980}
: Honers Program, Oregon State University (1980)
High Scholarship Graduate, Cregon State University (1980)
Presidential Scholarship, Hamline University, MN (1976)

EXPERIENCE
Professor, Departments of LAWR. and Biological and Aﬂrlculmral Engineering, UC-Davis; 7/95-present.
- Associate Editor, ASCE Journal of Imrigation & Drainage Engr.; 7/94-12/96.

Master Advisor, Hydrology; 7/94-present

Graduate Advisor; Hydrologic Sciences; 7/92-present : a5D-9

Chair, Hydrologic Sciences Graduate Group, UC-Davis; 7/90-6/93.

Associate Professor, Departmenis of Land, Air & Water Resources and Agricultural Engineering, UC-Davis;

7/89-6/95.
As an associate professor, I have contmued wark as outlined below as wail as serve on additional coliege

_ and campus committees. These include chairing an undergraduate major review committee and chaiting

the Academic Senate and College Rules & Jurisdiction committees during a period of numerous rule
changes resulting from integration of Cooperative Extension into the College. Also, as chair of the Earth |
Sciences & Resources Graduate Group, I was responsible for transformation of this Group into the new
Hydrologic Sciences Graduate Group and the creation of Hydrology undergraduate teaching programs

{(new major and minor). My efforts in curriculum development aiso resulted in my chairing a graduate
education oversight committee for the College.

Ass:smm Professor, Departments of Land, Alr & Water Resources and Agricuitural Engineering, UC-Davis;

10/84-6/89,
In this capacity, | have had responsib :llty for instruction of 2-3 courses per year, support and supervision
of up to ten research staff and administration of several research grants. My research program considers
near surface processes such as infiltration, surface evaporation and irrigation management, as well as
various aspects of shallow groundwater including; vapor movement in unsaturated seils, iateral
subsurface flows, seepage from wastewater impoundments, groundwater modeling, soil salinity and
drainage of cracking clay soils, and regional modeling of shallow groundwater as affected by irrigation
and drainage (see publications). In addition to regular committee responsibilities, I served as Chair of
the Committee of Consultants on San Joaquin River Water Quality, Chair of a faculty position

gechydrology) search cornmmee and Chair of the mterdlsmpllnary Graduate Program of Earth Sciences
and Resources.
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H

Research Associate, Department of Agricuitural and Chemical Engineering, Colorado State Umversxty‘ 1/84—
5/84, '
As a resea:_'ch asscciate, 1 was r_es;:onsmle for compietion of contracts with oil shale processing
companies and consulting firms relative to the leaching of spent oil shales, This work involved
laboratory leaching column and hydraulic property studies, as well as, a conceptual mass balance
estirmate of drainage from spent oil shale piles in the field.

Research Assistant, Department of Agricuftural and Chemical Engineering, Coiorado State University; 7/81-
12733,
During this period, I completed classroom and laboratory studies toward the Ph.D. In the laboratory,
gamina ray attenuation methods were devised for simulitaneously monitoring water and salt movement in
relatively dry soils.

Research Assistant, Department of Agricultural Engineering, Oregon State University; 6/80-6/81.
In this year, ] completed coursework in hydrology, water chemistry, and adult education, as welj as, M.S,

thesis work related to fecal celiform contamination of Tillamook Bay from land application of dairy
wastes.

Engineer-in-Training, Oregon Soil and Water Conservation Commmission, stationed at The D.alles, OR; 6/79--
5/79. T _
As an intern, | worked with USDA-SCS personnel in the design, layout and inspection of sarthen
terraces constructed so 2s o limit hillside erosion.

CONFERENCE PUBLICATIONS '

Moore, 1. A, M. E. Grismer, 5. R. Crane, and J. R. Miner. 1982, Evaluating dairy waste management
systems' influence on fecal coliform concentration in runoff. ASAE Paper No. 82-4024.

McCullough-Sanden, B, L., T. K. Gates, and M. E. Grismer. 1986, Analysis of seepage in an on-farm
evaporation pond. ASAE Paper No. 86-2064, _

Grismer, M. E. 1987, Water vapor adsorption kinetics during constant-rate infiltration. ICIDA Conference,
Hawaii. January.

van der Tak, L. D. and M. E. Grismer. 1987 Trrigation, drainage and soil salinity in cracking soils. ASAE
Paper No. §7-2052.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Auntemated monitoring of remote soil sensors. ASAE Paper No, §7-2005,

Gates, T. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Stochastic optimal management of saline perched aquifers in
irrigated regions. Proceedings of Intemnational Conference on Groundwater Contamination: Use of
models in Decision-Making. Amsterdam, The Netherlands. October. :

Teod, 1. C. and M. E. Grismer. 1988. Drainage efficiency and cracking clay soils, ASAE Paper No. 8-
2588. December. ' '

Grismer, M. E. 1989. Drainage efficiency and drain water quality. In: . Proceedings of the Eleventh
International Congress on Agricultural Engineering, Dublin, Ireland. September. pp. 285-290.-

Grismer, M. E. 1950. Deep percolation, drainage and water quahty In: Proceedings of the ASCE National
Conf, on Irrigation and Drainage. July. pp. 355-362.

Lyons, T. C. and MLE. Grismer, 1992, Management of agncultural drainage poilution considering regional
cooperatlon

Grismer, M.E,, F. Karajeh and H. Bouwer. 1993. Evaporation pond hydrology. In: Proceedings of the
ASCE Nationai Conf. on Irrigation and Drainage. July. :

Bali, K. M. and M. E, Grismer. 1993. Measurement of muiti-phase flow in relatively dry porous-media.
ASAE Paper No. 932063. June. ' '

Bali, K. M. and M, E. Grismer. 1993. Calibration of dual-energy gamma systems for determining liquid
saturations during multiphase flow in soils. International Conf, on Physical Properties of Agnculmral
Materials, Bonn, Germany. Paper No. 93-1007. Sept. Also in Int'l Agrophysics 8:1-8.

Bali, K. M., M, E. GRISMER, K. 8. Mayberry and J, M. Gonzalez., 1994, Temporal and spatial variability
of infiltration in heavy clay soils. ASAE/ASCE International Summer Meeting, Kansas City, MO,
Paper No. 54-2044.

Bali, K.M. and MLE, Grismer, 1995 Management of suface irrigation systems in heavy clay soils. In:
Proceedings of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr., San Antonio, Texas. pp. 1590-94.
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Gulgens 1.C., 1E. Ayars, MLE. Grismer and L.S. Wllardson 1995, Irrigation/drainage practices for water
quality management. [n: Proceedings of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr., San Antonio,
Texas. pp. 927-931.

Ayars, LE, ML.E. Grismer and J, C ‘Guitjens. 1995, Water quality as a design criteria in irrigation and
dramage waler management systems. . In: Proceedlngs of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr.,
San Antonia, Texas. pp. 932-936,

Gr:smer, M.E. 1996. Emerging concepts for management of sallmty and drainage in irrigated regions. in:
Proc. of N. American Water and Environ. Congress. Anaheim, CA. June.

Tod, 1.C. and MLE. Grismer. 1996. Efficiencies of drainage systems and improved water management. In:
Proc. of N. American Water and Environ, Congress. Anaheim, CA. June,

Bali, KM. and MLE. Grismer. 1996. Water management and jrrigation scheduling of sudan grass in clay
soils. In: Proc. ‘of N. American Water and Eviron. Congress. Anahe:m CA. June

REFEREED PUBLICATIONS :

Crane, 8. R, J. A. Mcore, M. E. Grismer and J. R. Miner, 1983. Bacterial pollution from agricultural -
sources: A Review Trans. of ASAE 26(3): 856-866 and 872, :

Moore, 1. A., M. E. Grismer, S. R, Crane and ]. R. Miner. 1983. Modelmg dairy waste management systems
influence on coliform concentration in manoff. Trans. of ASAE 26(4): 1194-1200.

- Tanji, K. K,, M. E. Grismer, and B. R. Hanson. 1985. Subsurface drainage evaporation ponds. Cal.

Agriculture 39(9-10):10-12. .

Grismer, M. E., D. B, McWhorter, and A. Klute. 1986, Determination of diffusivity and hydraulic
conductivity in seils at low water contents from nondestructive transient ficw observations. Soil Science
141:10-19.

Grismer, M. E., D. B. McWhorter, and A. Klute. 1986. Monitoring water and salt movement in soils at low
solution contents. Sotl Science 141:163-171,

Grismer, M. E. 1986. Nondestructive chservations of solution displacement in soils. Soil Science 141:185-
189.

. Grismer, M, E, 1986. Pcre -size distributions and infiltration. Soil Science 141(4):249-260.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Kinetics of water vapor adsorpnon on soils. Soif Science 143(5):367-371.

Gates, T. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Optimal management of saline water tables in irrigated regions. Cal.
Agriculture 41(3-4):20-21.

Grismer, M. E and R. C. Woodring. - 1987. Assessment cf lateral groundwater flows in the San Joaquin
Valley. Cal. Agriculture 41{3-4):22-23, :

Rashmawi, E. A. and M. E. Grrsmer 1987, Groundwater flows to the San }oaqum River. Cal. Agriculture
41(5-6):18-19.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Vapor adsorption kinetics and vapor difﬁ:swny Soil Science 144(1):1-6. :

van der Tak, L. D. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Irigation, drainage and soil salinity in cracking soils. Trans.
of ASAE 30(3):740-744, _

- Grismer, M. E. 1987, Water vapor adsorption and specific surface. Soil Science 144(3):233-236,
Grismer, M. E. and B. L. McCullough-Sanden. 1988. Evaporation pond seepage. Cal. Agriculture 42(1):4-5.
Grismer, M. E. and T. K. Gates, 1988. Estimating saline water table contributions to cotton water use, Cal

Agriculture 42(2): 23-24,

Grismer, M. E. 1988. Vapor transport during solution displacement in soils. Soil Science 146(4)215-220,

Grismer, M. E. 1988. Water vapor adsorptmn kinetics and isothermal infi Itration. Soil Science 146(5):297-
302.

Alemi, M. H, D. A. Goldhamer, M. E. Grismer, and D. R, Nielsen. 1988. Elution of selenium from
contaminated evaporation pond sediments. I. Environ.Qual. 17:613-618.

McCullough-Sanden, B. L. and M. E, Grismer. 1988, Field analysis of seepage from drainwater evaporation
ponds. Trans, of ASAE 31(6):1710-1714,

Grismer, M. E., L. C. Tod, and F. E. Robinson. 1988. Subsurface drainage system performance afier 20 years
of operation in the Imperial Valley. Cal. Agriculture 42(3):24-25.

Grismer, M. E., T. K. Gates, and B. R. Hanson. 1988, Irrigation and drainage strategies for salinity problem
arcas, Cal. Agriculiure 42(5):23-24.

Gates, T. K., R, J-B. Wets, and M. E. Grismer. 1989, Stochastic approximation apphed to optimal irrigation
and drainage planmng. J. Irr. & Drain. ASCE 115(3):489-503.
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Gates, T. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1989, Irrigation and drainage strategies in salinity-affected regions, -J. I

& Drain. ASCE 115(2):258-287. - : o
Grismer, M. E., and B, L. MCCuIloygh-Sanden. 1989. Correlation of laboratory analyses of soil properties

' and infiltrometer seepage from drainwaier evaporation ponds: Trans, of ASAE 32(1):173-176. .

G:'*ismer, M. E. 1985, Seepage control from drainwater evaporation ponds. Cal, Agriculture 43(1-2):21-23.

Tanji, K. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1990, Evaluation of drainwater evaporation ponds. WRC Center final
repaort. S

Lima, L. A, M. E. Grismer, and D. R. Nieisen. 1990, Salinity effects on Yolo loam hydraulic properties.
Soil Science 150(1):451-453. . o

Grismer, M. E. 1990. Leaching fraction, soil saiinity, and drainage efficiency. Cal. Ag. 44(6):24-27.

