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12.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

12.1 OVERVIEW 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (ARSP or 

Proposed Project) was issued on March 1, 2016, and circulated for public review and comment over a 45-

day period that ended on April 15, 2016.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a 

review period of 45-days for EIRs that have been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by 

State Agencies.  (Refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105[a] and Public Resources Code Section 

21091[a].) 

 

During the public review period, the City received eight comment letters on the Draft EIR, of which six 

letters were from State, regional, or local public agencies or service providers, and two letters were from 

individuals. 

 

Table 12-1 provides the following information: (1) a comprehensive list of commenter letters; (2) the 

comment letter number used to identify the commenter; and (3) the page number of this section where 

those comments and responses begin. 

 

The complete text of the written comments, and the City’s responses to those comments is presented in 

this section.  A copy of each comment letter, marked in the margin with the response numbering, is 

followed by its corresponding response(s).  Following the response to comments at the back of this 

section, are meeting notes from the Transportation Commission, Design Commission, Public Utilities 

Commission, Park and Recreation Commission, and Planning Commission. 

 

TABLE 12-1 

LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Comment 
Letter Number 

Commenter Page Number 

1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 12-3 

2 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 12-16 

3 Jim and Gaynell Gleason 12-21 

4 Jan McKinsey 12-46 

5 Western Placer County Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) 12-71 

6 Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) 12-76 

7 Placer County 12-82 

8 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 12-87 

 

 

12.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

In accordance with Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 

21091(d), this section of the Final EIR contains all comments received on the Draft EIR during the public 
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review period, as well as the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments.  Good faith, reasoned, factual 

responses have been provided to all comments received that raise environmental issues.  Detailed 

responses have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue, and a general response has 

been provided where the comment is relatively general.  Where a comment does not raise an 

environmental issue, or expresses the subjective opinion of the commenter concerning the merits of the 

Proposed Project, the comment is noted but no response is provided.  Comments that are outside the 

scope of CEQA review will be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration when deciding whether 

to approve or deny the Proposed Project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 

WILDLIFE (CDFW) 

Response to Comment 1-1 

Comment noted.  The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) role as a responsible agency 

is acknowledged in Section 2.13.2 of the EIR.   

 

Response to Comment 1-2 

This comment recommends using established rare plant survey protocol to identify rare plants that may 

occur on the project site.  The comment also indicates that more than one field visit or field season may 

be necessary to accurately detect the presence of special status plants and indicates drought conditions 

may affect the results of the surveys and produce false results.   

 

As discussed in Section 4.8.2 of the Draft EIR and the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) included 

as Appendix P of the Draft EIR, protocol-level special-status plant surveys of project site were conducted 

during the 2009, 2011, and 2015 bloom seasons (ECORP, 2013a; 2013b; and 2015a).  All surveys were 

conducted in accordance with the Protocol for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native 

Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW, 2000), along with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) protocols.  An analysis of precipitation information 

included as Appendix AA to this Final EIR indicates that that in 2011 rainfall was 130 percent of the 65 

year average (1961‐2015) and 67 percent of average in 2015, and that all surveys were conducted during 

years that fell within the “normal” range of annual precipitation (i.e. within one standard deviation).  Given 

that multiple surveys were conducted within normal precipitation years over a seven year period, and all 

surveys followed USFWS, CDFW, and CNPS protocols, the conclusions in the EIR are well supported by 

scientific evidence.  Further, EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 requires that prior to construction of each 

phase of the project, the Applicant shall consult with USFWS if more than 3 years have passed since the 

latest survey results to determine the need for additional surveys.  Should additional surveys be required, 

they are to be conducted according to CDFW, CNPS, and USFWS protocols.  EIR Mitigation Measure 

4.8-3 also defines performance standards for mitigation protocol should special status plant species be 

identified in subsequent surveys of the project site.  No changes to the EIR conclusions or mitigation 

recommendations are required. 

 

Response to Comment 1-3 

Impacts to special status plant species were addressed in Impact 4.8-3 of the Draft EIR and mitigation 

measures to avoid and minimize impacts are outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.8-3.  Consistent with the 

recommendations of this comment, mitigation requires that populations of special status plants be 

avoided, and if avoidance is not feasible, then additional measures such as seed collection and/or 

transplantation shall be developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies (CDFW and USFWS).  

