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CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Written comments were received on the Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) 3 
Partial 2nd Recirculation of the Draft EIR (2014), Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR (2013), and 
Draft Subsequent EIR (2011). In the responses to comments that follow, the following acronyms 
are used for each of these documents: 

P2R Partial 2nd Recirculation of the Draft Subsequent EIR 

RDSEIR Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR  

DSEIR Draft Subsequent EIR 

The following written comments were received on these documents: 

Letter Author 
Letter 1 State Clearinghouse 

Letter 2 United Auburn Indian Community  

Letter 3 CalTrans 

Letter 4 Western Placer Waste Management Authority 

Letter 5 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District 

Letter 6 Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Letter 7 Sacramento County Department of Transportation 

Letter 8 Petrovich, John 

Letter 9  Petrovich, Margaret 

Letter 10 Thomas, Paul and Patricia 

Letter 11 WestPark-Fiddyment Farms Neighborhood Association 

Letter 12  Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

Letter 13 Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Letter 14 Sacramento County Department of Transportation 

Letter 15 Aufdemberge, Amy 

Letter 16 Bowens, Kimberly 

Letter 17 Cerlenko, Greg and Kristine 

Letter 18 Cook, Loren and Sue Hallahan-Cook 

Letter 19 Espinoza, Mark and Heidi Campbell 

Letter 20 Fabbre, Rich 

Letter 21 Hoss, Phillip L. 

Letter 22 Nagra, Harpaul 

Letter 23 Olivares, Theresa and Chris Bailey 

Letter 24 Routon, Monte and Anissa 

Letter 25 Stevens, Tom 

Letter 26 Whitman, Julie 
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This chapter presents each of the written comments on the Draft EIR documents and the City of 
Roseville’s response to each comment.  Each comment letter is numbered in the margin to 
indicate the individual comments for which responses are provided.  Each comment letter is 
immediately followed by the response to that letter (correspondingly numbered). 

In addition, verbal comments on the proposed project and the RSDEIR were provided at the 
City of Roseville Planning Commission meetings of November 14, 2013 and December 12, 2013. 
Summaries of those comments and responses to each are provided at the end of this chapter, 
following the Response to Comment Letter 26. 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan, Director 

December 24, 2013 and March 26, 2014 
and 

California Water Boards, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Trevor Cleak 

March 14, 2014 

1-1 The December 2013 comment states that the State of California Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (State Clearinghouse) 
submitted the RDSEIR to selected state agencies for review and that no comments 
were received by the State Clearinghouse from any state agencies prior to the close of 
the public review period on December 23, 2013. The March 2014 comment letter 
provides confirmation that the P2R was circulated to state agencies. A comment letter 
from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board was submitted to the 
State Clearinghouse during this public review period. That letter is addressed as 
Comment 1-2 below. The State Clearinghouse comment provides acknowledgement 
that the City of Roseville has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents. 

No comments on the content of the RDSEIR are provided in the State Clearinghouse 
letters. The comment is noted. 

1-2 The comment letter from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
summarizes requirements related to the Construction Stormwater General Permit, 
Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits, the Industrial 
Storm Water General Permit, Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401 permits, 
Streambed Alteration Agreements, Waste Discharge Requirements, and National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements related to dewatering 
activities. 

As discussed on pages 14-19 and 28-33 of the Initial Study provided in Appendix of 
the RDSEIR, the effects of the proposed project related to hydrology, water quality, 
and biological resources were addressed in the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) 
EIR. The permit requirements identified in the comment were described in the WRSP 
EIR and summarized in the Initial Study. The following table identifies the specific 
impact discussion from the WRSP and in the Initial Study where each applicable 
permit requirement is addressed. The project would not include any industrial land 
uses or dewatering activities, therefore those permits were not discussed in the WRSP 
EIR or the RDSEIR. 
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Water Quality Permit Discussions 

Permit WRSP EIR Impact Initial Study Impact 

Construction Stormwater 
General Permit, Waste 

Discharge Requirements 

4.12-4 Erosion and Runoff 
from Construction Sites 
Containing Soil or Other 
Materials Could Degrade 

Water Quality if 
Discharged to Local 

Streams 

Section IX, impacts a, c, 
and f 

Phase I and II MS4 
Permits 

Impact 4.12-5 Changes in 
Surface Water or 

Groundwater Quality 
Resulting from Urban 

Stormwater Runoff 

Section IX, impacts a, c, 
and f 

Clean Water Act Section 
404 and 401 permits, 
Streambed Alteration 
Agreements, Waste 

Discharge Requirements 

Impact 4.7-1 Loss of 
Federally Protected 

Wetlands and “Other 
Waters” of the United 

States 

Impact 4.7-2 Loss of 
Federally Listed Vernal 
Pool Crustaceans and 

Their Habitat 

Impact 4.7-9 Loss of 
Riparian Habitat 

Impact 4.7-10 Loss of 
Biological Resources due 
to Construction of Off-Site 

Infrastructure 

Section IV, impacts a, b 
and c 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
Gene Whitehouse, Chairman 

December 19, 2013 

2-1 The comment states that the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) is concerned 
about development within the tribal lands of the Miwok and Southern Maidu people. 
The UAIC requests to receive copies of any archaeological reports and environmental 
documents completed for the proposed project and requests that UAIC be contacted if 
any Native American cultural resources are in, or found to be within, the project site.  

As described on pages 19 and 20 of the Initial Study included with the Notice of 
Preparation for the RDSEIR and provided in Appendix A to the RSDEIR, a cultural 
resources survey of the project site was conducted as part of the WRSP EIR and no 
cultural resources were identified within any portion of the WRSP, including the 
Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project area.  The UAIC was previously provided the 
opportunity to review the cultural resources assessment for the WRSP. No changes to 
that document have been made and no additional archaeological reports have been 
prepared. All environmental documents prepared for the proposed project have been 
and will continue to be shared with the UAIC. 

 

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-16 

 

This page intentionally left blank.  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-17 

 
 



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-18 

 



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-19 

 

 



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-20 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-21 

Response to Comment Letter 3 

California Department of Transportation 
District 3 – Sacramento Area Office 

Marlo Tinney, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning – East  
December 19, 2013 

3-1 The comment summarizes the proposed project and the vehicle trips expected to be 
generated by the project. The comment also recognizes the City of Roseville’s 
participation in the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority. The comment 
summarizes the significant and unavoidable impacts to nearby State Highways to 
which the project would contribute, as identified and analyzed in the RDSEIR. The 
comment suggests that the City consider the feasibility of implementing three project 
concepts involving the addition of auxiliary lanes to segments of SR 65. The 
comment states that these suggested improvements would lead to better management 
of trip distribution from the proposed development.  

 The first suggested project concept suggested by the commenter for study by the City 
involves adding auxiliary lanes to SR 65 between Galleria Boulevard and Pleasant 
Grove Boulevard. This would likely be capable of improving the Level of Service 
(LOS) on this segment of SR 65 to LOS E both with and without the proposed 
project. As shown in Table 5.12 of the RDSEIR, the existing volume on this segment 
of SR 65 is 116,100 average daily trips (ADT).  As shown in Table 5.3 of the 
RDSEIR, a six-lane freeway with ADT of 120,000 or below would operate at LOS E, 
which is considered an acceptable LOS for this facility, as stated on page 5-18 of the 
RDSEIR. The proposed project would contribute approximately 900 ADT to this 
segment of SR 65, which is a less than 1% increase in ADT.  

 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(a), the lead agency has the authority to 
adopt mitigation measures consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such 
as the “nexus” and “rough proportionality” standards established by case law. This 
means that the mitigation requirements must reflect the extent of the project’s 
contribution to the associated impact.  

 Requiring the proposed project to be fully responsible for construction of auxiliary 
lanes on SR 65 between Galleria Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard would not 
meet the standards in CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(a), because the addition of 
900 daily trips to the segment by itself would not warrant payment of the entire cost 
to construct two new freeway lanes. Rather, it would be appropriate for the project to 
contribute its fair share of costs for this improvement. There are no current plans to 
construct this improvement, however, and no current funding agreements to provide 
for fair share contributions. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 5.12a, which requires 
the City to work with Caltrans to develop such plans and funding agreements and 
requires fair share contributions at the time of future tentative map approvals if plans 
and funding agreements are established at that time, is appropriate mitigation. A 
minor amendment was made to Mitigation Measure 5.12a, as reflected in Chapter 3 
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of this Final Subsequent EIR. Specifically, the word “interchange” was removed from 
the measure to ensure that this measure is applicable to improvements to segments of 
SR 65 as well as interchanges. Plans and funding agreements developed under 
Mitigation Measure 5.12a could include the suggested project concept of adding 
auxiliary lanes to this segment of SR 65. 

 The other two suggested project concepts suggested by the commenter for study by 
the City would affect segments of SR 65 north of Blue Oaks Boulevard. The RDSEIR 
did not identify any significant impacts on that portion of SR 65, however. Therefore, 
there is no nexus between these suggested improvements and the impacts of the 
proposed project. 

The City appreciates the suggestions regarding potential improvements to SR 65 and 
will consider the commenter’s recommendations. While the comment does not 
suggest that these improvement project concepts should be required as mitigation 
measures to address the project’s impacts, it is noted that these concepts would not be 
appropriate mitigation measures for the proposed project for the reasons explained 
above. 
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Response to Comment Letter 4 

Western Placer Waste Management Authority 
Rebecca Lillis, Environmental Resource Specialist  

December 16, 2013 

4-1 The comment reiterates the RDSEIR’s statement that the proposed project would 
increase the demand for solid waste disposal services. The comment expresses that 
the WRSP and the WRSP EIR may reference outdated information about the Western 
Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) and its facilities. The comment 
subsequently provides current statistics for the WPWMA’s Western Regional 
Sanitary Landfill (WRSL) and Materials Recovery Facility (MRF). 

The Initial Study for the RDSEIR incorporates and updates analysis from the WRSP 
EIR. The analysis in the Initial Study, which is provided in Appendix A to the 
RDSEIR, is also briefly summarized on page 9-1 of the RDSEIR. The majority of 
information provided in the RDSEIR and Initial Study about solid waste disposal 
services involve projections of anticipated waste generation under the buildout 
conditions of the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project. However, information about the 
daily processing, remaining capacity, and anticipated lifespans of the WRSL and the 
MRF also is provided on pages 44 and 45 of the Initial Study and on page 9-1 of the 
RDSEIR. The current daily processing capacity of the MRF was identified accurately 
in the Initial Study as 2,200 tons per day. (Initial Study, p. 44.)  The Initial Study 
states that in 2008, the average tonnage processed by the MRF was 1,076 tons per 
week day, while the comment states that the average weekday tonnage received at the 
MRF was 1,064 tons in 2012 and that the WRSL has a permitted lifespan extending 
to 2042. (Initial Study, p. 44.)  The RDSEIR reported that the WRSL has a remaining 
capacity of 25,438,634 cubic yard and a lifespan extending to 2041 (RDSEIR p. 9-1). 
The WPWMA letter clarifies that the WRSL has a remaining capacity of 25,677,557 
cubic yards as of July 2013 and has a permitted lifespan extending to 2058.  