Grismer, M. E. and T. K. Gates. 1990, Hydrologic aspects of saline water table management in regional
shallow aquifers. In: The Economics and Management of Water and Drainage in Agriculture, Ariel

* Dinar and David Zilberman (eds.), pp. 51-70. _

Grismer, M. E. and L C. Ted. 1991. Drainage of clay overlying an artésian aquifer: I Hydrologic
Assessment. ASCE J. of Irr. and Drainage 117(2):555-570.

Tod, 1. C. and M. E. Grismer. 1991. Drainage of clay overlying an artesian aquifer: II. Technical Analysis;
ASCE J. of Irt. and Drainage | 17(2):571-584. o .

Tod, I. C,, M. E. Grismer, and W. W, Wallender. 1991, Measurement of rigation flows through spiles.
ASCE J. of Ir. and Drainage 117(4):596-599. : :

Grismer, M.E. 1992. Cracks in irrigated soil may aflow some drainage. Cal. Ag. 46(5):9-12.

Grismer, MLE. 1992, Field sensor networks and automated monitoring of soil water sensors. Soil Sci.
154(6): 482-489, : o _

Lima, L. A, and M. E. Grismer. 1992. Soil eracking morphology and soil salinity. Soil Science 153(2):149-
153, : :

Weight, G., A. Orhun and M. E. Grismer. 1992, Automated power generation for measurement of
subsurface drainage flows. Applied Engineering in Agriculture, 8(6):795-797. .

Grismer, M. E. and E. A, Rashmawi. 1993, The Dupuit-Forchhemer approximation and ground water flows
to the San Joaquin River, Cal. Ag. 47(1):12-14. ) :

Grismer; M. E. 1993. Subsurface drainage system design and drainwater quality. ASCE J. Im. & Drain,
119(3):537-543, '

Lima, LA. and M.E. Grismer, 1994, The formation of preferential paths in shrinking and swelling soils.

' Proc, of the XII Worid Congress on Agricultural Engr., Int’l Comission of Ag. Engr. Milan, ltaly. 1:246-
252, Sept. o : : :

Grismer, M. E. and I. C. Tod. 1994, Fieid procedure helps calculate imrigation time for cracking clay soil.
Cal. Ag. 48(4):33-36. ' '

Grismer, M. E., M. N. Orang, V. Clausnitzer and K. Kinney. 1994. Effects of air compression and
counterflow on infiltration into soils. ASCE J. Irr. & Drain. Engr. 120(4):775-795.

Yusufzai, A. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1994. Vertical drainage may improve soil salinity and moistare, Cal,
Ag. 49(2):12-15,

Orang, M. N. and M. E. Grismer. 1994, New equations for evapotranspiration in the delta. Cal, Ag. 49(3):

' 19-21.

Lima, L. A. and M. E. Grismer. 1994, Application of fracture mechanics to cracking of saline soils. Soil
Science. 158(2):86-96. ' '

Lyons, T. C. and M. E. Grismer. 1994. Irrigation land management medel: Discussion. ASCE J. Irig, &
Drain, Engr. 121(1):123-127. :

Grismer, M. E., E. Labolle, T. Raihala and J. Eweis. 1994. A modified gravimetric method for measuring
rates of vapor adsorption and desorption on soils: Kinetics of toluene adsorption/desorption on
bentonite. In: ASTM STP 1261, Volatile Organic Compounds in the Environment, W. Wang, J.
Schnoer and J. Doi. Eds. pp. 95-104, ' ' :

Bali, K. M., J. W. Hopmans and M. E. Grismer. 1994. Outflow methods. for evaluating the soil hydraulic
functional refationships between NAPL pressure and saturation in porous media, In: ASTM STP 1261,
Volatile Organic Compounds in the Environment, W. Wang, J. Schnoor and J. Doi. Eds, pp. 105-118.

Grismer, M. E., K. M. Bali and F. E. Robinson. 1995. Field-scale neutron probe calibrations and errors in
water content estimates for a heavy silty clay soil, ASCE J. Irrig. & Drain. Engr, 121(5): 354-362.

Grismer, M. E., K. C. Tarboion and W. W. Wallender. 1995, Integrated modeling of regional-scale
irrigation/drainage management. Preceedings of AAAS Symposium. 38 p. (in press)
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quality in California. Japan. I Groundwater Tech. 37(1):20-32.

Rolston, D. E., G. E. Fogg, D. L. Decker, D. T. Louie and M. E. Grismer. 1996. Nitrogen isotope ratios: A
tool for identifying nitrate contamination sources. Cal. Ap. 50: (2): 32-36. .

Grismer, M. E. 1996. Education in Hydrologic Science. J. College Sci. Teach. 25(4): 243-253.

Guitjens, J.C,, L.E. Ayars, M.E. Grismer and L.S. Willardson. 1997. Drainage design for water quality
management: Overview. ASCE J. of Irr. & Dm. Engr. 123(3):148-153, : '

Ayars, LE.,, M.E. Grismer and J.C. Guitjens. 1997. Water quality as a design criteria in irrigation and
drainage water management systeins, ASCE J. of Irt. & D, Engr. 123(3):154-158, :

Nichols, L.R. and MLE. Grismer. 1997, Measurement of fracture mechanics parameters in silty-
Soi) Sci. 162(5):309-322, : . :

ML.E. Grismer and K.M. Bali. 1997. Continnous ponding and shallow aquifer pumping leaches salts in clay
soils. Cal. Ag, 51(3):34-37. - :

Grismer, M. E_ H. L. Shepherd and A. P. Sbblefield. 1997, Winery wastewater treatment efficiency as it
depends on depth and distance in a subsurface flow wetland. Proc. of 27th IAHR Congress on Water for
a Changing Global Community, San Francisco, CA: In-Press. )

Grismer, M. E., K. M. Bali, F. E. Robinson and I. C. Tod. 1997. Effects of water management on water |
value relative to alfaifa yield: A case stdy for the low desert of California. In: Water: Economics,
Management and Demand. Ed. By M. Kay, T. Franks and L. Smith, E & FN Publishers for ICID
European Regional Conf. on Water as an Economic Good, Oxford, UK. Sept. pp.67-74. :

Shepherd, H. L. and M. E. Grismer. 1997. Constructed wetlands for waste water disposal. Vineyard &
Winery Mgmt, 23(5): 65-68. o

Mormrisey, F. A. and M. E. Grismer. 1998. Kinetics of VOC sorption/desorption on clay minerals. J. of
Contam, Hydro: In-press, ' ' ' _

Grismer, M. E. and K. M. Bali. 1998. Effectiveness of subsurface drainage systems at the UC DREC in the
Imperial Valley. Cal. Ag. in-press. ' :

Bali, KM. and M.E. Grismer. 1998. Managemen: of surface irrigation systems in heavy clay soils.
Submitted to ASCE J. of Irr. & Dm. Engr.

Liu, V. P, 1. W. Hopmans, M. E. Grismer and J. Y. Chen. 1998, Direct estimation of two-fluid phase

clay soils.

Grismer, MLE. and H. Watanabe. 1995. The effect of irrigated agriculture on flow of groundwater and its/\

capillary pressure and permeability data from multi-step outflow experiments. J, of Contam, Hydre: In-

press. —
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Response ic Comment Letter 35D
Mark E. Grismer, Ph.D. {October 16, 2003) {(Attachment to Kopper,
October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

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

no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 2

The commenter is correct in noting that there will be significant and unaveidable impacts in the areas of
traffic, biological resources (including vernal pools), and air quality. In many cases, the commenter does
nol provide specific comments as to an environmental issue; therefore, where a comment is general, the
response, in tum, is general. Specific responses have, however, been provided to the greatest extent

possible.

While mitigation has been proposed, as described in Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agricultural Resources)
on pages 4.1-45 through 4.1-47 of the Final EIR, the loss of Prime Farmland cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. Refer to Response to Comment 35-32 for a discussion of conservation of prime

tarmland.

Mitigalion for the loss of vernal pool habitat has been approved by the USACE and the USFWS at a ratio
of greater than 1:1 (impact to replacement ratio) through the Section 7 Consultation process, which was
required as part the 404 permit process. As shown in Table 4.7-3 (Wetland Tmpacl Mitigation Analysis),
approximately 26.66 acres of vernal pools would be impacted, and approximately 94.81 acres of vernal
poots and vernal swales would be created and/or restored at on-site and off-site locations. Theretore, the

impacts of the project on vernal pool habilal are reduced Lo a less-Lhan-significant Jevel.

Page 5-5 identitics that the project would eliminate obstacles to growth which would be growth
inducing. Specifically addressed is the limited capacity of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment
Plant (PGWWIT). The WRSP would provide additional capacity at this facility. Further, page 5-1 of the

Final EIR acknowledges that growth-inducing impacts are signiticant and unavoidable.

The revised water demand factors are provided in Table 411-2 {City of Roseville Revised Unit Water
Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand |Without Project]). The
document that formed that basis for the revised water demand factors was provided in Appendix R

(Ulilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final FIR (Techwnical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Water Demand

Factor Revisions, Montgomery Watson Iarza, November 6, 2002). The water supply strategy was also
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fully described in Section 411 (Public Utilities) of the Tinal FIR and in Appendix R (Utilities Technical
Memoranda) of the Final EIR ({echnical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, Montgomery

Watson Harrza, April 10, 2003).

The technical analysis regarding the groundwater impacts that might occur if the Reason Farms land was
relired 1s provided in Appendix M (Groundwater Impact Analysis), which contains the Groundwater
Impact Analysis for the Proposed Reasons Farm Land Retivement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June
2003). The groundwater analysis used conservative assumptions and relied upon modeling techniques
that are widely accepted in the industry. Refer also to Topical Response GG (Water Supply, Section IV) for

a further discussion of groundwater supplies.

The comment makes a general statement regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in the arcas of soils,
hydrology, and water use, but no spedific comments are provided. Therefore, no further respomnse can be

provided.

The commenter toes on to introduce specific commenls on lhe Draft EIR. Responses to these comments
§ i3

are provided in Responses to Commenits 35D-3 through 35D-8.

Response to Comment 3

A hydraulic study was prepared by Wood Rodgers in 2002 and updated to include land use changes
associated with the proposed project site. The Wood Rogers study relied upon the regional base model
thal is maintained and updated by the Placer County Flood Control District, a model thal is also
suppoerted by the agencies downstream such as Sutter County and Reclamation Districts 1000 and 1001,
The methodology used in the Wood Rodgers Hydraulic Study (Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master
Plan Drainage Analysis, Wood Rodgers, June 2003) has been reviewed and approved by PCFCD (refer to
attached letter dated July 31, 2003} and was also presented and accepted by allected communities
downstream of Placer County. The PCECD letter is provided in Appendix R ({Utilitics Technical
Memoranda) of the Final EIR. This same methodology and model is currently being used by the Tederal
Emergency Management Agency to update their floodplain study for the Pleasant Grove Creek
watershed. The PCFCD provides a regional role in coordinating all floodplain issues and impacts

assoctated with development in Placer County.

In addition, flooding impacts are addressed in Impact 4.12-2 (Increase in the Amount of Surface Runoff,
Which Would Exceed the Capacity of Existing Storm Drainage Systems and Increase the Fotential for
Downstream Flooding) and Impact 4.12-3 (Placement of Fill or Structures in 100-Year Tloodplain Could

Affect Water Surface tlevations, Which Could Tncrease the Risk of Flooding), which are provided in
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Section 4.7 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater) on pages 4.12-37 through 4.12-42 of the Final
EIR.