Dwarf Downingia is not on the CNPS List 1B as indicated in the comment, but is instead on the CNPS 

List 2B.2, which includes plants that are moderately threatened in California, but more common 

elsewhere.  Plants are measured as a population, not as acreage as is the case with wetlands.  Requiring 

a 3:1 acreage mitigation ratio and 10 years of monitoring for this species is not appropriate given that it is 

not listed pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or the California Endangered Species 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/survey_monitor.html
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Act (CESA), there is no available technology for replicating or multiplying seeds from this species, and 

there is no source to purchase additional seeds for this species.  The plant is very small in stature, 

measuring 1-2 inches in size; thus, it is too delicate for direct transplantation and the seeds are 

microscopic.  Guaranteeing survivorship is infeasible due to its annual nature and inability to compete 

with associated native and non-native plant species.  Additionally, Dwarf Downingia populations are often 

found in areas that have been disturbed.  Temporary soil disturbance benefits the species by exposing 

bare soil with seed source and creating gaps in vegetation for the plant to grow into.  If open space areas 

are undisturbed, the plant population will not likely persist for 10 years, which is typical for the species.  

Mitigation measures require that that soil inoculum be collected from the Dwarf Downingia population and 

placed at the offsite created and/or restored wetlands to further the long-term viability of this sensitive 

plant species.  Created and/or restored wetlands will require monitoring according to Section 404 permit 

guidelines and therefore transferred inoculum would be covered under such efforts.  No further mitigation 

is required.   

 

Response to Comment 1-4 

This comment indicates that the EIR should include a figure delineating the areas of the project site that 

are subject to CDFW jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code 1600.   

 

The Draft EIR disclosed the project site’s existing natural features, including wetlands, waters of the U.S., 

streams and creeks, riparian habitat, and special status species located on the project site or for which 

suitable habitat exists on the site (refer to Section 4.8, Figure 4.8-1, and Table 4.8-4 of the Draft EIR).  

The Draft EIR also calculated and disclosed the extent of the Proposed Project’s impacts on these 

features and all biological resources that could be affected by development of the project as proposed, as 

well as feasible mitigation for all such impacts.  CEQA does not require a delineation of CDFW 

jurisdictional features, because a legal determination of the precise extent of CDFW’s jurisdiction over 

resources impacted by the project ultimately lies with the State, not with the City, the lead agency for the 

EIR.  Nonetheless, the City believes that by providing a full discussion of the project site’s existing natural 

features and the extent of the potential impacts on wetlands and other water features and dependent 

species and habitat, the EIR provides the necessary information required under CEQA for CDFW’s 

subsequent decision as a responsible agency on a permit application for a Streambed Alteration 

Agreement.  Fish and Game Code 1602 defines CDFW’s jurisdiction as the “bed, channel, or bank of, any 

river, stream, or lake.”  The project site contains three feature types with beds and banks: 1.92 ac 

intermittent drainage, 0.002 ac ephemeral drainage, and 0.023 ac seasonal creek.  The seasonal creek is 

within the Al Johnson drainage improvements area and will be temporarily impacted.  The intermittent 

drainage and ephemeral drainage are within planned open space; there is potential to affect 0.08 ac of 

intermittent drainage for the crossing of Westbrook Boulevard.   

 

In addition to the EIR’s discussion of wetland impacts and mitigation, a discussion of potential impacts to 

riparian habitat and the need to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW was provided 

under Impact 4.8-8 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.8-8 states that a Streambed Alteration 

Agreement shall be obtained, and then lists specific mitigation measures that must be implemented, 

including, but not be limited to, the use of a bridge and/or culvert for the road crossing, that is large 

enough that wildlife have enough space to pass without having to travel over the road surface, the 

implementation of bank stabilization measures, and/or restoration and revegetation of stream corridor 
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habitat that has been damaged due to the project’s construction.  The City, as lead agency, and CDFW, 

as the responsible agency for issuing the Streambed Alteration Agreement, has oversight and approval to 

ensure that this measure is implemented by the Applicant.  As required under CEQA, the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that will be adopted by the City if the project is approved will 

specify the parties responsible for implementing the mitigation and overseeing and enforcing its 

implementation.  Final road improvement and bridge plans have not been developed at this stage in the 

planning process, thus the precise area of impact cannot be calculated and exact the timing of 

improvements is unknown.  The Streambed Alteration Agreement shall identify the final mitigation plan 

and ratio of restored habitat for each acre removed based upon final engineering plans.   