The City appreciates the updated information provided by the WPWMA. The updated 
weekday tonnage received, capacity and lifespan data represents minor changes from 
the information presented in the Initial Study and does not affect the impact analysis 
or conclusions reached in the Initial Study. For accuracy and clarification, the 
capacity and lifespan information on page 9-1 in the RDSEIR has been updated, as 
shown in Chapter 3 of this Final Subsequent EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 

Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Andrew Darrow, P.E., CFM, Development Coordinator 

December 23, 2013 

5-1 The comment requests a revision to the project’s hydrologic analysis to include any 
changes to the anticipated peak stormwater runoff rates and volume due to the 
increased number of residential units proposed for Fiddyment Ranch. The comment 
also requests that the City submit the Drainage Master Plan to the District for review 
and comment.  

 As stated in the Initial Study prepared for the RDSEIR (and provided in Appendix A 
to the RDSEIR), the WRSP EIR concluded that the increase in peak stormwater 
runoff rates associated with development of Fiddyment Ranch under the WRSP 
would not contribute to downstream flooding impacts. As discussed on page 31 of the 
Initial Study, the peak flow from the WRSP area would pass through Pleasant Grove 
Creek ahead of the peak flow from the watershed upstream of the WRSP area. This 
would decrease the potential for the two separate peak flows to coincide in 
downstream areas and either cause or exacerbate flooding. Therefore, no onsite 
detention or retention of the peak runoff from the project is required. 

 The Initial Study prepared for the RDSEIR also provides an updated stormwater 
runoff volume for Fiddyment Ranch based on the land use plan under the proposed 
Specific Plan Amendment. Under the adopted WRSP, projected stormwater runoff 
volume for the Fiddyment Ranch development would be 172.4 acre-feet per year. As 
discussed in Section IX impacts d and e of the Initial Study for the RDSEIR, the 
proposed project would result in an increase of 5.46 acre-feet of stormwater runoff 
per year, for a total runoff volume of 177.86 acre-feet per year. The Initial Study 
summarizes the WRSP EIR evaluation of Impact 4.12-2 Increase in the Amount of 
Surface Runoff, Which Would Exceed the Capacity of Existing Storm Drainage 
Systems and Increase the Potential for Downstream Flooding and concludes that 
this impact would remain less than significant with implementation of WRSP EIR 
Mitigation Measure 4.12-2, which requires that all development within the WRSP 
contribute a proportionate amount, at the time that building permits are issued, to 
fund development of the regional retention basin. (Initial Study, p. 31.) 

 In December 2011, the City complied with an earlier request from the Flood Control 
District to submit the Drainage Master Plan to the District for review and comment by 
requesting the engineer that prepared to study (Wood Rodgers, Inc.) to forward a 
copy directly to the District for review.  
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Response to Comment Letter 6 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Angel Green, Associate Planner, Planning & Monitoring Section 

December 23, 2013 

6-1 The comment identifies a discrepancy in the RDSEIR regarding whether the project’s 
particulate matter (PM10) emissions would result in a significant impact. 

 The P2R included a revised Chapter 7 Air Quality. The revisions to Chapter 7 
corrected the identified discrepancy. Specifically, the significance of PM10 emissions 
is identified on page 7R-24 and 7R-27 in the discussion of Impact 7.2. 

6-2 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 7.2b is not sufficient to reduce the 
project’s reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions to a 
less than significant level. 

 The P2R included a revised Chapter 7 Air Quality. The revisions to Chapter 7 
included changing the conclusion for Impact 7.2 from a less than significant impact as 
identified in the RDSEIR to a significant and unavoidable impact in the P2R, as 
shown on page 7R-24. 

6-3 The comment recommends three revisions to the RDSEIR Chapter 7 Air Quality: 1) 
Mitigation Measure 7.2c is not necessary because APCD Rule 218 requires that 
architectural coating compounds sold within Placer County have low volatile organic 
compound (VOC) content; 2) Table 7.10 should include winter-time emissions; and 
3) the label “Construction Threshold” in Table 7.10 should be “Operational 
Threshold.” 

 The revisions to Chapter 7 Air Quality presented in the P2R address all three 
suggestions.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure 7.2c was removed, winter-time 
emissions were added to Table 7.10, and the label in Table 7.10 was corrected. 

6-4 With respect to climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the comment 
states that in order to determine whether the project is achieving the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) revised Scoping Plan target reduction of 21% compared to 
the GHG emissions from a projected Business as Usual (BAU) scenario in 2020, the 
emissions estimates for the BAU scenario should be based on the approved land uses 
for the project site as of 2010. In other words, the commenter states that the BAU 
scenario from which to evaluate the project’s impacts should assume buildout of the 
currently approved land uses for the project site (i.e., the WRSP and not the changes 
proposed by the project). The comment states that this methodology is recommended 
for consistency with the methodology used to update population growth projections 
and land use assumptions in the CARB 2011 Scoping Plan Update. The comment 
further states that the growth projections and land use assumptions in the CARB 2011 
Scoping Plan Update are based on local jurisdictions’ land use plans (such as General 
Plans) that were adopted as of 2010. 
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While the comment refers to the “2011 Scoping Plan Update,” the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (CARB 2009) was first published in December 2008 and approved in 
May 2009. A Functionally Equivalent Document (or “FED,” which is a CEQA-
equivalent document that provides the same type of information that would be 
provided in an EIR) was also adopted in 2009. In 2011, CARB adopted a Final 
Supplement to the Scoping Plan FED and reapproved the Scoping Plan. As described 
on page 2 of the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED, minor revisions were made to 
the Scoping Plan to omit two emission reduction measures – a refrigerant 
management program and a fee on high-global-warming-potential gases. The revised 
target reduction of 21% compared to BAU, the threshold used in this RDSEIR, is 
based on the analysis in the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED. 

The Scoping Plan is intended to identify a framework to reduce GHG emissions 
throughout California to attain the targets set by the 2006 Global Warming Solutions 
Act (also referred to as AB 32). The Scoping Plan recognizes that population growth 
and land development will continue to occur, and does not assume that the land use 
conditions (e.g., land use and zoning designations) present in 2010 will govern all 
future development in the state.  

Further, the land use assumptions in the Scoping Plan are not based on General Plans 
and other local land use plans as suggested in the comment. As the 2011 Final 
Supplement to the Scoping Plan FED explains, the projected 2020 BAU emissions on 
which the 21% reduction target is calculated were updated “based on current 
economic forecasts (i.e., as influenced by the economic downturn) and reduction 
measures already in place” (2011 Final Supplement to FED, p 10-11).  The 
methodology used to prepare the original 2020 forecast is discussed in more detail in 
the 2008 Scoping Plan FED, which is presented in Appendix F to the 2008 Scoping 
Plan.  Page F-3 of Appendix F to the 2008 Scoping Plan identifies the data sources 
used for the BAU assumptions, as follows: 

“Growth factors are sector-specific and are derived from several sources, 
including the energy demand models generated by California Energy 
Commission (CEC) for their 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR), 
business economic growth data developed for ARB’s criteria pollutant 
forecast system (CPFS), population growth data from the California 
Department of Finance, and projections of vehicle miles traveled from ARB’s 
on-road mobile source emissions model, EMFAC2007. For the electricity and 
other energy sectors, ARB consulted with CEC to select the most appropriate 
growth factor. 

ARB’s forecasting method is similar to other GHG forecasting approaches, 
including the method used in the Climate Action Team 2006 Report. Where 
appropriate, ARB used updated and improved growth factors for estimating 
2020 emissions sector-by-sector. These future emissions are projected in the 
absence of any policies or actions that would reduce emissions. The resulting 
BAU estimates are compared to the 2020 target set by the Board in December 
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2007 to determine the total statewide GHG reductions needed.” (Emphasis 
added.) 

While the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED updated the projected 2020 GHG 
emissions to reflect the economic downturn and adopted GHG reduction measures, it 
did not change the basic methodology for calculating future emissions.  Specifically, 
sector-specific growth factors were used rather than a detailed growth forecast based 
on local land use plans. As stated on page 10 of the 2011 Final Supplement to the 
FED:  

“ARB staff derived the updated emissions estimates by projecting emissions 
from a past baseline estimate using three-year average emissions, by sector, 
for 2006-2008 and considering the influence of the recent recession and 
reduction measures that are already in place. Growth factors specific to each 
of the different economic sectors were used to forecast emissions to 2020.” 

Hence, the revised growth projections presented in the 2011 Final Supplement to the 
FED are not based on adopted General Plans and other land use plans and do not 
reflect an assumption that all future land development would occur only in 
compliance with existing land use and zoning designations. Rather, the updated 2020 
BAU forecast assumed that the regulatory conditions governing GHG emissions 
(“policies and actions”) existing in 2010 would be held constant. The GHG emissions 
estimate for the 2020 BAU scenario was based on applying the sector-specific growth 
factors to the 2006-2008 statewide GHG inventory to forecast each sector’s 2020 
GHG emissions, based on the 2010 GHG regulatory conditions. The percent 
reduction in statewide GHG emissions that must be met to achieve the AB 32 target is 
calculated based on the difference between the 2020 BAU emissions estimate and the 
emissions target (which is defined in AB 32 as the level of GHG emissions that 
occurred in 1990).  

To further understand the BAU scenario, it is useful to consider the “no project” 
scenario in the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED. This alternative is based upon the 
BAU concept. In describing the No Project/BAU alternative, on page 21 the 2011 
Final Supplement to the FED states: 

“It is important to note that the two main drivers of the No Project 
scenario involve population growth and current laws and regulations. 
Population growth in California will result in more vehicle miles travelled, 
more goods movement, greater water and energy demands, and more 
consumer products.” 

In summary, the Scoping Plan and associated documents do not assume a constant 
population, and the assumed population growth is not related to or derived from 
General Plans and other local land use plans. Instead, the BAU concept in the 
Scoping Plan and the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED is based on assumptions 
regarding state-wide population growth and growth in each of the 7 GHG emission 
sectors identified in the Scoping Plan, while assuming no changes in existing 
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regulations or new regulations that would reduce GHG emissions. Any references in 
the Scoping Plan and 2011 Final Supplement to the FED to conditions that existed in 
2010 relate specifically to the regulatory conditions related to GHG emissions that 
existed in 2010. 