Response to Comment 4

As indicated on page 4.12-16 of the Final EIR, approximately 89 percent of the soil cover in the WRSP has
poor infiltration capacity. The 11 percent of remaining soils are found along the drainages and creeks
{Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creck), which will remain as open spacce as part of the project, and will
continue to be a major source of the groundwater infiltration. Therefore, development of the WRSD to
urban uses would net result in a significant impact on ground water (Impact 4.12-3) and therefore, no

further tesling of the groundwater for infiltration rates is required.

The ground water modeling conducted for the WRSP did not rely on any groundwaler recharge; inslead,
passive groundwater banking, or in-fier recharge, through the fand fallowing of Reason Farms, and the
subsequent non-exiraction of groundwater, was considered. Given that Reason Farms has historically
been irrigaled with groundwaler extracted from beneath the property, the fallowing of the property will
reduce the volume of groundwater that would have been extracted from the basin cvery year but {or
fallowing the property. This is a common methodology for “banking” groundwater throughout the
Central Valley of California. The intemt of the City, as explained in delail in “Technical Memorandum 7:
Water Supply Strategy” (MWH, November 2002) (included in the Final EIR in Appendix R}, is to utilize
this banked groundwater in the WRSI area during periods of surface water deficiency. As is deseribed in
“Groundwater Impact Analysis for the Proposced Reasons Tarms Land Retirement Plan” (MWH, june
2003 — Appendix M of the WRSP Final EIR), over the 72-year hydrologic period evaluated, the volume of
water “banked” greally exceeds the volume of water extracted. Given that fn-licy recharge is the
proposed mitigation mechanism, the discussion of percolation rates in and around the Reasons Farms in
the context of this question is not relevant. In fact, any percolation that could occur on the site after
fallowing would provide an additional mitigation benetit as it was not considered in the groundwater
impact analysis conducted. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IV} for a further

discussion of groundwater rechargoe.

Response to Comment 5

MM 4.11-2, which is provided on page 4.11-46 of the Final EIR, requires that: “As a condition of approval
of any Tentative Tract Map Tor the WRSP Area, and to supplement assured supplies, the City shall
ensure thal groundwaler in the amount ot 2,848 AF/vear is available for use in the WRSP Area in dry
years by reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms.” Therefore, the City is obligated to reduce
groundwater extractions in advance of any development within the project area. The City has acquired

an option on the Reason Farms property, and purchase of the property is expected to be completed by
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the fall 2004, Therefore, the City has committed to miligating water supply impacts on groundwater to a
less-than-significant level through the use of in-licu groundwater banking, and the mitigation measure is
in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a}2). Also, as desceribed in more detail in Topical
Response G (Waler Supply, Section TV}, the Final FIR concluded that fallowing at Reason Tarms would
be sufficient to compensate for the infrequent withdrawals required by the WRSP. Accordingly, it is not

necessary to monitor groundwaler levels.

In an effort to provide an accurate assessment of water use, as required to fully analyze the proposed
project, the City re-evaluated its existing water unit demand factors generated in 1993 to contirm their
appropriateness for use in the planning and analysis of this project. Refer Lo Topical Response G (Waler
Supply) for a detailed discussion of waler supply strategics and water supply analysis, including

modifications to the water demand factors.

Response to Comment 6

The revised water demand factors are provided in Table 4.11-2 (City of Roseville Revised Unit Water
Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand [Without Project]). The City
collected a vear of water meter data for this study. Data collected from 8,057 residential accounts and 782
non-residential accounts was used lo generate the revised demand faclors. The document that formed
the basis for the revised water demand factors is provided in Appendix R (Utilities Techinical
Memoranda) of the Final TIR (Technical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Wiler Demand Factor Revisions,
Montgomery Watson Harza, November 6, 2002). In addition, data from the City’s Urban Water Master
Plan that 15 relevant to the proposed project is provided in Section 411 (Public Utilities, Water) of the
Final EIR, and in the Water Supply Assessment, which was provided in Appendix 5 (Water Supply
Assessment [SB 610 and 221 Analysis]) of the Final EIR. Reter also to Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Scction T for a detailed discussion of data collecled as parl of the waler supply analysis, including
modifications to the water demand factors. In summary, the data collected includes actual water demand
data collected during a two-year period (based on water meter data) and a comprehensive review of
waler demand factors, and associated water demand, for agencies with similar waler use characteristics,

including water districts in Sacramento County, Placer County, and the Central Valley of California.

There are various methods that can be used to estimate water supply needs, and the commenter suggests
an altermate appreach to the water supply analysis. The method selected by the City is appropriately
conservative. No evidence s presented by commenter indicating that the City's method underestimates

demand,

13-392 Dy et




Response fo Comment Letter 35D

Response to Comment 7

The techmical analysis regarding the groundwalter impacts that might occur if the Reason Farms land was
retired s provided in Appendix M (Groundwater Impact Analysis), which contains the Groundwater
{mpact Analysis for the Proposed Reasons Farm Land Retivement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June
2003). The groundwater analysis used conservative assumptions and relied upon modeling techniques
that are widely accepted in the industry. The concept of land fallowing is to cease rice production at

Reason Farms, thus bolstering the groundwaler basin.

Groundwater extraction for irrigation purposcs on Reason Farms was anecdolally reported Lo range
between 10,000 and 12,000 acre-feet per year (AF/yr); however, no groundwater extraction records were
made available from the owner of the property. Consequently, the volume of groundwater extracted was
estimated based on the 7.1 AF/acre per one crop rolation water duty ™ typicat for rice production in Placer
and Sacramento Counties resulting in an estimated total volume of applied of 6,483 AF/fvr. This waler
duty represents the volume of water applied to the field during the enlire cycle of rice production and

includes pre-ivrigation, flood-up, irrigation, and post-irrigation activities (e.g., soaking of stubbic). The

conservalive estimated volume of groundwater extracted for a single crop per year was used in the

groundwater impact analysis due to the lack of justification for the anecdotally reported higher values.

[t should also be noted that the “water balance” provided in comment [etter 28 includes two major errors.
First, the assumption that the total applied water (i.e., groundwater extracted) is limited to that volume
required to satisfy crop evapotranspiration (ET) (a value of 50 inches per year is cited without 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 anmual rainfall amount of 17 inches per
yvear (no reference given) is available at the appropriate time to satisty crop El-requirements is also
incorrect. The majority of raintall in Placer County occurs in winter months that do not coincide with the

summer growing season for rice. Consequently, il is incorrect to reduce the applied waler requirement.
Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a further discussion of groundwater supplics.

MM 4.11-2, which is provided on page 4.11-46 of the Final EIR, requires that: “As a condition of approval
of any Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP Area, and to supplement assured supplies, the City shall
ensure that groundwater in the amount of 2,848 AF/vear is available for use in the WRSP Area in dry
vears by reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms.” Therefore, the City is obligated to reduce

groundwater extractions in advance of any development within the project area. The City has acquired

" Water duty is comprised of Aood-uyp, soaking and the cvapotranspiration losses tetaling 7.1 ARy per acre for one crop rotation. Seurce
- “Crop Water Use in Califormia: Bultetin 113-97
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenls

an option on the Reason Farms property, and purchase of the property is expecled to be compleled by

the fall 2004,

Response to Comment 8

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a detailed discussion of water supply strategies and
water supply analysis, including modifications to the water demand factors, the use of groundwater

resources, and waler conservation efforls,

Response to Comment ¢

Receipt of the commenter’s resume is noted and will be provided to the decision-makers for their review

and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.
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311 Vemon Steet
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WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Tuesday, September 30, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOI AMENDMENT AND WRSP: UTILITIES IMPACTS

ATTENDEES:
Commissioners: Daron Anderson, Larry Barkhouse, Sam Cannon, Chuck Cinnamon, Mike Menz
Staff: Derrick Whitehead, Kelye McKinney, Vance Jones, Dave Brown, Paul
Richardson, Nela Luken, Kathy Pease, Tom Habashi

NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Nela Luken, Derrick Whitehead, Kelye McKinney, Dave Brown

At their meeting of September 30,2003, the Public Utilities Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence
Amendment and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
Although no formal action was taken by the Public Utilities Commission, several comments were raised
by the Commission. The following represents the Commission’s comments on the Utilities Sections of the
Draft EIR. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City
Councit for review and consideration. Commissioners comments are identified in bold, and responses
are provided in normal text.

Commissioner Cinnamon:

s How do the backup wells work, does water from these wells need to be treated at the
treatment plant?

Response: With the exception of disinfection, groundwater typicaily requires litile water treatment.
There could be the need for some wellhead treatment depending on the local water quality. However,
our experience has been that disinfection is all that is required. This is accomplished at the well head
and then the water is injected into the water system for distribution.

« Will the developers pay for the cost of the San Juan Water Transfer and is there a difference in
the cost of this water from other City water purchases?

Response: The MOU with San Juan Water District specifies that the cost for the transfer of the water
is at the same rate as what we currently purchase ocur PCWA water supply allocation plus pumping
cost and minor overhead cost for San Juan coordination.
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Attachment 4
S Page 2
Comments frem September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commission Meeting

Is there any opportunity to spread the new unit demand factors to the NRSP (e.g. existing
City)?

Response: In essence the demand factors are used for existing development. They (existing
deveiopment) are the basis for the new demand factors. We used a statistical analysis to evaluate
demand factors using data that is now available to us that was not available in 1993 when the original
demand factors were calculated. Because demand factors were conservative in previous planning
efforts, there is available system capacity in city infrastructure to accommodate WRSP demand. The
reduction of these unit factors does not impact the abhility of the NRSP to build-out to the levels
anticipated within that specific plan.

What is the hurry with this project? Why not hold another PUC Meeting before the end of the
45 day review period?

Response: As has been the typical practice with past specific plan projects, the WRSP is being
provided the 45-day public review pericd as provided in the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition to the PUC meeting, opportunities to provide comments on utilities are also available at future
Planning Commission meetings on this project as well as the ability to provide written comments
through the 45th day of the comment period. It has been the City's practice to hoid all of the
Commission meetings during the 45-day public review period of the draft EIR in order to give as much
public comment opportunities as possible on the document and provide copies of those comments in
advance of the Planning Commission’s last meeting. The PUC Meeting {and other Commission
meetings) was scheduled to give the Planning Commission an opportunity to consider all comments
from the various commissions prior to their last meeting on the project.

The EIR seems like a good document however, there are some typing errors in the EIR.
Response: All efforts will be made to eliminate typographical errors in the Final EIR.

Will the developers help pay for Reason Farms since they will benefit from fallowing the land
causing no net impact to groundwater for the WRSP project?

Response: That possibility is being considered as part of the development agreement negotiations.

EIR Page 4.11.24: Says 7,042 ac/ftlyr and the water bar slide in the PowerPoint said 7,026
acfft/yr? Which is right?

Response: 7,042 ac/ft/yr is correct, the bar chart in the PowerPoint slide is a slightly earlier version of
this same data.

Is there a way to require the developers to pay the cost of the landfill expansion without
passing any of that cost on to existing rate payers?

Response: The cost for facility landfill expansion is included in the cost of our tipping fees. As we
understand it the County does not have a mechanism in place other than tipping fees to collect
revenue to expand the landfill or materials recovery facility. With the addition of the WRSP, the new
custemers will be paying their fair share of expansion costs through the tipping fee.

Can the City require one part of the City (e.g. WRSP) to do green waste collection and the rest
not?

Response: Yes. Also, we anticipate that over time the existing City will also be converted to a green
waste collection system. In fact by the time the WRSP builds-out this conversion may have already
been completed.



Attachment 4
Page 3
Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commisgsion Meeting

Did the City look at the impact of encircling the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the
Roseville Energy Park (REP) with development?