 

Response to Comment 1-5 

It is the responsibility of the City as the lead agency to ensure the mitigation measures are implemented 

in accordance with the adopted MMRP for the Proposed Project.  If responsible agencies do not issue the 

necessary approvals and permits required to implement the Proposed Project, the project will not move 

forward.  Refer to Response to Comment 1-4.  Biological mitigation measures acknowledge that permits 

would be required from responsible agencies, and also identify minimum specific mitigation requirements 

and performance standards that must be implemented to avoid impacts.  Off-site mitigation properties 

were clearly identified in the EIR and potential impacts were addressed in the document – see Figure 4.8-

2 and Impact 4.8-3 regarding potential impacts to rare plant populations. 

 

In the recent California Supreme Court decision, Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line 

Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, a petitioner made a similar argument against mitigation 

adopted by the defendant agency, contending that the respondent agency’s adopted mitigation for 

potential off-site parking impacts was not enforceable because it depended on the cooperation of 

municipal agencies having jurisdiction over parking in the vicinity of the proposed project. The Court 

disagreed with the petitioner’s argument that this conclusion violated CEQA, finding that while the 

respondent agencies “cannot guarantee local governments will cooperate to implement permit parking 

programs or other parking restrictions, the record supports the conclusion these municipalities ‘can and 

should’ (Pub. Resources Code § 21081, subd. (a)(2)) do so.”  Here, because of the mitigation measures 

that contemplate the need for future approvals or agreements with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE), USFWS, and CDFW as a means to reduce significant biological impacts to a less than 

significant level, the City finds that the post-mitigation conclusions are reasonable and supported by 

substantial evidence.  The wetlands avoidance/mitigation plan and permits required from these other 

agencies are within the scope of their jurisdiction and authority to approve and the purpose of the 

anticipated interaction with these agencies is to reduce impacts on the resources regulated by these 

agencies to a less than significant level pursuant to the respective laws and regulations governing the 

affected resources and agencies.  If the permit applications and plans comply with the resource agencies’ 

regulations and guidance, they can and should be approved.  If a permit is not issued, the approvals will 

not be issued, and the project will not be allowed to move forward.  The project is conditioned to obtain 

regulatory approvals before the City would allow development to move forward.  Therefore, the 

conclusions in the EIR that these mitigation measures would be effective and enforceable are based in 

evidence and applicable law. 
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Response to Comment 1-6 

Comment noted.  Impacts to nesting birds and raptors were addressed in Impact 4.8-6 of the EIR.  In 

response to the suggestions in this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.8-6 has been revised to require that 

nest surveys be conducted within 3 days prior to start of construction activities, and that surveys be re-

conducted if there is a break in construction activities lasting more than 2 weeks.  Additional performance 

standards have been added to Mitigation Measure 4.8-6 consistent with the recommendations of this 

comment.  It should be noted that the EIR indicates that the nesting season starts on February 1st, which 

is more conservative than CDFW’s recommendation of February 15th. 

 

Response to Comment 1-7 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that burrowing owls occur within the project site and recommends 

appropriate mitigation measures in accordance with the requirements of CDFW’s Staff Report on 

Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW, 2012).  Because the timing of construction activities is not known, it 

may not be feasible to conduct three surveys with one survey occurring after June prior to initiating site 

work during each phase.  Therefore, the Draft EIR mitigation requires that a take avoidance survey be 

conducted in accordance with the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW, 2012).  Appendix D 

of the Staff Report states “Field experience from 1995 to present supports the conclusion that it would be 

effective to complete an initial take avoidance survey no less than 14 days prior to initiating ground 

disturbance activities using the recommended methods described in the Detection Surveys section 

above”.  Passive relocation of owls is outlined as a type of exclusion within the Staff Report on Burrowing 

Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012).  Mitigation Measure 4.8-6 has been revised to clarify that a Burrowing Owl 

Exclusion Plan shall be developed in accordance with CDFW guidance.  The plan will acknowledge 

onsite preservation that includes suitable owl habitat.   