The GHG and climate change impact analysis in the RDSEIR meets the requirements 
of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and recent case law, which direct that the proper 
way to analyze GHG impacts is first to compare the proposed project to the existing 
conditions (or baseline); and second to compare the proposed project (which may 
include measures to reduce GHG emissions) with a BAU version of the project 
(which typically would not include the same GHG reduction measures). The first part 
of this analysis is provided by the GHG emissions estimate for the proposed project 
summarized in Table 8.3. In its current, undeveloped condition, there are no GHG 
emissions associated with the site. For the second part of this analysis, the emissions 
summarized in Table 8.3 are compared to the BAU emissions summarized in Table 
8.2 to determine if the project achieves the identified threshold. As stated on page 8-7 
of the RDSEIR, a project that achieves a 21% reduction in GHG emissions compared 
to the BAU scenario would have a less than significant impact. As discussed on page 
8-7, this threshold is based on a BAU scenario that does not account for either the 
vehicle emission reductions anticipated under the Pavley I vehicle fuel efficiency 
requirements or the Renewable Portfolio Standard (of “RPS,” which requires 
investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and community choice 
aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33% 
of total procurement by 2020). This is consistent with the description of the BAU 
scenario provided on page 11 of the 2008 Scoping Plan. 

In conclusion, the GHG analysis in the RDSEIR does not need to consider a BAU 
scenario that reflects the land use conditions present in 2010 because the 
methodology in the Scoping Plan and the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED do not 
rely on an assumption that land use conditions would remain constant. Instead the 
BAU scenario in the RDSEIR appropriately reflects the type of building features and 
design measures that were typical in 2010, consistent with the BAU scenario 
described in the Scoping Plan and the 2011 Final Supplement to the FED.  

6-5 The comment states that the BAU analysis approach recommended in this comment 
letter is consistent with other air districts, such as the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). The footnote to this comment indicates that the 
comment is referencing page 4-8 of the BAAQMD May 2012 CEQA Guidelines. 

The referenced page of the BAAQMD May 2012 CEQA Guidelines does not discuss 
methodology for a BAU analysis in a project-level EIR.  Instead, that page discusses 
methodology for preparing a GHG inventory as part of a Climate Action Plan. In that 
context, the BAAQMD recommends that “the business-as-usual forecast should 
project emissions from the baseline year using growth factors specific to each of the 
different economic sectors.” The BAAQMD does not recommend relying on an 
existing general plan to prepare the BAU assumptions. 
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The BAAQMD recommendations for evaluating a project’s GHG emissions in the 
context of an EIR or MND are presented on pages 4-5 through 4-7 of the May 2012 
CEQA Guidelines. These recommendations include using the BAAQMD GHG 
Model to generate an estimate of the project’s GHG emissions and comparing those 
emissions to the threshold established by the lead agency. This section of the May 
2012 CEQA Guidelines does not discuss use of a BAU approach for evaluating a 
project’s GHG emissions. Nor did prior versions of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines 
(such as those adopted in 2010, which have been withdrawn pending the outcome of 
ongoing litigation) discuss the use of a BAU approach for evaluating a project’s GHG 
emissions. 

6-6 The comment states that the Placer County APCD’s recommended approach to 
modeling the BAU scenario is consistent with recent court cases, including Citizens 
for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of Chula 
Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, and Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley 
et al. v. County of Riverside, Riverside County Superior Court Case No. 
RIC10007572 (2012).  The comment describes the CREED case as requiring that the 
BAU scenario be credible based on what existed in the baseline year, and as stating 
that the BAU scenario should not be a hypothetical scenario of the proposed project. 
The comment describes the relevant finding in the Friends of the Northern San 
Jacinto Valley case as stating that the BAU scenario may not reflect an unrealistic 
“worst case” scenario that ignores local planning and zoning laws. The commenter 
also states that District’s recommended approach is consistent with the approach the 
City used for the recently approved WestPark Phase 4 Amendment, which, like the 
proposed Fiddyment Ranch project, is within the WRSP. The comment concludes by 
reiterating the recommendation to base the BAU analysis on the existing land use 
entitlements for the project site. 

The commenter’s description of the CREED case is incorrect. In CREED, the court 
did not discuss the BAU scenario in relation to whether it was credible or 
hypothetical. The proposed project in that case would demolish an existing shopping 
center and construct a new retail store, “resulting in a net size increase of 9,844 
square feet of commercial development.” 197 Cal. App. 4th at 330. The GHG 
analysis for the proposed project in that case used a threshold of significance that 
required the project to reduce GHG emissions when compared to the projected 
emissions from the proposed project under a BAU scenario (in other words, the 
emissions from the proposed project – the new, larger store – in a future year, but 
assuming no changes in the regulatory conditions specific to GHG emissions from 
2010). In upholding the “reduction from BAU” threshold of significance used in that 
analysis, the court found that the analysis of GHG emissions properly compared the 
projected emissions of the proposed new store without implementation of energy 
saving measures (the BAU scenario) to the projected emissions of the proposed new 
store with implementation of energy saving measures. The court summarized the 
analysis as follows: 

“The record supports the 29 percent reduction. The Air Quality Assessment 
listed the operational emissions for ‘business as usual’ for the existing Target 
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store and the proposed store at 8,280 metric tons per year and 10,337 metric 
tons per year, respectively. Thus, under ‘business as usual’ the proposed 
Target store would increase greenhouse gas emissions by 2,057 metric tons. 
However, through the implementation of energy saving measures, the 
operational greenhouse gas emissions for the proposed store are reduced to 
7,381 metric tons per year, or 2,956 metric tons less than ‘business as usual.’ 
This amounts to a 29 percent reduction from business as usual.” 197 
Cal.App.4th at 337 

In other words, the court found that the BAU emissions were those that were 
projected to be generated by the proposed store when no energy saving measures 
were implemented. It did not find that the BAU emissions must be equal to the 
projected emissions from the existing store, and the CREED decision does not require 
that BAU emissions be the same as either existing land uses, or, by extension, 
currently planned but unbuilt land uses. 

Applied to the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project, the CREED decision 
supports the methodology used in this RDSEIR of calculating BAU emissions as 
those projected to be generated by the proposed project when no GHG reduction 
measures (other than measures that would have been required in the year from which 
BAU is established) are incorporated.   

The Statement of Decision in the Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley, cited by 
the commenter, does not directly relate to the approach used in this RDSEIR to model 
the BAU scenario.  In Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley, the project 
involved proposed development of over 11,000 dwelling units and 500,000 square 
feet of retail, office and commercial uses, schools and other public facilities, while 
retaining almost 1,000 acres of the 2,800-acre site in open space/conservation. This 
court described the errors in the GHG analysis in this case as follows: 

“…. the hypothetical project proposed for the EIR does not accurately reflect 
business as usual because it uses an unrealistic scenario which ignores local 
planning and zoning laws, strips all vegetation from the project, and 
contemplates development on mountainous portions of the project site. In 
addition, the hypothetical scenario fails to account for the fact that project 
approval under CEQA contemplates a process whereby the adverse 
environmental effects of a project of this nature are identified and analyzed; 
alternatives are considered; and potential impacts are eliminated or mitigated. 
The hypothetical project, which ignores not only local planning and zoning 
laws as well as potential adverse impacts, is not one that could ever be 
expected to actually occur in the County let alone on the project site. It does 
not appear the EIR used a ‘business as usual’ approach but instead adopted a 
‘worst-case’ scenario as it began its evaluation of the GHG emissions.” 
Proposed Statement of Decision (April 11, 2012), page 3, adopted by Minute 
Order on May 16, 2012. 



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-45 

Unlike the BAU scenario used in this RDSEIR, the BAU scenario used in Friends of 
the Northern San Jacinto Valley was a hypothetical “worst case” that artificially 
overstated the effects of the proposed project, and did not reflect a reasonable attempt 
at minimizing a wide range of environmental effects. It violated planning and zoning 
laws by assuming development on portions of the property that would normally be 
restricted from development (such as assuming development on steeply sloped 
portions of the site and assuming development that would result in significant impacts 
to biological resources). In other words, it was a project that would not have been 
likely to have been approved even if no consideration were given to GHG emissions. 

In contrast, the BAU scenario used in this RDSEIR is not a worst case scenario. It 
consists of the proposed project without the implementation of GHG reduction 
measures that are not otherwise required, consistent with the findings in both CREED 
and Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley. Neither the proposed project nor the 
BAU scenario in this RDSEIR change the footprint of development as currently 
planned, and impacts to other environmental resources have been appropriately 
evaluated and reduced where feasible. The BAU scenario reflects a project that could 
reasonably be expected to be approved, because the proposed densities and mix of 
land uses are similar to that which has been approved in other portions of the City, 
including other portions of the WRSP. 

The BAU scenario used in this RDSEIR is appropriate because it reflects a project 
that could reasonably be approved in the absence of consideration of GHG emissions.  
The analysis in the RDSEIR and as edited in this Final Subsequent EIR correctly 
evaluates the ability of the proposed project to reduce GHG emissions compared to 
the BAU scenario. 

6-7 The comment states that the GHG emissions shown in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 are not 
consistent with the CalEEMod outputs.  The comment also states that the EIR does 
not explain how the maximum annual construction emissions were calculated. 

As discussed in Response to Comment 6-11 below, the GHG emissions estimates for 
both the proposed project and the BAU scenario have been updated. The GHG 
emissions in Tables 8.2 and 8.3, and the discussion of Impact 8.1, have been revised 
to reflect the updated CalEEMod outputs. The revised impact analysis and tables are 
presented in Chapter 3 of this Final Subsequent EIR, and the updated CalEEMod 
reports are provided in Appendix F. The updated emissions estimates do not alter the 
conclusions of the impact analysis.  

A description of how the maximum annual construction emissions were calculated is 
provided on page 8-17 of the RDSEIR. It is noted that the first paragraph of that 
discussion contains a typographical error, referring to a 103-year construction 
schedule in the fourth sentence. As shown in Chapter 3 to this Final Subsequent EIR, 
this sentence has been revised to refer to a 12-year construction schedule consistent 
with two other statements in the same paragraph.  
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6-8 The comment identifies errors in RDSEIR Chapter 11 Cumulative Impacts. 
Specifically, the comment requests clarification on the significance determination for 
Impact 11.10, requests that an analysis of PM10 emissions be added to that impact, 
recommends that the EIR reference the specific Development Agreement 
requirements for payment of air quality mitigation fees, and states that Mitigation 
Measure 11.10a is not sufficient to fully reduce the project’s operational emissions to 
a less than significant level. 