Response: Yes. The land use map was developed to maintain the 1000-foot non-residential
easement around the WWTP. Compatible land uses such as Industrial, Light Industrial, and Parks
were planned adjacent to these two sites. Also the high school was designed so that none of the
class rooms are located within the easement area. Further, the EIR for the REP will be evaluating the
proximity to the school and will handle any impacts through appropriate mitigation as a part of that
project.

EIR Page 6.1.24: Alternative 4 is less development than the proposed project but the impact
statement says that the solid waste impact is the same as the project, how can that be?

Response: The conclusion in Alternative 4 is incorrect. During the final document preparation and
error in a table for Alternative 4 was caught however, the conclusion was not restated. This will be
corrected in the Final EIR.

Commissioner Menz:

What is the Sacramento River Diversion project?

Response: This is a cooperative project lead by the Placer County Water Agency to construct a new
raw water diversion and treatment facility off the Sacramento River north of the confluence of the
American and Sacramento Rivers. Roseville is participating in the project.

Is the PG&E gas line within the WRSP sized to accommodate an additional 8,430 new homes?

Response: PG&E is a privately-owned company that will evaluate their current facilities and make
the required improvements to their system (including the new gas line} to serve all the neads of the
WRSP.

Since the City has no control over the expansion of the landflll/MRF and the expansion will
probably cost money, will that cost be passed on the existing residents of the City?

Response: The cost of landfill expansion is inciuded in our tipping fees. Our tipping fees are
included in our monthly solid waste rates to our customers.

Commissioner Barkhouse:

Will there be any incentives/funding available to underground lines?

Response: All new utilities except for the 60kv line wili be under-grounded. A joint trench will be
used for all dry utilities, which include gas, electric, cable, and telephone. The WRSP developers
have made a request to PG&E to underground the existing overhead lines along Fiddyment Road.

Commissioner Cannon:

What part of the WRSP is in the SBC territory?

Response: The project area north of Pleasant Grove Creek is within the SBC service area. Areas
south of the creek will be served by Surewest Telephone.



Attachment 4
Page 4
Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Ulilities Commission Meeting

How will the PUC comments be handlied?

Response: Comments made at the PUC Meeting will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
their consideration prior to their action on the project. PUC comments will also be included in the
Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City Council for review and consideration.

Commissioner Anderson;:

The topic of unit demand reduction was discussed as an option by the City Council when the
initial direction to proceed was given.

Regarding the time extension, don’t have a lot of sympathy for a time extension, a Law office
can review and comment on the documents within the comment period.

What happens if a water source goes away?

Response: [t is really no different than if we were to lose a water source that we have now. It would
no doubt be of great concern to us. We would fikely approach the City Council with potential options
for handling that situation.

Public Comments:

Keith Wagner (representing Stephen DesdJardins) —

*

The overall size of the project seems too big to approve at once. City should consider
approving with an urban reserve component and evaluate the development as it occurs.

- Response: This is a decision for the City Council. The City’s evaluation of the project is based on

meeting the City's General Plan Standards and the Guiding Principles. Between May 1997 and March
1998, the City Council approved three specific plans within a 10 month time frame totaling 7,161 units
(Highland Reserve North, North Roseville, and Stoneridge).

A significant portion of the water supply is met through revised unit demand which should
be spread over the existing City instead of being given to the new annexation area.

Response: We do not think there is a need to do that as they probably won't use the water. We
used a statistical analysis to evaluate demand factors using data that is now available ¢ us that was
not available in 1893 when the original demand factors were calculated. Because demand factors
were conservative in previous planning efforts, there is available capacity in city infrastructure to
accommodate WRSP demand. The reduction ¢f these unit factors does not impact the ability of the
rest of the City to build-out to the levels anticipated within the existing General Plan.

The use of groundwater as it's proposed for the WRSP, is a departure from the City's past
practice of using groundwater only in emergency situations as a backup supply.

Response: The proposed use of groundwater for the WRSP does not change the City’s practice
regarding the use of groundwater. Groundwater is only planned for use in the WRSF consistent with
past policy, for backup situations in drier and driest years. Further, we have identified the use of
groundwater such that there is a no net impact to the groundwater basin as a mitigation.
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Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commission Meeting

Would like the PUC tc have another meeting to address these larger issues due to the short
amount of time to review the documents between the time the EIR was released and the
PUC Meeting.

Response: As has been the typical practice with past specific plan projects, the WRSP is being
provided the 45 day public review period as provided in the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition to the PUC meeting, opportunities to provide comments on utilities are also available at future
Planning Commission meetings on this project as well as the ability to provide written comments
through the 45th day of the comment period. It has been the City’s practice to hold all of the
Commission meetings during the 45-day public review period of the draft EIR in order to give as much
public comment opportunities as possibie on the document.
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WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Thursday, October 2, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOl AMENDMENT AND WRSP: PARKS AND RECREATION

ATTENDEES:

Commissioners: Chair Gene Endicott, Vice Chair Tim Herman, Bob Smith, Maria Campos-
Vergara, Nick Alexander, John Vertido, and David Uribe

Staff: Mike Shellite, Paula Finiey, Vance Jones, Kathy Pease, Nela Luken, and Paul
Richardson
NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Nela Luken, and Paula Finley

At their meeting of October 2, 2003, the Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence
Amendment and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Although o formal
action was taken by the Commission, several comments were raised. The following represents the Parks and
Recreation Commission’s comments on the Parks and Recreation Sections of the Draft EIR and Specific Plan
document. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City Coungil for
review and consideration. Commissicners comments are identified in bold, and responses are provided in norma
text.

Comments and Questions from Commissioners

Commissioner Smith:

s  Are the smaller pocket parks only in the Signature portion of the pian?

Response:  Yes, Sighature is proposing Pocket Parks in addition to meeting the required Neighborhood Park
dedication requirement as an amenity to their subdivisions.

+ Is primary parking for the sports park the 170 stail and 370 stall parking lots along Phillip Road?
Response: Yes. There is also a 450-stall parking lot is focated along Phillip Road.

Commissioner Campos-Vergara:

+ |s Fiddymeni House intended to be privately run?
Response:  No, it will be owned by the City and presumably run by the City, but this has not been determined
yet. The Parks and Recreation Departiment would like to develop a master plan for its operation.

+ Are all Pocket Parks intended to be developed the same?

Response: No, each have some common elements (e.g. turf areas), but each will be somewhat unigue.
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e . Page 2
Comments from October 2, 2003 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

Paseos: Would like to make sure they're used. Are they lighted? Will they be behind houses? Wil
there be picnic areas? Like idea of being linked to schools. Want 1o make sure they're safe. Picnic
tables may not be great behind houses.

Response: Paseos will be lighted. They may potentially exist behind some houses, however the specific plan
design guidelines has critetia requiring them to always be open along one edge so they can be viewed by the
adjacent neighborhoods. Picnic tables may be included as amenities in some areas of the Paseocs.

Commissioner Herman:

CFD Services District: Want 1o make sure we have money to maintain parks in the future.

Response: Park maintenance is planned using CFD Services District. Pocket parks have same maintenance
funding source.

Will WRSP park plan be revenue positive to the City?

Response: There is an ahility to generate revenue through the operation of the soccer fields, pools, Fiddyment
House, and Fiddyment Park. However Fiddyment Park, due io if's passive nature, will nol have as much
operating cost due to natural concept.

General Comments:
o The project did a great job with the Parks Plan.
o The use of reclaimed water for the sporis park is great.
o Roseville City School District has indicated that the plan is to have schools when students are generated.

Commissioner Alexander:

&

Did we calculate how many acres of parkland the plan provides per 1,000 residents? It appears to be
about double - this is important for public to know. The mount of open space in the Plan is more than
anything the City has ever done.

Response: A calcuiation for the number of acres per 1,000 residents was not conducted, but the amount of
parkland significantly exceeds the City's requirement to provide nine acres of parkiand per thousand residents.

The region is locking to acquire open space. Here, this plan is providing it.

Pocket parks — if funding ever did dry up, how will we put homeowners on notice?

Response: It is a required disclosure in the CC&R'’s that each homeowner will sign when purchasing a home.

i suppeort the plan for following reasons:
o Exceeds General Plan standards for parks and open space.
Class | bike trails.
Revenue neutral - no impact to General Fund.,
incorporates Smart Growth land use.

O 0 0

Commissioner Vertido:

*

Are there any turn-key parks?
Response: Cnly pocket parks in Signature and Paseos in both Signature and Westpark.

Will parks be there with houses? How will park timing he determined?

Response: Park timing is dependent on payment of park fees so they will trail development. However, City did
a cash flow analysis of park financing which shows adequaie money to pay for parks in each phase of the project.

PiPrajects - All sers\1050d-00+10658-00 WRSPWMFEIRcommant istters\parks res mtg notes 10-2-03.doe
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Comments from October 2, 2003 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

« Can an off leash dog park be located in one of the Citywide Parks? Has this been considered in the

WRSP?

Response: The City would like to find an appropriate location for a dog park, but cannot commit to a specific
location at the park concept stage.

s General Comments:

o]

O
o
8]

Pocket Parks idea is nice — 1 wish | had them where | live.

It looks like this project really made something special.

I'm looking forward to Pasecs — I'm very excited about this concept.
| share the traffic concerns.

Commissioner Uribe:

+ What is the park timing for Regional Park?

Response: The City will focus first on joint use facilities with the High Scheol in the 1 phase.

» What is Fiddyment Park timing?

Response: There is not much development proposed in this park, primarily, picnic areas and walking trails.
Initial efforts will likely be directed at the Sporis Park.

+ |s there any way to incorperate a softball complex similar to Mahaney in the WRSP?

Response: There are some space limitations for this type of facility in the WRSP. The Cily did a survey to
determine what sports facilities were most desired by City residents, and soccer fields were a priority.

+ Is a swimming pool proposed?

Response: Only in conjunction with the High School.

+« Are impacts to wetlands and vernal pools geing to be mitigated?

Besponse: Yes, a mitigation plan is proposed and requires a Permit from the Army Corps of Engineers.

¢ General Comments:

8}

I'm excited about disc golt in Fiddyment Park.

Commissioner Endicott:

* Any concern about where the Regional Sports Park is located?

Response: No. Phillip Road will be between the wastewater treatment plant and the Sports Park, With respact
to aesthetics and proximity, it should work fine.

s Pocket Parks all the same shape, what’s the thinking behind shape?

Response: Pocket Parks are located at the main entrance into each subdivision, and the curved shape on one
end is a resulf of the anticipated street design. These parks will be designed much like Garboline Park so that all
houses face onto the park.

¢+ (General Comments:

o]

]
o
o]

| agree with previous comments that this is a well thought out plan.

| really like the idea that the City control it's borders with the buffer on the edge.

Feel that the placement of open space on the edge will help define how big City will be.

Would like to see the Village Center concept extended further into plan. it has pedesirian friehdiiness
and a sense of place. Hope that when a specific development proposals comes to Gity, they will hold
firm to the Village Center concepts.

I'm excited about Paseos and pleased to see alternatives to the car.
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Comments from October 2, 2003 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

| like that the park acreage dedication goes beyond the City's requirement.

| like the mix of housing types.

The Pocket Parks idea is appealing.

| have some concerns about traffic. Water issues are important.

I guestion the location of commercial locations on outer edges of the project.

0O GC OO0

Commissioner Campos-Vergara:

+ General Comments:

o Very impressed with number of soccer fields and other baliparks.

o Likes the smart growth component.

o Thinks the Village Center will be the magnat.

o This plan seems to have learned from past park planning experience in City.

Commissioner Smith:

+ General Comments:
o Thinks Signature and Westpark have done an ocutstanding job.
o City has also done a great job.
o | believe this is one of the finest Smart Growth communities.

Comments and Questions from the Public

John Taliman:

» Provided a Parks overview to the Commission.