The identified errors were corrected and the requested information was provided in 
P2R Chapter 11 Cumulative Impacts, pages 11R-20 and 11R-21. The edits clarify that 
the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to cumulative 
air quality conditions associated with both construction and operational emissions. 

6-9 The comment requests that the Construction Mitigation Report be included in the EIR 
appendices. 

All construction mitigation measures assumed in the CalEEMod modeling are 
reflected in the mitigation measures identified in the EIR. The Construction 
Mitigation Report (an output from the CalEEMod program) is provided in Appendix 
F to this Final Subsequent EIR.  The Construction Mitigation Report does not contain 
significant new information because it does not involve new or substantially more 
severe significant impacts and because it is incorporated into the mitigation measures.   

6-10 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 7.1b requires the use of oxidation 
catalysts on all construction equipment and that this measure may not be feasible or 
enforceable. The comment recommends that the CalEEMod modeling assume partial 
use of oxidation catalysts and incorporate components of Mitigation Measure 7.1a to 
reduce NOx and PM emissions. 

Mitigation Measure 7.1b does not require the use of oxidation catalysts on all 
construction equipment. Additional discussion of this measure was added to P2R 
Chapter 7 Air Quality to clarify that the oxidation catalyst was applied in the 
CalEEMod modeling as a proxy for this mitigation measure (page 7R-23). The 
measure only requires that emissions from the construction equipment fleet be 
reduced compared to the statewide fleet average. (Specifically, it requires that ROG 
emissions be reduced by 20% and PM emissions be reduced by 45%).  It does not 
specify the mechanism by which these reductions must be achieved. As shown on 
page 7R-30 of the P2R, text added to the measure clarifies how compliance with the 
measure would be monitored and enforced; additional details regarding mitigation 
measure implementation and monitoring are provided in the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program provided in Chapter 4 of this Final SEIR. The CalEEMod 
modeling already accounts for the emissions reductions associated with Mitigation 
Measure 7.1a. 

6-11 The comment states that the CalEEMod land use settings for the BAU scenario and 
for the proposed project (the 2020 projection) should be consistent. Specifically, the 
comment states that the settings in the Land Use Mitigation Tab for each scenario 
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should include all planning area characteristics that would apply without any 
discretion or entitlement action. In other words, the comment recommends that 
provisions such as traffic calming enhancements that were required as part of the 
original WRSP approval should be reflected in the BAU modeling assumptions.  

The CalEEMod modeling for the both the proposed project and the BAU scenario has 
been revised to meet this recommendation.  The resulting GHG emissions presented 
in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 have been updated, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final 
Subsequent EIR. The updated modeling results and mitigation reports are provided in 
Appendix F to the Final SEIR. The mitigation measures from the Land Use 
Mitigation Tab applied to the BAU scenario include: 

 “Increase diversity” (the BAU scenario assumes development of the same 
land uses as the proposed project, which would provide a variety of housing 
products and land uses) 

 “Integrate below market rate housing” (in accordance with the WRSP, 
development within the project area is required to construct 10% of the units 
on-site as affordable housing); and 

 “Improve destination accessibility” (the project would be located within 8 
miles of a downtown or employment center) 

The following additional mitigation measure from the Land Use Mitigation Tab was 
applied to the proposed project scenario:  

  “Improve pedestrian network” (the project would construct paseos and 
sidewalks that provide for non-motorized mobility throughout the project site 
and would connect to offsite pedestrian and bicycle facilities; the proposed 
project design expands the pedestrian network compared to the requirements 
of the WRSP) 

In addition both scenarios assume the use of efficient indoor water fixtures because 
the City of Roseville would have required implementation of a Water Conservation 
Plan for a project approved in 2010 (thus this is part of the BAU scenario as well as 
part of the proposed project).  In addition to what was required for a project approved 
in 2010, the proposed project modeling also assumes residences within the project 
site will have energy- and water-efficient appliances and will exceed the 2014 Title 
24 energy efficiency requirements by 15%. These features would not have been 
required in 2010 and, therefore, are not included in the BAU scenario. It is noted that 
traffic calming measures are specifically mentioned in the comment but were not used 
in the modeling of either the proposed project or the BAU.  

As shown in the revised Tables 8.2 and 8.3 presented in Chapter 3 of this Final 
Subsequent EIR, the BAU GHG emissions are estimated to be 47,674 metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) annually and the proposed project GHG 
emissions are estimated to be 35,392 MTCO2e annually. Therefore the proposed 
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project would reduce emissions by 25.76% compared to BAU, resulting in a less than 
significant impact.   

It is also noted that implementation of Mitigation Measure 7.2b would result in a 
reduction of 45 tons ROG and NOX due to payment of off-site mitigation fees. This 
would also provide for an additional reduction in GHG emissions because 13.18 tons 
of CO2 are reduced for each ton of ROG and NOX reduced (Roseville 2013, p.4.4-18, 
citing Christofk, pers. comm. 2011). The payment of the off-site mitigation fees for 
this project would provide for a reduction of 595 tons, or 540 metric tons of CO2e. 

6-12 The comment recommends that detailed calculations showing the emission reductions 
associated with Mitigation Measures 8.1a and 8.1b be included in the EIR 
appendices. 

The emissions reductions from these measures are reflected in the CalEEMod outputs 
to the extent feasible.  As explained on pages 8-18 and 8-19 of the RDSEIR, 
Mitigation Measure 8.1a requires that residential units constructed within the project 
site achieve specific BuildItGreen scores by incorporating measures selected from a 
menu of energy and water efficiency measures. For some of the optional measures, 
there is a lack of data on which to base emission reduction assumptions. Further, by 
not modeling all of the specific measures that would be needed to achieve the 
required BuildItGreen scores, some flexibility is preserved for future homebuilders to 
select their preferred efficiency measures to achieve the stipulated BuildItGreen 
scores. 

Mitigation Measure 8.1b requires implementation of a water conservation plan. As 
shown on page 9A-3 of the RDSEIR, the plan would reduce water usage by less than 
10%. Also, as discussed above, a water conservation plan would have been required 
for a project approved in 2010, and thus would be part of the BAU scenario. Both the 
BAU and proposed project modeling reflect use of water-efficient indoor fixtures 
(such as toilets, faucets, and showerheads) to account for the effect of Mitigation 
Measure 8.1b. 

6-13 The comment states that the Construction Mitigation Report included in the EIR 
appendices is not applicable to the proposed project and request that the correct report 
be provided. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment 6-9, the Construction Mitigation Report (an 
output from the CalEEMod program) is provided in Appendix F.  The report does not 
provide significant new information.   
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Response to Comment Letter 7 

County of Sacramento Department of Transportation 
Kamal Atwal, P.E., Associate Transportation Engineer  

December 19, 2013 

7-1 The comment confirms the analysis and mitigation measure in the RDSEIR.  

 The City of Roseville appreciates this confirmation of the RDSEIR analysis and 
mitigation measure from Sacramento County.  
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Response to Comment Letter 8 

John Petrovich 
December 13, 2013 

8-1 The comment identifies general opposition to the project and expresses that the City 
should not adopt the proposed project.  

 General opposition to a project is not required to be addressed under CEQA, and this 
comment does not address the content of the RDSEIR. This comment, along with all 
comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City Council as part of their 
deliberations on the project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 9 

Margaret Petrovich 
December 13, 2013 

9-1 The comment identifies general opposition to the project and states that the project 
would result in the addition of over 1,600 residential units to WestPark.  

 General opposition to a project is not required to be addressed under CEQA, and this 
comment does not address the content of the RDSEIR. This comment, along with all 
comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City Council as part of their 
deliberations on the project.  

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-60 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-61 

 

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-62 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3  Final Subsequent EIR 
April 2014  2-63 

Response to Comment Letter 10 

Paul and Patricia Thomas 
December 13, 2013 

10-1 The comment states that the proposed project would result in increased taxes and 
states that increasing taxes would have an adverse effect on the commenters’ quality 
of life. Additionally, the comment states that an additional 1,661 units would create 
significant increases in traffic and would have an adverse effect on property value. 
The commenters state their opposition to amending the WRSP and concern for how 
the proposed project could affect retired people already living in the WestPark 
community. The comment identifies general concerns regarding impacts related to 
higher taxes, decreasing property values, increasing traffic levels, schools, and 
infrastructure.  

 The effect of the proposed project on tax rates and property values would not result in 
physical environmental effects and is not required to be evaluated in the EIR. In 
addition, the project would not affect the taxes paid by existing landowners within the 
WRSP area. The taxes are established based on the Large Lots created by the WRSP 
Large Lot Tentative Map. Each of these Large Lots is assigned a maximum total tax 
amount, from which the per-unit tax amount is calculated. The Maximum Tax on 
each Lot on a Final Map cannot be increased unless approved by a vote of all 
property owners within that Final Lot Map. All development under the proposed 
project would occur on Large Lots that do not currently support any development. 
Therefore any tax amounts established for Large Lots within the project site would 
not affect any existing residential units or lots, and the project would only affect 
Maximum Taxes for undeveloped lots directly affected by the proposed project. 

 Impacts of the proposed project on traffic are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the RDSEIR, 
impacts of the proposed project on schools are evaluated in Chapter 10 of the 
RDSEIR, and impacts related to infrastructure are evaluated in the RDSEIR as 
follows: Chapter 9 addresses utilities, Chapter 9A addresses water, Chapter 9B 
addresses wastewater, Chapter 9C addresses recycled water, and Chapter 10 
addresses public services such as libraries, schools, police protection, and fire 
protection. No specific comments were provided on the content of the RDSEIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 11 

WestPark Fiddyment Farms Neighborhood Association 
Loren Cook, President 

November 13, 2013 

11-1 The comment states that the WestPark-Fiddyment Farms Neighborhood Association 
opposes the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project. The comment states that 
notification from the City dated March 7, 2013 contains errors regarding the proposed 
project and prior amendments to the WRSP. 

 General opposition to a project is not required to be addressed under CEQA. This 
comment, along with all comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City 
Council as part of their deliberations on the project. The unit counts shown in Table 2 
presented at the end of this comment letter are consistent with the unit counts shown 
in Tables 3.2 and 4.1 in the RDSEIR. 

11-2 The comment compares the residential unit increases under the proposed project and 
a prior SPA project relative to the original WRSP approvals. The comment expresses 
no opposition to the prior project, which resulted in a total increase over the original 
WRSP approvals of 350 residential units for the WestPark portion of the plan area.  In 
contrast, the comment states that the proposed project would result in a total (or 
cumulative) increase of 1,698 units more than the original 4,170 residential units 
included in the WRSP for Fiddyment Ranch. The comment also references section 
4.3 of the WRSP and provides the commenter’s interpretation that the plan language 
limits future plan amendments such that residential unit allocations may not increase 
by more than 20% over the original WRSP approvals. 

 For clarification, it is noted that the proposed project would provide for an increase of 
1,661 residential units. At the time of approval, the WRSP originally allocated 4,170 
units to the Fiddyment Ranch area. Prior amendments to the WRSP increased that to 
4,207. The comment is correct that if the proposed project is approved, the total 
increase in residential units compared to the original WRSP approvals would be 
1,698 units. 

 The RDSEIR addresses the project’s consistency with the WRSP in Chapter 4 Land 
Use. The WRSP language cited in the comment is specific to approvals of minor 
density adjustments within the plan area. The language cited does not apply to SPAs, 
such as the proposed project. SPAs are subject to environmental review and a public 
hearing process and require an amendment to the City’s General Plan. A minor 
density adjustment, by contrast, does not require amendments to the Specific Plan or 
General Plan, and can be approved subject to an Administrative Permit issued by the 
Planning Manager. 

11-3 The comment references language in the WRSP stating that future projects within the 
plan area must be consistent with the Specific Plan. The comment also states that 
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Mello Roos assessments have not been adjusted to reflect prior adjustments and 
amendments to the Specific Plan. 

 The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the RDSEIR.  Please 
see Response to Comment 10-1, which explains why the proposed project would not 
alter tax rates on existing developed parcels, and Response to Comment 11-2 
regarding consistency with the WRSP. 

11-4 The comment reiterates opposition to the proposed project, states that the proposed 
increase in density is not consistent with the WRSP, and suggests that future 
amendments to the WRSP be limited to a cumulative increase of 1,299 dwelling 
units. 

 The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the RDSEIR. As 
discussed in response to Comment 11-2, the proposed project would require General 
Plan and Specific Plan amendments.  The RDSEIR evaluates potential land use 
incompatibility effects that could result from the proposed project, and concludes that 
no significant adverse impacts would occur. 

11-5 The comment expresses opposition to the addition of two new high density residential 
(HDR) parcels to the project area, stating that there is already a disproportionate 
number of HDR parcels in the WRSP. 

 The analysis in the RDSEIR of potential land use incompatibility effects that could 
result from the proposed project includes consideration of the proposed HDR parcels. 
The RDSEIR concludes that no significant adverse impacts would occur as a result of 
designating two new HDR parcels within the project site. 

11-6 The comment reiterates opposition to the proposed project and to substantial 
amendments to the WRSP. 

 General opposition to a project is not required to be addressed under CEQA, and this 
comment does not address the content of the RDSEIR. This comment, along with all 
comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City Council as part of their 
deliberations on the project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 12 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist 

December 7, 2011 

12-1 The comment states that the proposed Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project is located in 
within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board. The comment 
also provides a list of project types and activities requiring a Board permit.  

 The proposed project would not involve any of the conditions or activities listed in 
the comment letter and would not alter vegetation within creeks or drainages. No 
comments on the content of the DSEIR are provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter 13 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
Angel Green, Associate Planner, Planning & Monitoring Section 

December 12, 2011 

13-1 The comment recommends that conditions of approval for the proposed project 
include a requirement to list the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) rules and 
regulations applicable to construction projects on project plans.  

 Conditions of approval do not need to be included as mitigation measures or 
addressed in the EIR. This comment, along with all comments on the EIR, will be 
considered by the City Council as part of their deliberations on the project.  

13-2 The comment recommends a modification to Mitigation Measure 7.1b as included in 
the 2011 DSEIR to be consistent with the modeling assumptions.  

 Mitigation Measure 7.1b was updated and revised in the 2013 RDSEIR and again in 
the P2R. No further revisions to the measure have been made. The measure is 
consistent with the CalEEMod modeling completed for the RDSEIR and P2R. 

13-3 The comment recommended an additional mitigation measure be added to the 2011 
DSEIR. 

 As stated in Comment 6-3, the APCD Rules address the volatile organic compound 
(VOC) content of paint, and this mitigation measure is no longer necessary. 

13-4 The comment recommends that CalEEMod modeling of construction emissions 
include a specific emissions estimate for construction of parking lots included in the 
proposed project. 

 The CalEEMod modeling completed for the 2013 RDSEIR includes emissions 
associated with construction of parking lots. 

13-5 The comment recommends a modification to the 2011 DSEIR Mitigation Measure 
7.2a. 

 The recommended modification was made and is reflected in Mitigation Measure 
7.2a as presented in the 2013 RDSEIR and the P2R (p. 7R-31). Specifically, section 
A of Mitigation Measure 7.2a includes the suggested language regarding prohibiting 
wood-burning and pellet appliances. 

13-6 The comment recommends updating the per ton fee amount identified in Mitigation 
Measure 11.10a in the 2011 DSEIR. 

 Mitigation Measure 11.10a as presented in the P2R reflects the current fee amount. 
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13-7 The comment recommends correcting the cumulative impact threshold shown in table 
11.12 of the 2011 DSEIR. 

 The correct cumulative impact threshold is shown in Table 11.10 of the 2013 
RDSEIR and the P2R.  

13-8 The comment suggests a condition of approval for the project that would state that 
projects that include construction, installation, or use of an emergency generator, 
boiler, or heater may be subject to permitting requirements through the APCD. 

 The comment does not address the content of the DSEIR. Conditions of approval do 
not need to be included as mitigation measures or addressed in the EIR. This 
comment, along with all comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City 
Council as part of their deliberations on the project. 

13-9 The comment identifies a typographical error in the 2011 DSEIR regarding the 
number of dwelling units proposed and recommends a revision to a mitigation 
measure in that document. 

 The discussion in the RDSEIR and P2R reflects the correct proposed unit count – 
specifically that the proposed project would increase residential units in the project 
area by 1,661 units, resulting in a total of 2,959 units within the project area. 

 Mitigation Measure 8.2a identifies the specific BuildItGreen scores that must be 
achieved by residential units on site. No BuildItGreen report was completed for non-
residential buildings. 
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Response to Comment Letter 14 

County of Sacramento Department of Transportation 
Kamal Atwal, P.E.  

December 12, 2011 

14-1 The comment requests a correction to mitigation in the 2011 DSEIR.  

 The requested change is reflected in Mitigation Measure 5.8a in the 2013 RDSEIR 
(page 5-55) and was confirmed by the County of Sacramento’s comment letter dated 
December 19, 2013 (Comment Letter 7 in this Final SEIR).   
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Response to Comment Letter 15 

Amy Aufdemberge 
December 12, 2011 

15-1 The comment states that the impacts of the proposed project should be evaluated 
relative to the existing environmental conditions.  The comment also expresses that 
significant impacts may not be fully accounted for in the DSEIR and that a new EIR 
should be prepared.  

The 2011 DSEIR prepared for the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 was revised and 
recirculated in 2013 (the RDSEIR) to reflect the revised project description.  

The proposed project evaluated in the RDSEIR is a revision to the project that was 
evaluated in the WRSP EIR and approved in 2004, and does not constitute a new 
project. For changes to previously approved projects for which an EIR was prepared, 
CEQA establishes the process for conducting subsequent environmental review, as 
described in Public Resource Code §21166 and CEQA Guidelines §15162.  This 
process is also described in Chapter 1 of the 2013 RDSEIR. As discussed in that 
chapter, the process of preparing a Subsequent EIR includes the following steps: 

 identification of changes in the project and determine whether they are 
substantial;  

 identification of changes in the circumstances under which the project would 
be undertaken and determine whether they are substantial;  

 evaluation of whether the proposed project changes or changes in 
circumstances would result in new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;  

 evaluation of changes in the proposed project compared to existing physical 
conditions in those areas where new or increased effects could occur; and  

 identification of feasible mitigation measures to minimize (by avoiding, 
lessening, or compensating for) new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts identified in the Subsequent EIR.  

These five steps in preparing a Subsequent EIR result in a legally adequate analysis of 
the environmental effects of the revised project. Specifically, the RDSEIR is based 
upon updated technical studies in the areas of traffic, noise, air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, and water supply. The descriptions and data that 
characterize existing conditions reflect the extent of development that has occurred in 
the project vicinity and the region since the original WRSP was approved, and the 
analysis of cumulative impacts takes into consideration other projects that have been 
approved since the original WRSP was approved as well as other reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. 
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15-2 The comment states that the DSEIR should account for potential increases in density 
resulting from the Density Bonus program in the cumulative impacts section.  

 Chapter 4 of the 2013 RDSEIR describes the Density Bonus program and explains 
why an analysis of development under the Density Bonus program as a component of 
the currently proposed project is not required under CEQA. As stated in Chapter 4, 
assuming that a project design consideration allowed under the Density Bonus 
program would be applied to the project site would be speculative because it is not 
yet known whether any parcels within the project area would be proposed for 
development under the Density Bonus program or which of the project design 
considerations allowed under the State of California Density Bonus law may be 
applied to a given parcel. In other words, the site-specific application of the Density 
Bonus law to any particular site will be based on whether affordable housing is 
proposed for a particular site and the affordability characteristics of the proposed 
project. Further, only the two proposed HDR parcels within the project site would be 
eligible for a density bonus. These parcels are each proposed to be zoned for a 
maximum density of 25 dwelling units per acre. The Housing Element found that 
“densities as low as 22 units per acre are appropriate for development of affordable 
housing.” (Housing Element p. X-66) Additionally, as shown in Table X-22 of the 
Housing Element, which summarizes existing affordable housing projects within the 
City, affordable housing has been successfully developed at densities ranging from 
12.87 units per acre to 35 units per acre, with the majority of projects at densities less 
than 25 units per acre. All of the affordable housing projects with densities above 25 
units per acre are senior housing projects. The densities for multi-family affordable 
housing projects range from 12.87 to 22.5 units per acre. Until site-specific projects 
with affordable housing components are proposed, the prediction of whether a density 
bonus would be requested for a particular site, and the size of the bonus, would be 
speculative; therefore it is not appropriate or required to assume use of the density 
bonus program in this SEIR. Any such project would be reviewed for compliance 
with CEQA and would be subject to public review. 

15-3 The comment recommends that the City conduct a planning study to determine the 
best locations for low income and higher density housing, and states that the current 
range of alternatives is inadequate because the reduced density alternative does not 
comply with the City’s Housing Element.  

The suggested housing study may be a beneficial tool for the city’s overall land use 
planning process, but is not required to evaluate the physical environmental effects of 
the proposed project.  