David Larson;

¢ Moved to Roseville in December 2001. Currently serves as the Vice President of Blue Oaks

Neighborhood Association. He is familiar with parks construction in Diamond Creek being delayed due
to general fund constraints. WRSP would eliminate the need to use general fund for park maintenance.

Mary Circle:

= Preschool Director at St. John’s school. Church site faces this village green. Very excited about moving
the church to this location.

Dr. Bill Prinney:

¢ Headmaster ai St. John's school — Village center concept is like traditional town with smali town feel.

Romy Circle:

+ Supporis project.

Mary Lathrop:

s Supporis project. Very impressed with parks and open space plan.
Janice Markum:

+ Echoes comments made already. Expressed concerns with traffic that might be created by the West
Plan, but feels that the plan is well set up and that it might lessen the traffic.

PiProjects - All Users\10800-00+10853-00 WHRSPAFEIRormmeant |ettars'parks rec mig notes 10-2-03.dog
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Commernts from October 2, 2003 Parks and Recreation Commissicn Meeting

Eric Wheeler:

+ Thinks effort of City o assume quality of planning is great. He is excited about prospect of good bike
trails.

Brad Curtis:

+ Stated that he was impressed by the West Plan and it ability to enhance the quality of life for the citizens.

PoProjacts - All Uisersi10600-00+4410853-00 WRSPWFEIR\comment letters\parks rac mig noies 10-2-03.doc
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WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Thursday, October 21, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOl AMENDMENT AND WRSP:

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

ATTENDEES:

Commissioners: Jerry Aplass, Chair, William Hoey, Vice Chair, Richard Hipkins, Kirpal Singh, and
Werner Kuehn

Staff: Rob Jensen, Michael Wixon, Vance Jones, Kathy Pease, Nela Luken, and Paul
Richardson
NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Rob Jensen, Nela Luken, and Kathy Pease

At their meeting of October 21, 2003, the Transportation Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence Amendment
and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSFP) Draft Environmental Impact Report {(EIR). Although no formal action was
taken by the Commission, several comments were raised. The following represents the Transportation
Commission’s comments on the Transportation and Circulation Sections of the Dralt EIR and Specific Plan
document. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the Gity Council for
review and consideration. Commissioners comments are identified in bold, and responses are provided in normal
text.

Comments and Questions from Commissioners

Commissioner Kuehn:

How does the project impact the traffic level of service at the intersection of Lincoln and Vernon Sireets,
whichi is not near the Plan area?

Response: Based on the land use plan, the traffic model redistributes automaobile trips throughout the City. New
housing and job centers in the project affect the overall circulation patterns Citywide, which can affect the level of
service at intersections not in the Plan area. Also, it's possible that some intersections’ L.OS operate right at the
threshold of a LOS change, so small fluctuations couid change an intersection from LOS C te LOS D, or vice
versa. In this case, Lincoln and Vernon Street will experience decreased tevel of service.

Near the Viliage Center, the paseo dead-ends. Would advocate having the Class | bikeway sysiem go
through the Village Center and also in front of the school sites on Market Street and Village Green Drive.

Response: A Class | bike path is provided off-street from the middle school on Parcel W-73 to the school and
park on Parcels W-75 and W-55. The Class | bike path will also have a controlled crossing along Bob Doyle
Drive. The perimeter of the Village Center is encompassed by designated Ciass Il bicycle lanes, including an
enhanced pedestrian/bicyclist crossing of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The roads within the Viliage Center are
narrower and are intended io slow down fraffic speeds and encourage pedestrian use along the adjacent
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Comments from QOctober 21, 2003 Trangportation Commission Meeting

sidewalks. Creating a Class | bicycle lane within the Village Center would greatly affect the street design and the
character of the streelscape.
Were traffic impacts to Sacramento County analyzed?

Response: Roadways in Sacramento County were included as part of the traffic modeling. No significant
impacts to Sacramento County roadways were shown. Sacramento County’'s LOS standard is “E”.

Commissioner Hoey:

Can Atlantic and Vernon Streets be modified to operate as one-way traffic to improve the LOS at Linceln
and Vernon Streets?

Hesponse: Doing this would go against the recent Vernon Street improvements that were recently constructed,
which were intended to slow traffic down in this corridor.

Was the traffic analysis for the West Plan consistent with the City’s typical traffic modeling for evajuating
roadways and intersections?

Response: Yes. The traffic model is the same model that has been used by the City since the late 198(s,
although it has been updated to keep it current. 1 is recalibrated every few years to verify it's accuracy by
comparing model predictions with actual traffic patterns. The findings of the calibration tests are that the model! is
conservative and provides a very accurate torecast of future traffic volumes,

General Comments:

o The Transit Plan should be updated to ensure that transit services are available to the Village Center
when that area becomes occupied by residents.

o Due to the conservative nature of the City’s traffic model, no longer has concerns regarding the level of
service impacts to the Lincoln/Vernon intersection, expressed in earlier comments,

Commissioner Aplass:

Will Riego Road stay as two lanes? Was the traffic analysis conducted with the assumption that Riego
Road is two lanas?

Response: Sutter County identified that Riego Road would need to be six lanes in 2020, based on predicted
traffic volumes with the South Sutter Industrial Plan. The six iane facility is needed with or without the West Plan.
The Sutter County industrial project is currently on hold. The City's traffic analysis prepared for the West Plan
assumed that Riego Road would remain with two lanes. The Waest Plan project does not change the leve! of
service on this roadway, as the road would remain at LOS F with, or without, the project.

Would like to see the option preserved for allowing gelf carts from Sun City to cross Fiddyment Road
and have access to the Village Center via Village Green Drive. Requested that the City design roadways
to be wide enough so that golf cart paths (like those in Sun City} could he accommodated on Village
Green Drive. :

Hesponse: The project propenents have not proposed a golf cart community in their project. The City has
significant safety concerns in allowing golf carts to cross Fiddyment Road at a standard intersection based on the
high speeds and unfamiliarity of motorists outside of Sun City to golf cart vehicles. However, should a design be
proposed to improve the safety of golf carts crossing Fiddyment {i.e. an undercrossing, overcrossing, or
enhanced intersection design), the Gity would be open to evaluating this in the future.

it sounds like the planning effort for Placer Parkway and the West Plan are going on at the same time.
Why would the City approve land use in an area that could potentially be used for the Placer Parkway
alignment? Wouldn’t it make more sense to hold off until the alignment was known?

Response: Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) has indicated they are in the early stages of
the environmental review for the Placer Parkway alignment and won't know for several years what the potential
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Comments from October 21, 2003 Transportation Commission Meeting

route for this roadway will he. PCTPA is not able to identify a preferred route because, acgording to the Federal
and State Funding programs, all of the alignments should be considered equally or future funding could be
ieopardized. The City has worked closely with PCTPA in this process and PCTPA has asked that the City's not
preclude “an alignment” for the Parkway in it's planning effort. The City has identified a potential alignment that
cuts across the northwest corner of Fiddyment Ranch, censistent with one of the alignment alternatives being
evaluated by PCTPA.

Commissioner Singh:

+ Does the City have the ability to program the traffic lights/coordinate the signals? Particularly concerned
with the intersection of Cirby/Riverside during evening rush hout.

Response: Yes. The City has the ability to coordinate traffic signals. The most recent signal coordination was
completed on Douglas Blvd., which achieved an approximaie 30% improvement in traffic flows. The City can
look into the programming for the Cirby/Riverside intersection.

Comments and Questions from the Public

John Enyedy. Member of RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions:

+ Reviewed key points of May, 2003, RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions report
¢ Asked that Transporiation Commission endorse the recommendation in the repori, specifically that the
City limit the number of intersections that operate at less than LOS C to 42 intersections.

John Murray, Westpark Associates:

¢ introduced himself and .John Tallman with Signature Properties as the project applicants
» Indicated that they were available to answer any questions that the Commission may have

Dick Eqgan:

» Resident of Sun City. Based on a report he had, pointed out that the intersections that operate at less
than 1.0S C, do so for less than 4 hours each day. Otherwise the intersections operate at LOC or better.
¢+ LOS issues are limited tc peak traffic periods, during the morning and evening rush hours.

Bob Smith:

« Was the widening of Interstate 80 included in the traffic model used to analyze the project’s iraffic?

Response: No. The traffic model assumed the existing number of lanes on [-80. The City only assumed
roadway improvements in the analysis (e.g. additional lanes) for adopted projects with a funding mechanism to
pay for them.

+ Was the widening of Baseline Road included in the traffic model used to analyze the project’s traffic?

Response: Yes, in part. Only the portion of Baseline Road in Placer County was assumed to be widened,
because there will be a funding mechanism available to improve this roadway.

»  Was Placer Parkway inciuded in the traffic model?
Response: No. Because ultimate funding for the Placer Parkway has not been identified, it was not included.

Mary Circle:

» Very excited about several aspects of the project, including the Village Center, bikeways, parks, and the
ability to walk through the Village Center between the various uses, such as the church and school.
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Scott Hightower:

Indicated that he is pleased to see that the City is growing, especially as part of a master plan.
Wanted to go on record as being in favor of the project.

Jim Viele, President of Sun City Board of Directors:

Are there any plans for a signal at the intersection of Rose Creek Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard?

Response: Based on the projected traffic volumes along Pleasant Grove Bivd., there are no plans for a signal
because the predicted traffic volumes do not warrant a signal. The City would continue to monitor this
intersection and would work with Sun City to develop a traffic solution to this intersection should warrants be met

in the future.

Concerned that traffic will use Del Webb Blvd. as a shortcut between Blue Oaks Bivd. and Fiddyment
Road. What are the plans to mitigate this impact?

Response: Del Webb Blvd. was included in the traffic model for the West Plan project. The model shows
virtially no change in the traffic volumes on Del Webb Blvd. as a result of this project. The model assumes that
tratfic will flow on the roadways that are the most time-efficient to drivers. The model dees not predict that the
level of service along Fiddyment and Blue Oaks will be such that drivers will have an incentive 10 use Del Webb
as a shortcut between these arterials.

Would like to have a golf cart crossing at Fiddyment Road (to provide access between Sun City and the
Village Center via Village Green Drive).

Respense: The City has significant safety concerns in allowing golf carts 1o cross Fiddyment Road, given the
high speeds and unfamiliarity of motorists outside of Sun City to golf cart vehicles. See response to
Commissicner Aplass’ comment above.

Keith Wagner, representing Steven Des Jardins/Diamond Creek Partners:

*

Concerned with the projected traffic LOS impacts to the intersection of Blue Oaks Blvd. and Diamond
Creek Blvd. Although mitigation is identified for this intersection to operate at LOS C, it will likely drop
below LOS { before funds are collected to make the necessary improvements. Concerned with the
timing of the mitigation. Requested that the Transportation Commission recommend that the
improvements to this intersection be triggered before LOS drops below C.

Response: The roadway mitigation fees are projected to be collected over a 20-year period. The improvemants
at this intersection are not needed in the near future and may not be required in the next 5-10 years. Advancing
money to this intersection in advance of the need for the improvement would be delay funding for other needed
improvements elsewhere in the City Ultimately, the City Council establishes the priorities for intersection
improvements based on the fee generation and staff's recommendations.

Eric Wheeler:

Supports the Cily’s past traffic and roadway planning efforts, Roadways in the North Centrai Specific
Plan area were constructed well in advance of when they were needed (i.e. Roseville Parkway).

Jan McKinsey:

Concerned that traffic will use Del Webb Blvd. as a shortcut between Fiddyment Road and Biue QOaks
Blvd.

Response: The City's traffic model does not predict that Del Webb will be used as a shortcut between these
arterial roadways. See response to Jim Viele's second comment, above.
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+ Concerned that there will be no stop lights at any streets into Sun City.