CEQA requires an analysis of project alternatives that are potentially feasible to 
implement, have the potential to reduce or avoid one or more significant effects of the 
project, would support achievement of most of the basic project objectives, and will 
foster informed decision-making. Each of the alternatives evaluated in the RDSEIR, 
including the No Project (No Development), No Project (Buildout Under the Existing 
WRSP), and Reduced Density alternatives meet these requirements.  
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All standard City requirements for development would apply to any of the project 
alternatives, should they be selected for approval. This includes the City’s 
requirement that all development within the WRSP provide a minimum of 10% of the 
units constructed as affordable housing. This would apply to the reduced density 
alternative, which would ensure it is consistent with the City’s Housing Element. 
Further, the current zoning applied to the project site provides for Low Density 
Residential land uses, public/quasi-public land uses, and parks and open space. No 
Medium Density Residential or High Density Residential is permitted at the site 
currently. While the Housing Element identifies undeveloped lands throughout the 
City that could be capable of supporting affordable housing development, it does not 
propose to rezone specific properties. The reduced density alternative would 
introduce some medium and high density residential land uses to the site, which 
would increase the opportunities for development of affordable housing onsite, 
consistent with the goals and policies in the City’s Housing Element.  

To the extent that the Housing Element reports on existing land use allocations 
throughout the City (such as the summary of Undeveloped Residential Land 
Inventory By Plan Area in Table X-27, page X-68) and other statistics regarding 
housing conditions in the City, approval of the proposed project or the reduced 
density alternative would require amendments to the Housing Element, as well as 
several other sections of the General Plan. This does not indicate that the alternative 
or the proposed project is not feasible or not consistent with the goals and policies of 
the Housing Element. 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 

Kimberly Bowens 
December 8, 2011 

16-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement. The comment also states that the impacts of the proposed project on 
traffic, air, noise, schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water supply are significant, 
that these impacts not adequately addressed by a supplemental analysis, and that 
mitigation is therefore not adequately identified.  

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP.  Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
2013 RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide 
a complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions.  

 The impacts of the proposed project on traffic are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the 
RDSEIR, impacts of the proposed project on air quality are evaluated in Chapter 7, 
impacts related to noise are evaluated in Chapter 6, impacts related to schools, fire 
protection, and police protection are evaluated in Chapter 10, and impacts involving 
sewer service and water supply are evaluated in Chapter 9. Where the RDSEIR 
identifies potentially significant or significant impacts, mitigation measures are also 
identified to reduce significant impacts to the extent feasible. The project’s potential 
impacts related to parks and recreation were determined to be consistent with the 
analysis of these impacts as presented in the WRSP EIR, as discussed in the Initial 
Study for the RDSEIR and in RDSEIR Chapter 1. In addition, other impacts related to 
parks and recreation are discussed in Chapters 4 and 10. The comment does not 
identify any specific deficiencies in the DSEIR analysis.  

16-2 The comment recommends that the City conduct a study to determine the best 
location for high-density residential areas. The commenter believes that these areas 
should be located closer to main thoroughfares and employment centers rather than in 
West Roseville. Additionally, the comment states that the homeowners of Fiddyment 
Farms should be considered stakeholders and that their concerns should be given 
strong consideration with respect to the proposed project. The commenter believes 
that the issues raised by the project would have a substantial impact on both 
Fiddyment Farms and on the well-being of the residents of the City of Roseville.  

 As stated in Response to Comment 15-3, a planning study to determine locations for 
higher density housing is not required to evaluate the environmental effects of the 
proposed project. City decision makers will consider the comments and concerns of 
homeowners, as homeowners are considered to be stakeholders in the process of 
evaluating whether or not to approve the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 17 

Greg Cerlenko and Kristine Cerlenko 
December 8, 2011 

17-1 The comment states that the higher densities proposed under the Fiddyment Ranch 
SPA 3 project have the potential to increase crime in the area and that the proposed 
apartments should be spread out. The comment also states that residents should be 
foremost in the project decision, that public services would need to be increased 
under the proposed, and that this would lead to increases in taxation. The comment 
recommends statistics about the project be assembled by a team of non-government 
employees. The comment also recommends reducing the density of the proposed 
project and states that areas with a high concentration of elderly residents, such as 
WestPark and Sun City, may become targets for the increased criminal activity. The 
comment also expresses concern regarding increased traffic, the need to build more 
schools, a decrease in air quality, increases in park maintenance requirements and 
demand for waste management, and the need for more police and fire protection. The 
comment questions how these concerns can be adequately evaluated by the WRSP 
EIR, due to the age of that analysis. The comment concludes that residents should be 
given a current evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts on the community.  

 The project would not increase densities to levels that exceed those of other areas in 
the City of Roseville. The comment provides no evidence that the proposed project 
would lead to increased crime. The comment does not specify how crime statistics are 
related to an environmental impact analysis. 

 The impacts of the proposed project on traffic are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the 
RDSEIR; impacts of the proposed project on air quality are evaluated in Chapter 7; 
impacts related to noise are evaluated in Chapter 6; impacts related to public services 
including schools, fire protection, and police protection are evaluated in Chapter 10; 
impacts involving sewer service and water supply are evaluated in Chapter 9; and 
impacts involving waste management are addressed in Chapter 9 and in the Initial 
Study prepared for the RDSEIR (and provided in Appendix A to the RDSEIR). The 
project’s potential impacts related to parks and recreation were determined to be 
consistent with the analysis of these impacts as presented in the WRSP EIR, as 
discussed in the Initial Study for the RDSEIR and in Chapter 1. In addition, other 
impacts related to parks and recreation are discussed in Chapters 4 and 10. 

 While impacts of the proposed project on taxes are not required to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the proposed project. Please see Response to Comment 10-1, 
which explains why the proposed project would not alter tax rates on existing 
developed parcels. 

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR for a description of the environmental analysis that was conducted as part of 
the RDSEIR process. As described in Response to Comment 15-1 and in Chapter 1 of 
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the RDSEIR, the RDSEIR prepared for the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project 
represents a legally adequate analysis. As discussed in Response to Comment 16-2, 
City decision makers will consider the comments and concerns of residents, as 
residents are considered stakeholders. The comment does not identify any specific 
deficiencies in the DSEIR analysis. 
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Response to Comment Letter 18 

Loren Cook and Sue Hallahan-Cook 
December 11, 2011 

18-1 The comment states that the baseline conditions in the EIR are not consistently 
described or applied to the impact analysis. 

 The 2013 RDSEIR defines the baseline environmental conditions as those that existed 
at the time that the Notice of Preparation for this EIR was circulated, specifically May 
2013. This comment letter was submitted in response to the 2011 DSEIR. The 
baseline data in the traffic chapter (chapter 5) and all other chapters in the RDSEIR 
has been updated to reflect the conditions that existed at the time the Notice of 
Preparation for the RDSEIR was circulated. 

18-2 The comment questions the conclusion in Table 12.4 that Alternative A, Buildout 
under the existing WRSP, would have more severe impacts related to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions than the proposed project. The comment states that a greater 
population, as would be supported under the proposed project, would be expected to 
generate more GHG emissions. 

 The analysis of impacts related to GHG emissions in the 2011 DSEIR used a 
threshold of significance based upon an “efficiency metric” or a measurement of the 
amount of GHG emissions per person (which includes both residents and employees 
of development within the project site). Thus, while the comment is correct that the 
total GHG emissions would be greater under the proposed project than under 
Alternative A, the emissions per person would be higher under the existing WRSP, 
which does not require implementation of the GHG emission reduction measures 
included in the proposed project. 

 While the specific threshold of significance used in the 2013 RDSEIR is based on a 
percent reduction from the “business as usual” (BAU) scenario rather than the 
efficiency metric used in the 2011 DSEIR, the analysis of the relative impacts of the 
proposed project compared to Alternative A is still applicable. Development under 
the existing WRSP would represent the BAU scenario and would not achieve a 21% 
reduction in GHG emissions from BAU.  Please see the Responses to Comments 6-4 
to 6-6 for additional discussion regarding the analysis of the project’s GHG emissions 
and climate change impacts. 

18-3 The comment discusses the extent to which the proposed project would increase 
overall density in the project area and the relative proportion of high density 
residential (HDR) land uses in the WRSP area compared to other areas of the City. 
The comment states that the project would lead to overcrowding of the area, which 
would result in significant impacts related to traffic, parking, schools, and the overall 
environment. The comment concludes that residents of Fiddyment Farms should be 
considered stakeholders in the process of evaluating the proposed project. 
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 The impacts of the proposed project on traffic are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the 
RDSEIR. Impacts related to schools are evaluated in Chapter 10. As discussed in 
response to Comment 16-2, City decision makers will consider the comments and 
concerns of homeowners, as homeowners are considered stakeholders in the process 
of evaluating whether or not to approve the proposed project. The comment does not 
specifically address the content of the DSEIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 19 

Marc Espinoza and Heidi Campbell  
2011  

19-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement and that the prior environmental analysis is not sufficient to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed project, particularly with respect to the proposed project’s 
impacts to aesthetics and solid waste. The comment adds that the full impact of the 
proposed project should be studied as opposed to the incremental impact analysis 
provided in the DSEIR. Additionally, the comment expresses that the impacts of the 
proposed project on traffic, air, noise, schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water 
supply are significant, that these impacts not adequately addressed by a supplemental 
analysis, and therefore mitigation is not adequately identified.  

 Refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and Chapter 1 of the 2013 RDSEIR which 
describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a complete analysis of 
the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions. The proposed project evaluated 
in the RDSEIR is a revision to the project that was evaluated in the WRSP EIR and 
approved in 2004, and does not constitute a new project. The RDSEIR provides a 
legally adequate analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project.  

Refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding mitigation 
measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses for traffic, 
air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer service, and 
water supply are presented. Impacts of the proposed project related to aesthetics and 
solid waste are evaluated in detail in the Initial Study provided in Appendix A to the 
RDSEIR. In addition, the analysis of aesthetics impacts is summarized in Chapter 1 
of the RDSEIR, and the analysis of solid waste impacts is summarized in Chapter 9 of 
the RDSEIR. This comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the DSEIR. 

19-2 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County.  

 The cumulative scenario defined and analyzed in Chapter 11 of the RDSEIR includes 
these four projects as well as other development within Placer County. The 
cumulative impact analysis considers the contribution of these projects to significant 
cumulative impacts.  

19-3 The comment states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental 
document is not adequate and that the 20% reduction in density proposed under one 
of the alternatives is arbitrary and not meaningful. The comment recommends that the 
City conduct a study to determine the best locations for high-density residential areas. 
The commenter believes that these areas should be located closer to main 
thoroughfares and employment centers rather than in West Roseville. 
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 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the RDSEIR addresses a 
reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
proposed revisions to the WRSP. The RDSEIR compares the impacts of these 
alternatives in comparison to the impacts of the proposed project. The RDSEIR 
analyzes the following alternatives: a No Project Alternative (no development), a 
second No Project Alternative (Buildout under WRSP), and a Reduced Development 
Alternative.  