Respense:  The City will continue to monitor the need for traffic signals at key access points fo Sun City, and will
work with Sun City residents through any future traffic problems that may arise. See response ic Jim Viele's first
comment, above.

s Concerned that there is no conceptual alignment for Placer Parkway shown on the Plan.

Response: PCTPA has not identified a formal alignment for Placer Parkway, and instead, has identified several
alternative alignments that will be studied in the next few years. The West Plan project does not preciude an
alignment for Placer Parkway.

Cheryl Moore:

+ Indicated that she has faith in the traffic planning efforts of the City because the City has done a geod
job so far.

Joseph Cruz, Representative for the California Alliance for Jobs:

« Commends staff and the applicants for their work and voiced his support of the project.
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Approved 11/6/03

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
OCTOBER 9, 2003

MINUTES
Planning Commissioners Present: Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey
Huisking
Planning Commissioners Absent: Betty Sanchez
Staff Present: Paul Richardson, Planning Director

Nela Luken, Senior Planner

Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner

Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Rob Jensen, Public Works Dircctor
Scott Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer
Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Led by Commissioner Huisking

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville 95747, addressed the
Commission on the City’s Specific Plan processing procedures. He expressed interest in receiving a complete
set of planning documents pricr to any hearings to allow developers to send the information to their own experts
in preparation for the Planning Commission meetings.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:

IV-A. SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2003

IV-B. MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2003

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Clark, to approve the Consent
Calendar as submitted.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Huisking, Clark, Allen, Dugan, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain:

NEW BUSINESS

V-A.  WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (WRSP) — FILE #S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ (2-01,
SUBD 03-08, & SUBD 03-11. This request is for the consideration of: 1) a Sphere of Influence Amendment; and
2) Approval of the West Roseville Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General
Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision




Map and certification of a Environmental impact Report (EIR}. The West Roseville Specific Plan is located west of
Fiddyment Road and nerth of Pleasant Grove Blvd., in unincorporated Placer County. The request also includes
that the specific plan project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates
(1800 Placer Investors, LP), Bill Falik and John Murray, and Signature Properties {Roseville Fiddyment Land
Venture, 1.LC), Jim McKeehan and .John Tallman {Jones)

Commissioner Dugan asked to be recused from the discussicn and voting on the WRSP annexation due to a
conflict of interest. Chair Hoskinson granted his request.

Two subsequent public hearings for the WRSP are scheduled, but it is unknown if a quorum of commissioners will
be available on the scheduled dates. If a quorum is not available on a scheduled meeting date, the meeting wil
be continued to the following scheduled meeting time. Commissicner Sanchez will be given the videotape of the
October 9, 2003 meeting in order to be informed as to the Introductery Presentation of the West Roseville Specific
Plan.

Planning Director, Paul Richardson, introduced tonight’s presentation and introduced the project planners who will
give the presentation. Project Planner Vance Jdones and Administrative Analyst, Kathy Pease, presented the staff
report and responded to quastions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

Appiicant, John Tallman, Signature Properties, 1322 Blue Qaks Blvd., #100, Roseville, CA 95678, addressed the
Commission and responded to questions. He introduced himself and John Murray of Westpark Development
and indicated that he and Mr. Murray were available to respond to any questions.

The following residents spoke with comments:

Scoft Hightower, 1869 Hilmerton Circle, Roseville, CA 95747

Stephen Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA

Kathy McCalley, 1872 *unknown™ Drive, Roseville, CA

Mary Circle, 1017 Hillcrest Avenue, Roseville, CA (Citizens Adviscry Committee)

Susan Goto, 230 Diamond Oaks Road, Roseville, CA (Chair of Roseville City Schools, Board of Trusteos)
Jay Kinder, 16806 Meadowlark Way, Roseville, CA

There was discussion on the following:

LAND USE/HOUSING

»  Project includes Zoning Ordinance Amendment to increase iot coverage in R-1 districts from 40% to 45%.
This percentage limited to single story houses. This standard could be applied citywide. Two story homes
would remain at 35% maximum lot coverage.
Invitation of WRSP representatives and staff to address the Design Committee and request thair input.
Use of prime agricultural land in WRSP development.
High Density/Low Density range. What is the range used for each of the residential areas’
Minor density adjustments.
Police sub-station.
Senior housing project located within area.
Estimated buildout is 2020 which includes residential and indusirial. Residential build-out is estimated to be
10-15 years.
Options to amend specific plans if the market requires it.
o Phasing plans to control speed of development. Phasing documents are included with the development
agreement. Phasing documents are scheduled to be available by the October 30" meeting.
Concern with speed of county road systems that will ease the impact of the development.
« Urban reserve missing from WRSP. Not needed in this plan. Studies showed that with currerit phasing plan,
services are/will be adeguate to meet the needs of the entire project.
2
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Overview of proposed Wetland and Swainson’s Hawk mitigation strategy.

Native American historical sites. Pleasant Grove creek area is a sensitive area. Should discovery be made,
construction would stop and proper authorities would be contacted for investigation.

Tree preservation. Deavelopment conditions require set back of 50 feet from riparian corridor, Applicant will
be required to apply for tree permits prior to the removal of any trees and those will come before the Planning
Commission.

In favor of fand being developed as part of a master plan under the control of the City of Roseville.

CIRCULATION OVERVIEW ({traffic)

. & & » 9

With mitigation (page 4.3-61 EIR) Foothills and Blue Oaks would be at LOS C. Mitigation for Blue Qaks,
Fiddyment & Baseline includes widening and/or adding turning lanes. Diarmond Creek & Blue Qaks expand
from four to six lanes.

What is the difference between LOS F and LOS E? LOS C means you come to an intersection, minimal wait
red, turns green. LOS D means you might have to wait through a second fight. LOS E you will have to wait
two lights. LOS F significant traffic delays.

Consideration given to Watt Ave and connecting it with Placer Parkway. Provisions made for widening and
development of the four lanes to six lanes if needed. Depending on development of Placer Parkway.
Baseline/Walerga-Fiddyment corridor.  Attention being given now to improve and develop roadway in
anticipation of future planned growth. City is working with County on a regional fee program.

Pleasant Grove improvement at Woodcreek to Fiddyment will be widened to four lanes the entire route.

Light rail. Heavy rail being considered. Light rail very expensive. Heavy rail viable alternative. Can link with
light rail in Sacramento. Not in the near term discussion.

Pleased that roadways are wide. Diamond Creek widening limited by open space preservation area.
Approves of pedestrian corridors and overall plan.

Approves of forward planning.

Bike trails. Appreciation for forward planning on scheol sites, parks and recreation.

Circuiation element of plan. The commitment to mitigation goes beyond the financial. Almost $135 million in
traffic mitigation fees. Encourage commission not to impose drought tolerant landscape. WRSP is & unigue
develocpment. Acknowledged that developers are here to stay as part of this community.

Golf cart provision to cross Fiddyment from Sun City in order to reach new village center. It is being iooked
at, but due to safety concerns, no plan has been implemented.

Chair Moskinson closed the public hearing.

MEETING WILL BE CONTINUED TO THURSDAY, OCTOBER 23, 2003 AT 7:00 PM.

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to continue the mesting.

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen, t¢ continue to the
meeting of October 23, 2003. The motion passed unanimously at 9:10 PM.
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Approved 11/13/03

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 6, 2003

MINUTES
Planning Commissioners Present; Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey Huisking, Befty
Sanchez
Flanning Commissioners Absent: Reobert Cugan
Staff Present; Paul Richardson, Planning Director

Nela Luken, Senior Planner

Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst

Vance Jones, Project Planner

Brita MeNay, Deputy City Aftorney

Mike Shellito, Director of Parks, Recreation and Libraries
Russ Branson, Director of Finance

Patrick Chew, Fire Department

Derrick Whitehead, Director Environmental Utilities

Kelye MeKinney, Senior Civil Engineer, Environmental Utilities
Rob Jensen, Public Works Director

John Sprague, Economic & Community Services Director
Scoft Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer

Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - { ed by Commissioner Rex Clark

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None,

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Censent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:
W-A__MINUTES OF OCTOBER $, 2003

V.B._ MINUTES OF OCTOBER 23, 2003

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Clark, to approve the
Consent Calendar as submitted.

The mofien passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Huisking, Clark, Allen, Sanchez, Hoskinson
Nogs:

Abstain: Sanchez (minutes of Cctober 9, 2003)
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QLD BUSINESS

V.A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOI} AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #'S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02.0Z. RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12,
This request is for the consideration of: 1) @ Sphere o Influence Amendment: and 2) Approval of the West
Roseville Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General Plan Amendment,
Specific Plan Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and
certification of a Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The West Rosevilie Specific Plan is located west of
Fiddyment Road and north of Pleasant Grove Bivd.,, in unincorporated Placer County  The request also includes
that the specific plan project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates
(1600 Piacer Investors, LP), Bill Fatik and John Murray, and Signature Properties (Roseville Fiddyment Land
Venturs, LLC), Jim McKeehan and John Tallman (Jores) THIS ITEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE
MEEYING OF OCTORBER 30, 2003,

Planning Dirsctor Paul Richardson reviewed past WRSP presentation and introduced tonight's presentation for
the West Roseville Specific Plan. Projoct Planner Vance Jones, Administrative Analyst, Kathy Pease and Senior
Planner, Nela Luken, presented the staff réport and responded to questions.

Chair Haskinson apened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience,
FPUBLIC SERVICES
The following residents commented on this section:

Howard Rudd, Board President Placer SPCA, 3300 Douglas Blvd., 275, Reseville, CA 95678
Stephen Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, Ca 95747

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95678

Maurice Oppenhelm, 7689 Rosestone Lane, Roseville, CA 95747

Josh Jacoby, 805 Douglas Blvd., #122, Roseville, CA 95661

Robyn Raphael, 1292 Miners Way, Rassville, CA

Martha Riley, Friends of the Rosevitle Library, 714 Bell Lane, Roseville

Barbara Herndon, Assistant Superintendent, Rosevitfe City School District, Rosevilie, CA

Phil Oznick, 350 Diamond Caks, Roseville

Jim Walker, 2837 McCloud Way, Roseville. CA

Tammy Bradnik, 1047 Kensington, Roseville, CA

Willa Barr, 304 Hammili Ct., Roseville, CA

Christopher Grimes, Roseville Joint Union High School District, #2 Tiger Way, Rosoville, CA 95678
Fred Lohse, 523 Oak Street, Rosevilie, CA

There was discussion on the following:

Inclusion of a year-round off leash dog park

Request for more public hearings on the WRSP project prior to approvai

Lack of library facilities

Guarantees that developers will pay for schools

Financial impact on current Roseville residents for the development of new schools
RJUHSD agreement with developers and state agencies to fully fund high scheol in WRSP
Roseville Public Cemetery District and future needs

Address in DA the Library/Community Center

Funding of maintenance cost for the WRSP neighborhaod parks

Community Garden

Fire Station site and terms for providing such public services as written in DA
What current fire station will service this area

WRSP portion for funding the staffing of fire services
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PUBLIC UTILITIES OVERVIEW

The following residents commented on this section:

L

Gavyle Gleasan, 6495 Sunset Blvd. West, Roseville, CA
William €. Capper, 417 £ Street, Davis, CA

Larry Buckle, 8349 Dalkeith Way, Antelope, CA

Dan Redding, Operating Engineers Local #3

Fred Lohse, 523 Oak Street, Roseville, CA,

Jack Wallace, 1116 Fairfieid Ave., Raseville, CA

There was discussion on the following:
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Acquisition of water for the WRSP

impact of development on existing groundwater table

Impact of WREP use of ground water on surrounding rural residents and ranches

Concern that the Utilities Water study may be flawed or incompiete

impact of surrounding develapments on Roseville’s water table

EIR's lack of fully addressing sources of water during dry/drought years

Positive impact on locat econamy as jobs are created with the development of this project

Study additional impact of new development during dry years and compare with Roseville's actual use
Guarantees that current water contracts will be renewed before expiration in seven years

Negative impacts on existing City of Roseville residents to accommodate WREP water needs

Sighing of recycled water for public protection

Addressing use of groundwater by surrounding proposed development, i.e. Placer Ranch, DelaSalle
University, and Placer Vineyards.