 The 20% reduction evaluated in the Reduced Development Alternative was selected 
because it is a feasible alternative. With this level of reduced development, there is a 
potential for the project to remain feasible and to meet most of the basic project 
objectives. The EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives that fosters informed 
decision-making. Refer to Response to Comment 15-3 for a discussion of the 
recommendation for the City to conduct a study regarding potential locations for high 
density housing. 

19-4 The comment expresses general opposition to high density residential development. 
The comment also states that homeowners in WestPark and Fiddyment Farms should 
be viewed as stakeholders and that their concerns should be given strong 
consideration with respect to the proposed project. The comment concludes that the 
issues raised by the project would have a substantial impact on the residents of 
WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment Farms, and on the well-being of the City of 
Roseville.  

 Please refer to Response to Comment 16-2 regarding the role of homeowners as 
stakeholders in the process of evaluating the proposed project. General opposition to 
a project is not required to be addressed under CEQA. This comment, along with all 
comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City Council as part of their 
deliberations on the project 
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Response to Comment Letter 20 

Rich Fabbre 
December 12, 2011 

20-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the adequacy and validity of the 
conclusions of the DSEIR. The comment states that the proposed project necessitates 
a new EIR, particularly due to its size, and cannot be adequately evaluated under a 
subsequent EIR.  

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
2013 RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide 
a complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions. The five 
steps in preparing a Subsequent EIR result in a legally adequate analysis of the 
environmental effects of the revised project. 

20-2 The comment states that the DSEIR does not include the proposed Curry Creek 
development in its analysis. The comment adds that this development would include 
over 16,000 units and that the EIR does not include the population growth associated 
with Curry Creek in the analysis of impacts in West Roseville.  

 Refer to Response to Comment 19-2 regarding the cumulative impacts analysis in the 
RDSEIR. The Curry Creek project and other reasonably foreseeable development in 
the region were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

20-3 The comment expresses concern that the DSEIR does not use current conditions as 
the baseline of environmental analysis and therefore the analysis presented in the 
DSEIR is not valid.  

 As stated in Response to Comment 18-1, the RDSEIR defines the baseline 
environmental conditions as those that existed at the time that the Notice of 
Preparation for this EIR was circulated, specifically May 2013. Also as stated in 
Response to Comment 15-1, the EIR relies on updated technical studies in several 
resource areas to ensure that impacts are evaluated in relation to the conditions that 
existed at the time the Notice of Preparation for the RDSEIR was prepared. 

20-4 The comment states that the 2011 DSEIR incorrectly concludes that the proposed 
project is environmentally superior in comparison to the alternatives that were 
analyzed. Specifically, the comment questions the conclusion that multi-family 
housing results in fewer greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions than single-family housing 
on a per capita basis and that the proposed project would result in fewer impacts to 
climate change compared to the project alternatives.  

 Please refer to Response to Comment 18-2 which describes the use of the efficiency 
metric threshold in the DSEIR and the reduction from BAU threshold in the RDSEIR 
and why the proposed project would result in lesser impacts related to climate change 
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than the project alternatives. Please also refer to Response to Comment 6-4 for a 
detailed discussion of the reduction from BAU threshold. 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 

Philip L. Hoss 
2011 

21-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement and that the original EIR is too old to adequately evaluate the proposed 
project, particularly with respect to the proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics and 
solid waste. The comment also states that impacts to schools, parks, fire, police, 
sewer, and water supply would be significant, that these impacts not adequately 
addressed by a supplemental analysis, and that mitigation is therefore not adequately 
identified. 

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions.  

 Please also refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding 
mitigation measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses 
for traffic, air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer 
service, and water supply are presented. Impacts related to aesthetics and solid waste 
are discussed in detail in the Initial Study provided in Appendix A to the RDSEIR. In 
addition, the analysis of aesthetics is summarized in Chapter 1 of the RDSEIR, and 
the analysis of solid waste impacts is summarized in Chapter 9. The comment does 
not identify any specific deficiencies in the DSEIR. 

21-2 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment 19-2, the cumulative impact analysis includes 
consideration of these projects. 

21-3 The comment states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental 
document is not adequate and that the 20% reduction in density proposed under one 
of the alternatives is arbitrary and not meaningful. The comment recommends that the 
City conduct a study to determine the optimal location for high-density residential 
areas. The commenter believes that these areas should be located closer to main 
thoroughfares and employment centers and instead of in West Roseville. 

 Please refer to Response to Comment 19-3 for a discussion of the RDSEIR analysis 
of project alternatives and to Response to Comment 15-3 for a discussion of the 
recommendation for the City to conduct a planning study regarding locations of high-
density residential land uses.  
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21-4 The comment expresses general concern regarding high density development in the 
neighborhood and area. The comment also states that homeowners in WestPark and 
Fiddyment Farms should be viewed as stakeholders and that their concerns should be 
given strong consideration with respect to the proposed project. The comment 
concludes that the issues raised by the project would have a substantial impact on the 
residents of WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment Farms, and on the well-being of the 
City of Roseville.  

 Refer to Response to Comment 16-2 regarding the role of homeowners as 
stakeholders in the process of evaluating the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 22 

Harpaul Nagra 
2011 

22-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement and that the original EIR is too old to adequately evaluate the proposed 
project, particularly with respect to the proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics and 
solid waste. The comment states that an analysis is needed to determine if the City 
would be able to accommodate increases in solid waste and whether waste collection 
fees for existing residents would be increased. The comment also expresses concern 
about increased taxes and fees for water service. Additionally, the comment states 
that the full impact of the proposed project should be evaluated instead of the 
project’s incremental impact. The comment expresses concern that additional housing 
in the City would harm the existing housing market in the City. The comment also 
states that impacts to schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water supply would be 
significant, that these impacts not adequately addressed by a supplemental analysis, 
and that mitigation is therefore not adequately identified. 

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions.  

 Impacts related to solid waste are discussed in detail in the Initial Study provided in 
Appendix A to the RDSEIR and summarized in Chapter 9. Impacts related to water 
supply are evaluated in detail in Chapter 9 of the RDSEIR. Please refer to Response 
to Comment 10-1 regarding the potential for the project to result in increased taxes 
for existing WRSP residents. 

The EIR evaluates the physical environmental effects of the proposed project, as 
required under CEQA. The EIR is not required to address socio-economic effects 
such as increases in waste collection fees, increases in taxes and fees related to water 
service, and the effects of the project on the local housing market. 

 Refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding mitigation 
measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses for traffic, 
air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer service, and 
water supply are presented. The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies 
in the RDSEIR. 

22-2 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment 19-2 regarding cumulative analysis, the EIR 
does consider the effects of these projects in the cumulative scenario. 
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22-3 The comment states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental 
document is not adequate and that the 20% reduction in density proposed under one 
of the alternatives is arbitrary and not meaningful. The comment recommends that the 
City conduct a study to determine the optimal location for high-density residential 
areas. The commenter believes that these areas should be located closer to main 
thoroughfares and employment centers instead of in West Roseville.  

Refer to Response to Comment 19-3 for a discussion of the RDSEIR analysis of 
project alternatives and to Response to Comment 15-3 for a discussion of the 
recommendation for the City to conduct a planning study regarding locations of high-
density residential land uses. 

22-4 The comment expresses general opposition to growth and housing development and 
recommends that the City use the City of Davis as a model example of limiting 
growth. 

The comment does not address the proposed project or the content of the SEIR. No 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 23 

Theresa Olivares and Chris Bailey 
December 11, 2011  

23-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement and that the environmental analysis prepared six years ago is not 
sufficient to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project. The comment states that the 
density increase proposed under the Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3 project is not evaluated 
under the WRSP EIR. The comment adds that the full impact of the proposed project 
should be studied and states that the existing analysis evaluates the incremental 
impact of the proposed project on the buildout of the WRSP. Additionally, the 
comment expresses that the impacts of the proposed project on traffic, air, noise, 
schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water supply are significant and that these 
impacts not adequately addressed by supplemental analysis. The comment states that 
mitigation is therefore not adequately identified.  

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions.  

 Please refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding 
mitigation measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses 
for traffic, air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer 
service, and water supply are presented. The comment does not identify any specific 
deficiencies in the DSEIR analysis. 

23-2 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County. 

 As discussed in Response to Comment 19-2 regarding cumulative analysis, the EIR 
does consider the effects of these projects in the cumulative scenario. 

23-3 The comment states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental 
document is not adequate and that the 20% reduction in density proposed under one 
of the alternatives is arbitrary and not meaningful. The comment recommends that the 
City conduct a study to determine the optimal location for high-density residential 
areas. The commenter believes that these areas should be located closer to main 
thoroughfares and employment centers and instead of in West Roseville. 

 Refer to Response to Comment 19-3 for a discussion of the RDSEIR analysis of 
project alternatives and to Response to Comment 15-3 for a discussion of the 
recommendation for the City to conduct a planning study regarding locations of high-
density residential land uses.  
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23-4 The comment expresses general concern regarding high density development in the 
neighborhood and area. The comment also states that homeowners in WestPark and 
Fiddyment Farms should be viewed as stakeholders and that their concerns should be 
given strong consideration with respect to the proposed project. The comment 
concludes that the issues raised by the project would have a substantial impact on the 
residents of WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment Farms, and on the well-being of the 
City of Roseville. The commenter states that negative changes have been taking place 
in the community within a short timeframe and asks decision-makers to not create 
more issues in the community.  

 Refer to Response to Comment 16-2 regarding the role of homeowners as 
stakeholders in the process of evaluating the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment Letter 24 

Monte and Anissa Routon 
2011 

24-1 The comment states that significant changes have been proposed to the residential 
area several times and expresses general opposition to the proposed project. The 
comment states that sufficient analysis of the impacts that would be caused by the 
proposed project has not been conducted. The comment states that a full EIR should 
be prepared for the project and that the prior environmental analysis is not sufficient 
to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project. In particular the comment states that 
the proposed project would impact both aesthetics and solid waste, and these impacts 
are not evaluated in the 2011 DSEIR.  

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions. Please refer 
to Response to Comment 19-1 regarding the RDSEIR analysis of the project’s 
impacts related to aesthetics and solid waste.  