City mitigations if the city loses water to the potential surrounding developments

Current Placer County policy on water supply

Community Recyeling drop off sites

Criteria for hornes chosen for the water moter/water uso study and analysis used to determine water use
projections

Water Forum negotiations and reliability

Developers requirement fo build four wells as mitigation to supply water during dry years when San Juan
Water District water is not avaitabie

Acquisition and mitigation measure of Reason Farms prior to development of WRSP for water conservation
Industrial use impact on water availability

Actual water use within city (32,000 acre feet) and firm supply {42,800 acre feet) with contracts options for
more water,

Past implementation of drought mitigation during the drought of 91and subsequent dry years

Four Current Water wells within the ity with the planned addition of 8 wells and the model used b
determine use of water in various areas of the city including projections for WRSP

Decreasing of ground water over the greater Sacramento region and increase of ground water leveis in
localized areas.

Purity and levels of current city well water

1991 was last time that the wells werg used to supply water to City of Roseville

Increase in well water use possible in the Westside of Roseville

Water use was projections

Water conservation measure of instant hot water; current option to buyer —make a requirement

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing and asked for a motion to continue the meeting.
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MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to continue to the
meeting of November 13, 2003,

The motion passed unanimously at 10:05 PM.

THE MEETING IS CONTINUED TO NOVEMBER 13, 2003




Approved 12/4/03

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 13, 2003
MINUTES

Planning Commissioners Present: Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey
Huisking, Betty Sanchez

Commissioners Absent: None

Staff Present: Paul Richardson, Planning Director
Chris Robles, Senior Planner
Nela Luken, Senior Planner
Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner
Michael isom, Associate Planner
Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Russ Branson, Finance Director
Derrick Whitehead, Environmental Utilities Director
Kelye McKinney, Environmental Utilities Engineering Manager
Dennis Mathisen, Fire Marshal
Paula Finley, Parks and Recreation
Nura Tweten, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - | ed by Commissioner Dugan.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:

IV-A. MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 6, 2002

IV-B. TREE PERMIT — 561 NORTH SUNRISE AVENUE — NERSP PARCEL 15 (STONE POINT) - FILE # TP
03-63. The applicant requests approval of a Tree Permit to remove two native oak trees and encroach into the
protected zone of one other tree as part of infrastructure improvements for the Stone Point project.  Applicant:
Rick Beasley, Group 4 Development (Dour)

IV-C. TREE PERMIT — 200 ROYAL OAK COURT — WHISPERING CANYON, LOT 10 —~FILE # TP 03-64. The
applicant requests approval tc remove one native cak tree and encroach into the protected zone of two others on
Lot 10 of the Whispering Canyon subdivision. The subject property was not included in the master tree permit
approved for the subdivision. Applicant: Phillip Hince, G.B. Lincoln, LL.C (Isom)




IV-D. AFFORDABLE PURCHASE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT {APHDA) — 1501 SECRET
RAVINE PARKWAY (PHOENICIAN CONDOMINIUMS) — FILE # APHDA 03-03. The applicant requests
approvat of an Affordable Purchase Housing Development Agreement for Phoenician Condominium project. The
Agreement requires 57 (out of 322 total units) single-family condominium units to be affordable to 60 - 80%
median income households {househelds earning less than $47.850 gross annual income). The agreement is
required as identified in the Stoneridge Specific Plan. This action will also require the termination of the Affordable
Rental Housing Development Agreement, which currently identifies the same number and affordability leve! as
identified in the APHDA. Applicant: Larry John, Phoenician, LLC (Shonkwiler) THIS ITEM HAS BEEN
CONTINUED TO THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2003.

MCTION

Commissioner Clark made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to approve the Consent
Calendar as submitted.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Clark, Huisking, Alien, Sanchez, Hoskinson
Noes:
Abstain: Dugan {(minutes of November 6, 2003)

Commissioner Sanchez asked that New Business ltem VI-C be heard before Old Business.

NEW BUSINESS

VI-A. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT & VARIANCE — 234 PLEASANT STREET — FISHER SECOND UNIT —
FILE #S CUP 03-06 & V 03-10. The applicant requests approval of a Conditicnal Use Permit to allow a secand
dwelling unit in the Highway Commercial zene district. The applicant also requests approval of a Variance fo
reduce the setback and separation requirements for the second unit. Applicant: Chris Fisher (Baker)

VI-B. DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT. TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT,
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT, DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMENDMENT, AFFORDABLE PURCHASE
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, AND LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT — 611 BARBARA WAY (LADERA
VILLAGE) ~ FILE #8 DRP 03-26, SUBD 03-02, GPA 03-04, SPA 03-02, DAA 03-04. APHDA 03-13 & LLA 03-
41. The applicant requests approval of a Design Review Permit to construct 103 multi-family condominium units
including common areas and landscaping cn two (2) parcels totaling 4.5 acres; a Tentative Condominium Map to
create 103 condominium units with common areas; General Plan and Specific Plan Amendments o allow the
allocation of twenty (20) residential units to increase the parcel's unit allocation from 83 to 103 units total; a
Development Agreement Amendment to revise the Development Agreement previously approved for this
property; an Affordable Purchase Housing Development Agreement with concurrent cancellation of the previously
approved Affordable Rental Housing Development Agreement; and Lot Line Adjustment 1o adjust the interior ot
line between two (2) lots. Appficant: Mark J. Len, City Developers Corp. (Bruggeman)

VI-C. DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, & ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT — 121 NORTH
SUNRISE AVENUE (REVOLUTION SUPPERCLUB) - FILE #'S DRP 02-61, CUP 02-10, & AP 02-59. The
applicant requests approval of a Design Review Permit to construct a 15,174 square foot restaurant and nightclub
facility on a 0.2 acre parcel; a Conditional Use Permit to allow a nightclub use in the PD 156 zone district; and an
Administrative Permit for Parking Reduction to allow a 371-space reduction in the required parking for the project.
The parking reducticn would allow the facility to utilize existing parking within the Placer Village project during off-
peak hours. Applicant: Vanessa Norton, Burrell Consulting Group (Isom)

Asscciate Planner Michael Iscm presented the staff report and responded o questions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.



Applicant, Marcus LoDuca, Sandberg, LeDuca & Dellinger, 3300 Douglas Blvd, Roseville CA 95661, addressed
the Commission and responded to questions. He stated that he had received a copy of the staff report and was
in agreement with staff's recommendations.

There was discussion on the following:

s Pyrotechnic - fire concerns.
» Portion of the parking lot being set aside for valet parking.
s Special events in the evenings?

Chair Hoskinscn asked for a motion to approve the item.
MOTICN

Commissioner Dugan made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, tc adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration; adopt the four (4) findings of fact for the Design Review Permit; approve the
Design Review Permit with 106 conditions of approval; adopt the three (3) findings of fact for the Conditional Use
Permit; approve the Conditional Use Permit with 3 conditions of approvai; adopt the thee (3) findings of fact for
the Administrative Permit; and approve the Administrative Permit with 3 conditions of approval as submitted in
the Staff Report and modified below:

Conditional Use Permit
Add
2a. Pricr to the issuance of any permifs the operations plan shail be modified to prohibit the use of any

pyrotechnic special effects or displays, (Planning)

The moticn passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Dugan, Huisking, Sanchez, Allen, Clark, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain:

OLD BUSINESS

V-A. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOl AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #5 ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12. This
request is for the consideration of: 1} a Sphere of Influence Amendment; and 2) Approval of the West Roseville
Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a Generat Plan Amendment, Specific Plan
Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of a
Environmental Impact Report (EIR}. The West Roseville Spacific Plan is located west of Fiddyment Read and
north of Pleasant Grove Blvd,, in unincorporated Placer County. The request alse includes that the specific plan
project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Appticant/Owners: Westpark Assocciates (1600 Placer investors,
LP), Bill Fafik and John Murray, and Signature Properties (Roseville Fiddyment Land Venturg, LL.C), Jim
McKeehan and Jcohn Tallman (Jones)

Commissioner Dugan recused himself for this discussion due to conflict of interest.

Planning Director Paul Richardson reviewed past WRSP presentation and introduced tonight's presentation for
the West Roseville Specific Plan. Project Planner Vance Jones, Administrative Analyst Kathy Pease, Senicr
Planner Nela Luken presented the staff report and responded to questions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/er audience.

Applicant, John Tallman, Signature Properies, 1322 Blue Oaks Blvd, Rosevile, CA 95678, and John Murray,
Waest Park Associates, 2130 Professional Drive, Roseville, CA 95661 addressed the Commission and indicated
that they were available to answer questions.
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WATER
The following residents commented on this secticon:

Steven Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA 95747
Sandra Saraceni, 6240 Qak Street, Roseville, CA 95678

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Kenneth James, 510 Bridle Court, Roseville CA

There was discussion on the following:

s Possible savings if double plumbing and recycled water was used.

Clarifying the term “options” when used in the context of the water usage.
Discuss cutcome if too much water is used.

Explanation requested cn why 54,900 acre-feet was used.

Requested that new information be phased

How will water be supplied to additional developments in the adjacent area of WRSP.
Fee payment into water diversicn into new developments.

Water usage reguirements

Quantity of water being taken from wells.

Has water been considered for Granny flats.

Aquifer storage and recovery status and the success rate

Recommend purchasing waste water supply.

Supplying own water.

Well water usage, usage in drought, well water concerns addressed, code read.
Location and testing of new wells heing dug.

» Encouragement of cutside developers to use recycled water.

FIRE
There was discussion an the foilowing:

» Why and when fire stations are constructed.

» Where fire station #8 will be constructed on the WRSP.

« Station 5 then Station 2 would currently service the WRSP until new station is constructed.
» Second truck {with ladder) needed with WSRF development.

+ Second battalion required.

PARKS & RECREATION

The following residents commented on this section:
Josh Jacohy, 805 Douglas Blvd., #122, Roseville 95661
There was discussion on the following:

Location of library and community center.

Off leash dog parks - 2 locations identified.
2-acre community garden has been proposed.
Recommend additional community garden.
Finance mechanism for library.



WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN VILLAGE CENTER
The following residents commented on this section:

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Scott Hightower, 1869 Hillburten Circle, Roseville CA

Wendy Gerig, Reseville Chamber of Commerce, 650 Douglas Blvd., Roseville, CA 95678
John Shively, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Implementation overview

Village center prioritizes pedestrian over vehicle

Signage type for village center.

Elaboration requested on grocery store development in village center.

Size of village green is approximate 4 acres.

Accommodation for bicycles in village center.

Concern of vehicle over pedestrian as project grows.

St Jehns Church and school voiced their support of WSRP and would like to anchor the civic center in the
village.

AIR QUALITY

The following residents commented on this section:
Sandra Saraceni, 6240 QOak Street, Roseville, CA 95678
There was discussion on the following:

¢ Possibly Himit number of building permits approved in a year
+ Light and glare pollution

DESIGN GUIDELINES
The following residents commented on this section:
Stephen Des Jarding, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA 95747

There was discussion cn the following:

Design principles for bridges with concerns over wildlife corridor size
Lighting standards for design guidelines

Design guidelines for roundabouts in the Village Center

Confirming that utitities are underground

Subdivisichs have remained the same

OTHER ITEMS

« Commissioners requested that they be advised of what documents to bring to next meetings
o RCONA approved to give a 15 minute presentation on traffic at Dec 4 meeting, water issues to be item 2.

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing and asked for a motion 1o continue the meeting.



MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen to continue New
Business Items VI-A and Vi-B 1o the meeting of November 20, 2003 and Old Business item V-A to the meeting of
December 4, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Sanchez, Allen, Huisking, Clark, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain: Dugan (excused)

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
MOTION

Commissicner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen, to adjourn to the meeting
of November 20, 2003. The motion passed unanimously at 10:10 PM.



DRAFT

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
DECEMBER 4, 2003
MINUTES

Planning Commissicners Prasent: Gray Allen, Donald Brewer, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim
Hoskinson, Audrey Huisking, Betty Sanchez
Planning Commissionars Absent;

Staff Pregent: Paul Richardson, Planning Director
Nela Luken, Senior Planner
Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner
Jehn Sprague, Director of Economics & Community Services
Rob Jensen, Public Works Director
Russ Branson, Finance Director
Derrick Whitehead, Director of Environmental Utilities
Kelye McKinney, Senior Civil Engineer
Scott Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer
Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - | ed by Commissioner Huisking

INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMISSIONER, DONALD BREWER

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion io approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as fisted helow:

IV-A. MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 13, 2003 & NOVEMBER 20, 2003

IV-B. AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT — 109 STERLING CT — SERSP
PARCEL 9C — { MAIDU VILLAGE IIl} - FILE # ARHDA-03-02. The applicant requests approval of an Affordable
Rental Housing Development Agreement {ARHDA) for the Maidu Village 1l Senior Apartments, Parcel 8C of the
South East Roseville Specific Plan. The agreement requires 61 of the 76 unit affordable senior apartment
complex be affordable to 50 — 60% of median income households. The ARHDA is a requirement identified in the
South East Roseville Specific Plan. Applicant: Lynda Timbers, Project Go (Shonkwiler)

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to approve the
Consent Calendar with the amended minutes of November 20, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote;

Ayes: Huisking, Sanchaz, Allen, Clark, Brewer, Dugan, Hoskinsan
Nees:
Abstain: Allen {from minutes of 11/20/03), Brewer (from minutes of 11/13/03 and 11/20/03) Dugan (from

references to WRSP)



OLD BUSINESS

V-A. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT {SOI AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12. This
request is for the consideration of: 1) a Sphere of Influence Amendment, and 2) Approval of the West Roseville
Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan
Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The West Roseville Specific Plan is located west of Fiddyment Road and
north of Pleasant Grove Blvd., in unincorporated Placer County. The request also includes that the specific plan
project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates (1600 Placer Investors,
LF), Bill Falk and John Murray, and Signature Properties {Roseville Fiddyment Land Venture, LLC), Jim
McKeehan and John Tallman {Jones} THIS iTEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER
13, 2003.

Commissioner Dugan asked to be recused from the WRSP portion of the Planning Commission meeting of
12/4/03 due to conflict of interest in regards to the WRSP.

Commissioner Brewer asked to be recused from the WRSP portion of the Planning Commission meeting of
12/4/03 due to his recent appointment to the Commission.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing on traffic and water issues as relating to the WRSP,
TRAFFIC:
PRESENTATION, RCONA ROSEVILLE TRAFFIC TASK FORCE:

* Ray Giles, 1217 Donahue Way, Roseville, CA. Past President Cirbyside Neighborhood Association, Current
President RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions,

« Patrick Timmens, 1113 Caragh Street, Roseville, CA., Woodcreek Neighborhood Association Chair, member
of RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions,

« James Kidd, 1939 Johnson Ranch Dr., Roseville, CA. Maidu Neighborhood Association, Vice-Chair RCONA
Task Force for Traffic Solutions

Fifteen-minute presentation outlining the RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions’ concerns with current traffic
congestion issues that would be negatively impacted with the development of WRSP without carefui management
and appropriate mitigation measures. Task Force urges support of Recommendation Number Two (2} under the
heading, Recommendations for Immediate Action, pg 4 from the report Solutions to Roseville’'s Traffic Congestion
Crisis, A citizens report on how we can protect our guality of life, property values and jobs, Prepared by the
RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions, May 2003,

THE FOLLOWING RESIDENTS SPOKE:

Frankie Reed, Russell Road in Auburn.

Stephen L. Pes Jardin, Diamond Creek Partners LTD, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville.
Brian Ray, Principal Engineer, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 610 SW Alder, Suite 700, Portland, OR 97205
E. Howard Rudd, 3300 Douglas Blvd., Suite 275, Roseville.

Jack Wallace, 1118 Fairfield Ave, Roseville

PUBLIC DISCUSSION CN TRAFFIC:

s Adequacy of WRSP Draft EIR and the current roadway conditions.

» Current rcadways ability to handle the growth and traffic that will ensue with the WRSP development.

» Commending the mitigation measures listed in the DEIR as relating to traffic and commending staff for their
work.

s Recommending Approval of WRSP.



Continuing impact of growth and development on existing Roseville residents.
In ten years, City has amended the General Plan and road intersections have dropped from 100% Level of
Service C to 70% of intersections functioning at Level of Service C.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON TRAFFIC:

Traffic Mitigation Fee Program designed to mitigate impact of development throughout the city, has heen in
place since 1989,

WRSP to he included in that fee program.

WRSP will pay the amount equal to the highest traffic mitigation fee until Fee Program is updated to include
WRSP. Amount of fee is approximately $2500 -~ $3000 per dwelling unit. Other programs designed to
improve Highway 65, Placer Parkway and Fiddyment Road. Total fees will be about $5000 per dwelling unit.

+ No improvements tied to project on Fiddyment Road between Pleasant Grove and Baseline.

+ Fiddyment Road is already in CIP.

+« Development pay's its own way with improvements.

« Recommendation to tie the widening of Fiddyment Road, from Pleasant Grove io Baseling, with approvat of
WRSP.

» Increase in traffic on Del Webb Bivd., if road is used as a cut-through.

» Recommendation that should Del Webb Blvd. drop befow LOS-C, mitigation will be evaluated with the Del
Webh Homeowners Association.

WATER:

THE FOLLOWING RESIDENTS SPOKE:

Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners LT, 130 Diamend Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville.
Terry Davis, Sierra Ciub, PO Box 3008, Auburn, CA 95604

Al Saraceni, 624 Oak Street, Roseville

Sandra Saraceni, 624 Oak Street, Roseville

Gail Gleason, 6495 Sunset Blvd West, Roseville

Phil Ozenick, 350 Diamond Oaks Road, Roseville

Jack Wallace, 1118 Fairfield, Roseville

PUBLIC DISCUSSION ON WATER:

EIR conclusions on water avaitability.

Amecunt of land use as it relates to supply of water.

EIR conclusicn on amount of ground water.

Current water wells and spreading of any contamination of current wells into ground water.
Pace of WRSP public hearings and email frem City Manager to Councl! regarding the WRSP.
Impact of project on non-Rosevilie Residents.

Residents located outside city limits 100% dependence on ground water.

Discussion of water as it relates to Guiding Principle #7.

Contract with San Juan Water District

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON WATER:

Review of Water supply under the Existing City General Plan buildout and estimated demand.
Identification of various basinsfaquifers,

Staff called upon regional expert, Davert Marshall, Montgomery Watson Harza, 777 Campus Commoens Drive,
Suite 250, Sacramento, CA 85825, for clarification on existing ground water basins.

» Confirmed the reliability of existing ground water supply.
* Addressed rural domaestic users of ground water.
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+  WRSP would have no long-term impact in the groundwater basin.
* No netimpact to ground water with the fallowing of Reason Farms.
* Addressed impacts to domestic users.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON WATER CONTINUED:

« Status of Reason Farms. Enforceable option to purchase Reason Farms. Expect to complete by end of 2004.

¢ San Juan Water District pipe condition.

« WRSP water use and effect on Western Placer County as well as all the communities that receive water
through San Juan Water District.

« Look at instalfing a parallel pipe from Folsom Dam to the split at San Juan Water District facilities.

= 75% and 25% cost split (25% focal) cost split for the pipeline expansion.

+ Future maintenance of infrastructure as a topic in the EIR.

Project Planner Vance Jones presented the remainder of the staff report, which comprised the Development
Agreement with Westpark Asscciates and Signature Properties and responded to questions.

Russ Branson, City of Roseville Finance Director responded to guestions from the Commission regarding the
financial aspects of the Development Agreement, beth capital financing (facility funding) and the operational
impacts.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT.

High school timing.

Details in the School Agreement between the landowners and the school districts.

Landowners obligaticn 1o 100%+ 1o cover the cost of building of schools.

Affordable housing and assessed development fees.

Affordable houses assessed at lower rates and full priced houses make up the difference,

Where and how many of affordable units braken up into the phases.

Life of DA and terms of Mello-Roos. DA life is 20 years. Melio-Roos bonds 25 to 30 years, tax rights
$1200/unit.

+ Administrative Approval for Village Center commercial component.

+ Existing residences on Signature Properties as noted in DA,

Chair Hoskinscn opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

George Phillips, Attorney, 2308 Garfield Ave., Sacramento, CA, addressed the commission and responded to
public comments and questions from the Commission, for and on behalf of the applicants, Signature Properties
and Westpark Associates. George Phillips asked all these in attendance who were in favor of the project to stand.
Many stooed.

THE FOLLOWING PERSONS SPOKE:

Dick Egan, 165 Delta Breeze Ct, Sun City, Roseville.

David Larsen, 3220 Mr. Tamalpais Dr., Roseville, business member, Blue Oaks NA vice president.
Ron McKeown, 248 Cherry Ave, Auburn,

Sandra Saracini, water studies. Not in favor of the project.

Stephanie Austin, 1313 Plum Tree Lane, Penryn.

Marilyn Jasper, Chair, Placer Group Sterra Club, 3921 Dawn Dr., Loomis

Stephen Des Jarding, Diamond Creek Partners, LTD, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville
Gail MacKenrcth, 7055 Chaparral Lane, Newcastle, CA

Claudia Starkey, 7175 Allen Lane, Penryn, CA

Tammy Brodnick, 1047 Kensington, Roseville

Ed Pandolfino, 5530 Defrose Ct., Carmichael, CA Sierra Placer County Audubon Society

Al Saraceni, 624 Qak Street, Roseville
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+ Erest Riley, Plum Tree Lane, Penryn
PUBLIC DISCUSSION ON WRSP DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT:

Reccemmend Approval of WRSP Development Agreement.

Project built in 4 phases.

Development will be built to high city standards.

Developers coordinate development with Ceunty in planning for two proposed college campus,
Developers agreed te pay fair share of light rail.

Urge commission to approve the WRSP project and forward recommendation to City Council,
Comments not in favor of the project and inconsistency with the guiding principles.

Discussed amount of effort analyzing the future impacts the development will cause.

Concemn on the impact project will have on the wildlife of the WRSP area.

WRSP is a positive move for Roseville.

Approval of the WRSP and the effect on the people and wildlife currently here.

WRSP does nct fully address the issues conceming the saving of the biodiversity and natural habitat needed
{o maintain diversity in the ecosystem.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

George Phillips, Attorney, 2306 Garfield Ave., Sacramento, CA, addressed the commission and responded to
public comments and questions from the Commission, for and on behalf of the applicants, Signature Properties
and Westpark Associates.

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing on the WRSP and asked for a motion to continue this item to the
Planning Commissicn Meeting of January 8, 2004.

MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to continue ltem V-A,
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOI) AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (WRSP) -

FILE #5 ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12, until
the mesting of January 8, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Sanchez, Huisking, Clark, Hoskinson
Nees: Allen
Abstain:

REPORTS/COMMENTS/COMMISSION/STAFF

NONE

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion 1o adjourn the meeting.
MOTION

Commissioner Clark made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to adjourn to the
meeting of December 11, 2003. The motion passed unanimousty at  10:43 PM.
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