24-2 The comment expresses concern about increasing high-density residential 
development in the areas of WestPark and Fiddyment Farms. The comment states that 
vandalism, attempted burglaries, and speeding traffic have increased since the 
addition of minimal high-density housing to the area. The comment also states that 
homeowners in WestPark and Fiddyment Farms should be viewed as stakeholders 
and that their concerns should be given strong consideration with respect to the 
proposed project. The comment concludes that the issues raised by the project would 
have a substantial impact on the residents of WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment 
Farms, and on the well-being of the City of Roseville. The commenter states that 
negative changes have been taking place in the community within a short timeframe 
and asks decision-makers to not create more issues in the community.  

 As discussed in Response to Comment 17-1 the project would not increase densities 
to levels that exceed those of other areas in the City of Roseville. The comment 
provides no evidence that the proposed project would lead to increased crime. 
Increases in crime and traffic violations are outside of the scope of environmental 
review under CEQA.  

 Refer to Response to Comment 16-2 regarding the role of homeowners as 
stakeholders in the process of considering the proposed project.  
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Response to Comment Letter 25 

Tom Stevens 
2011 

25-1 The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the project rather than a 
supplement. The comment states that the density increase proposed under the 
Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 is not sufficiently evaluated under the 
WRSP EIR. The comment adds that the full impact of the proposed project should be 
studied instead of the incremental impact evaluated in the current analysis. 
Additionally, the comment expresses that the impacts of the proposed project on 
traffic, air, noise, schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water supply are significant, 
these impacts not adequately addressed by a supplemental analysis, and therefore 
mitigation is not adequately identified.  

The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions.  

Please refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding 
mitigation measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses 
for traffic, air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer 
service, and water supply are presented. The comment does not identify any specific 
deficiencies in the DSEIR analysis. 

25-2 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County. 

 As stated in Response to Comment 19-2, the cumulative impact analysis reflects 
consideration of these projects.  

25-3 The comment states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental 
document is not adequate and that the 20% reduction in density proposed under one 
of the alternatives is arbitrary and not meaningful. The comment recommends that the 
City conduct a study to determine the optimal location for high-density residential 
areas, suggesting that these areas should be located closer to main thoroughfares and 
employment centers instead of in West Roseville. The comment also states that 
homeowners in WestPark and Fiddyment Farms should be viewed as stakeholders 
and that their concerns should be given strong consideration with respect to the 
proposed project. The comment concludes that the issues raised by the project would 
have a substantial impact on the residents of WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment 
Farms, and on the well-being of the City of Roseville. The comment states that 
decision makers should evaluate the project in the context of negative changes that 
have been taking place in the community within a short timeframe. 
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Please refer to Response to Comment 19-3 for a discussion of the RDSEIR analysis 
of project alternatives; please refer to Response to Comment 15-3 for a discussion of 
the recommendation for the City to conduct a planning study regarding locations of 
high-density residential land uses; and please refer to Response to Comment 16-2 
regarding the role of homeowners as stakeholders in the process of considering the 
proposed project.  
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Response to Comment Letter 26 

Julie Whitman 
December 8, 2011 

26-1 The comment expresses general concern regarding the Subsequent EIR prepared for 
the proposed project. The comment states that a full EIR should be prepared for the 
project rather than a supplement and that the prior environmental analysis is not 
sufficient to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project. The comment adds that use 
of the WRSP EIR in evaluating the proposed project does not meet CEQA Guidelines 
and that decision-makers would not be able to adequately determine the potential 
impacts of the proposed project through this supplemental analysis. The comment 
states that a full EIR should thus be required, that the full impact of the proposed 
project should be studied, and that the existing analysis evaluates the incremental 
impact of the proposed project on the buildout of the WRSP. The comment 
additionally expresses that the impacts of the proposed project on traffic, air, noise, 
schools, parks, fire, police, sewer, and water supply are significant, are not adequately 
addressed by supplemental analysis, and therefore mitigation is not adequately 
identified. 

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions. 

 Refer to Response to Comment 16-1, which addresses concerns regarding mitigation 
measures and identifies a list of RDSEIR chapters where impact analyses for traffic, 
air quality, noise, schools, parks, fire protection, police protection, sewer service, and 
water supply are presented. The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies 
in the DSEIR analysis. 

26-2 The comment expresses concern about high-density residential development and 
states that the City should develop the WestPark and Fiddyment Farms area in a 
manner that is consistent with the original plans for the area. Additionally, the 
comment states that high-density residential development should be sited closer to 
main thoroughfares, employment centers, and grocery stores, and that West Roseville 
is therefore not conducive to high-density residential development and should not be 
the site of high-density residential development.  

The environmental effects of placing high-density residential development in the 
project area are evaluated in the RDSEIR. The comment does not identify any 
specific deficiencies in the DSEIR analysis. 

26-3 The comment states that the environmental document’s cumulative analysis does not 
include four key proposed projects (Sierra Vista, Curry Creek, Creekview, and Placer 
Ranch) or proposed projects in Placer County. The comment states that the 
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cumulative impact of these projects on West Roseville would likely be substantial and 
that these projects should not have been omitted.  

As stated in Response to Comment 19-2, the cumulative analysis reflects 
consideration of these projects.  

26-4 The comment states that the full impact of the proposed project should be disclosed to 
decision-makers and residents and that the Subsequent EIR should be rejected in 
favor of preparing a full EIR. The comment also states that homeowners in WestPark 
and Fiddyment Farms should be viewed as stakeholders and that their concerns 
should be given strong consideration with respect to the proposed project. The 
comment concludes that the issues raised by the project would have a substantial 
impact on the residents of WestPark, the residents of Fiddyment Farms, and on the 
well-being of the City of Roseville.  

 The project analyzed in the RDSEIR consists of proposed changes to the previously 
approved WRSP. Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 and to Chapter 1 of the 
RDSEIR, which describe the process for preparing a Subsequent EIR to provide a 
complete analysis of the project’s impacts relative to existing conditions. 

 Please refer to Response to Comment 16-2 regarding the role of homeowners as 
stakeholders in the process of considering the project.  
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Response to Verbal Comments 

Received at City of Roseville Planning Commission 
November 14, 2013 and December 12, 2013 

Comments Received on November 14, 2013 

VC-1 Commenter Loren Cook stated that he is concerned with the project’s proposed 
increase in residential density. 

 The RDSEIR evaluates the environmental effects that could result from the proposed 
increase in residential density. 

VC-2 Commenter Cook stated that he is concerned with the increase in water demand that 
would result from the proposed project and whether the project would be required to 
conserve water. 

 Chapter 9A of the RDSEIR provides a detailed analysis of the project’s water 
demand, water conservation plan, and the City’s water supply. The RDSEIR finds 
that the City’s current water supply is sufficient to serve the project, even in dry and 
multiple-dry years. 

VC-2 Commenter Cook stated that he is concerned that the proposed project would result in 
a significant traffic impact at the Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road intersection. 

 The City’s LOS policy is to maintain LOS C at a minimum of 70% of all signalized 
intersections in the city during the PM Peak hour. As shown in Table 5.4 of the 
RDSEIR, the  Fiddyment Road/Baseline Road intersection currently operates 
acceptably at Level of Service (LOS) C in the AM Peak Hour, but operates at LOS E 
in the PM Peak Hour. As shown in Table 5.7, under existing plus project conditions, 
the LOS at this intersection would not change. As discussed on page b5-31, 
implementation of the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) would provide for 
construction of a second eastbound left turn lane which would improve LOS at this 
intersection to LOS B. The project would contribute a fair-share amount to this 
construction, therefore, the project’s impacts at this intersection would be less than 
significant.  

Additionally, the impacts of the project at this intersection in the 2025 CIP condition 
are evaluated on page 5-45 of the RDSEIR. The project would contribute to a 
decrease in LOS at this intersection. Due to right of way constraints, it is not feasible 
to construct improvements that would provide LOS C or better at this intersection. 
Therefore the RDSEIR identifies this as a significant and unavoidable impact. 

VC-3 Commenter Cook states concern that current residents bought into the original WRSP 
and did not expect it to change. 
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 The RDSEIR evaluates the environmental effects that would result from the proposed 
changes. This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDSEIR.  This 
comment, along with all comments on the EIR, will be considered by the City 
Council as part of their deliberations on the project.    

Comments Received on December 12, 2013 

VC-4 Commenter Loren Cook stated that he is not opposed to an increase in residential 
units in the project area, but that an increase needs to be managed and the proposed 
1,661-unit increase is too much. 

 The RDSEIR evaluates the environmental effects that could result from the proposed 
1,661-unit increase. General opposition to the size of the project is not required to be 
addressed under CEQA, and this comment does not address the content of the 
RDSEIR. This comment, along with all comments on the EIR, will be considered by 
the City Council as part of their deliberations on the project. 

VC-5 Commenter Cook stated that the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
obligations can be solved in other locations in the City and questions why meeting 
RHNA obligations is addressed only in the proposed project and not in other recent 
projects, such as the recent WestPark Phase 4 project. 

One of the project objectives, as stated on page 3-11 of the RDSEIR is to “aid the 
City in meeting its RHNA obligations” and the RDSEIR evaluates the environmental 
effects of adding high density residential areas to the project site. This comment does 
not address the content of the RDSEIR. This comment, along with all comments on 
the EIR, will be considered by the City Council as part of their deliberations on the 
project. 

VC-6 Commenter Cook states that Roseville Fire Department (RFD) Station 9 has the 
largest territory in the City and Station 10 will not be constructed for a couple years. 
The commenter asserts that the western area of the city is served by only one fire 
engine. 

Provision of fire protection services to the project site is evaluated in Chapter 10 of 
the RDSEIR. As stated on page 10-3, Station 9 is the first responding station to calls 
in the WRSP area. As stated on page 10-12, station 5 would provide secondary 
response in the short-term and the future station 8 would provide secondary response 
in the long-term. This secondary response ensures that more than one fire engine is 
available to provide emergency response services in the West Roseville. In addition, 
as discussed on page 10-3 RFD has mutual aid agreements and automatic aid 
agreements with several other fire protection districts and departments in the region. 
As stated on page 10-11, the RFD has indicated that fire protection services in the 
project area would meet all of the City’s requirements – response times will be four 
minutes or less 80% of the time, an ISO rating of 3 will be maintained, and RFD will 
be able to deliver 500 gallons of water per minute to a fire scene. The impacts of the 
project on fire protection services in the project region would be less than significant. 
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VC-7 Commenter Cook summarized anticipated housing development in West Roseville 
and other projects anticipated in the region, such as Placer Ranch and Amoruso 
Ranch. The commenter stated that more commercial development is needed. 

 The cumulative scenario defined and analyzed in Chapter 11 of the RDSEIR includes 
these projects as well as other development within Placer County. The cumulative 
impact analysis considers the contribution of these projects to significant cumulative 
impacts.  
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