 

Loss of burrowing owl foraging habitat is addressed under Impacts 4.8-6 and 4.8-7 of the EIR.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8-7 would reduce the impacts from loss of foraging habitat to a 

less-than-significant level by protecting 591.3 acres of similar habitat in southwestern Placer County in 

perpetuity.  This will be accomplished via on-site preservation of 91.4 acres and through the preservation 

of 499.9 acres of grassland communities within the three off-site Mitigation Properties, which provide 

suitable burrowing owl habitat, in proximity to the project site, and within the same watershed.  As 

discussed in the BRA included as Appendix P of the Draft EIR, burrowing owls have been observed 

within the Mourier West Property, shown on Figure 4.8-2. 

 

The comment asserting that the EIR may need to be recirculated if any new burrowing owl colonizes the 

project site after the CEQA document has been adopted is an inaccurate statement of the law.  

Recirculation is required if significant new information is added to an EIR after it has been circulated but 

before it is certified.  After an EIR is certified, no subsequent or supplemental EIR shall be required unless 

(a) there is a further discretionary approval required; and (b) there is substantial evidence of new or more 

severe significant impacts due to project changes, changed circumstances, or new information which was 

not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified.  Because this EIR already 

identifies potentially significant impacts to burrowing owls and proposes mitigation to reduce those 

impacts to a less than significant level, a discovery at some point in the future of any new burrowing owl 
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colonies within the project area would not constitute changed circumstances prompting subsequent 

analysis under CEQA. 

 

Response to Comment 1-8 

Comment noted.  The Draft EIR disclosed the project site’s existing natural features, including the 

potential for State listed special status species or suitable habitat to occur within the project site (refer to 

Section 4.8).  The Draft EIR also calculated and disclosed the extent of the Proposed Project’s impacts 

on these species, as well as feasible mitigation for all such impacts.  The City believes that by providing a 

full discussion of the project site’s existing biological resources and the extent of the potential impacts on 

species and habitat, the EIR provides the necessary information required under CEQA for CDFW’s 

subsequent decision on a take permit application, should one be required.  

 

Response to Comment 1-9 

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8 and BRA included as Appendix P, there are no known nesting 

colonies and there is no suitable nesting habitat present on the project site for Tri-colored blackbird; 

however, Tri-colored blackbird has been observed foraging within the project site.  Impact 4.8-7, which 

addresses loss of foraging habitat for migratory birds, has been revised to clarify that grassland habitat on 

the site also provides suitable foraging habitat for Tri-colored blackbird.  Additionally, the discussion has 

been revised to clarify that off-site mitigation properties provide foraging habitat and support suitable 

nesting habitat and a known nesting colony of Tri-colored blackbird; therefore, implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-7 will reduce potential impacts to foraging habitat for Tri-colored blackbird to less 

than significant.  No additional mitigation is required. 

 

Response to Comment 1-10 

As detailed in Table 4.8-7, the majority of impacted Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within the project 

site is within one-mile of a known nest site and is required to be mitigated for at a 1:1 ratio; only 17.4 

acres is located further than one-mile from a known nest, and thus is proposed to be mitigated at a 0.75:1 

ratio.  These compensatory mitigation requirements are consistent with the published CDFW guidelines 

for mitigation and the City believes this standard provides an appropriate level of compensatory 

mitigation.  The proposed off-site mitigation properties meet CDFW’s criteria for mitigation as follows: 

 

1) Proposed mitigation parcel should be occupied by Swainson’s hawk 

The off-site mitigation parcels are located within 10 miles of an active Swainson’s hawk nest, 

which is the effective foraging range according to the CDFW Guidelines. Swainson’s hawk have 

been observed over the Mourier West and Skover properties located approximately three miles 

west of the project site.  Further these properties are immediately north of the City’s 1,700-acre Al 

Johnson Wildlife Area.  Therefore, substantial land is available proximate to the project site to 

provide adequate land for Swainson’s hawks.   

2) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be in close proximity to the impact sites 

The offsite parcels are located within three-miles of the project site, well within the effective 

foraging range of Swainson’s hawk. 

3) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should contain at least the same quality or better of suitable 
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foraging habitat than habitat impact sites 

The offsite parcels are a combination of former agricultural fields, now fallow, and annual 

grassland.  It is well documented that Swainson’s hawk in the Central Valley regularly forage in 

agricultural lands, even more so than annual grasslands. Therefore, the offsite lands will be of 

equal or greater foraging habitat value. 

4) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be connected to other protected habitat thereby 

contributing to a larger habitat preserve 

The offsite mitigation parcels are over 200 acres in size and situated within an agricultural or 

open space landscape. The matrix of various land‐uses of agriculture and open space contributes 

to the high foraging habitat quality of the region.  As indicated in number 1 above, they are 

immediately north of the City’s 1,700 acre Al Johnson Wildlife Area, which would provide 

substantial connectivity and enlarge an existing open space area.   

5) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be outside of areas identified for urban growth 

The offsite mitigation parcels are outside the proposed urban growth areas, as shown in Placer 

County Conservation Plan (PCCP) Resource Acquisition areas zoned for agricultural use 

6) Foraging habitat mitigation sites should be managed in perpetuity as foraging habitat 

As required by mitigation, the off-site mitigation properties will be managed in perpetuity for 

multiple species, including Swainson’s hawk, as open space within a matrix of agriculture and 

adjacent open space lands. 

7) CEQA Lead Agencies should be supportive 

The City, as the lead agency for the project, is supportive of the mitigation approach.  The 

Swainson’s hawk Grassland Habitat Mitigation Plan to be developed will be subject to City review 

and approval.  

8) Regional conservation efforts should be supportive 

Use of the proposed mitigation properties will not conflict with regional conservation efforts. 

 

The City is not a participating party in the PCCP.  Although, the Proposed Project may participate and 

may be included in the PCCP as a special entity, this planning document is still in draft form, and its 

recommendations have not been approved and adopted.  As explained above, however, the offsite 

mitigation lands proposed for the Project include high-quality Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, and the 

off-site mitigation land is within the area targeted for conservation under the draft PCCP. 

 

Response to Comment 1-11 

The commenter’s characterizations of the Planning Agreement under the PCCP are incorrect. The 

Planning Agreement does not contain a mandate to perform a “consistency” review.  A “party” to the 

Agreement must request such a review and the City of Roseville is not a party.  While the City 

understands that an amendment is being considered, the Planning Agreement expired on December 1, 

2015, and pursuant to Section 9.6, it is not currently in effect. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 FROM CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER 

QUALITY CONTROL BOARD (CVRWQCB) 

Response to Comment 2-1 

The information provided by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) is 

noted.  An analysis of the potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality from the development of 

the Proposed Project is provided in Section 4.12 and 4.13 of the EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 FROM JIM AND GAYNELL GLEASON 

Response to Comment 3-1 

As noted by the commenter, the City provided the commenter with a copy of the draft Drainage Master 

Plan dated February 2015 for their review and comment, as part of the consultation effort to address the 

commenter’s concerns.  This consultation included letters, phone calls, and in person meetings with both 

City staff and technical experts, both at the Gleason Property and the City offices.  Since the receipt of 

the letter dated May 8, 2015 (“May 2015 Gleason Letter”), which provided comments on the February 

2015 Master Plan, the City and applicant have undertaken additional analysis and efforts to address the 

comments raised.  The conclusions of these efforts are provided in the Draft EIR and the Drainage 

Master Plan dated February 2016, included as Appendix I of the Draft EIR.  Refer to response to 

comments below regarding how the Final EIR addresses the concerns raised by the commenter. 

 

Response to Comment 3-2 

Impact 4.1-3 does not conclude that the Proposed Project is incompatible with adjacent agricultural uses.  

Rather, the analysis concludes that the approximately 60-foot wide linear open space parcel (AR-98) 

located along the western project site boundary, which includes an approximately 50- foot or greater,  

open channel drainage facility, with a post and cable or tubular steel fence placed on both sides of the 

channel and landscaping on the east of the channel, would prevent pedestrian access and provide a 

buffer with adjacent agricultural uses; thereby preventing disturbance to agricultural activities.  

Additionally, the analysis notes that the distance of proposed residences from the western property line 

(at least 100 feet) would limit potential disturbance of proposed residences from agricultural uses to the 

west.  The analysis concludes that impacts associated with compatibility with agricultural uses are less-

than-significant, and, therefore, mitigation measures are not required under CEQA.  Please refer to 

Response to Comments 3-3 and 3-5 regarding specific comments on the accuracy of the impact 

analysis. 

 

Section 2.12 of the EIR summarizes the types of disclosures that will be provided to buyers and 

occupants of residential property in the project site to ensure that future residents are adequately notified 

regarding certain existing land uses.  While Section 2.12 does not refer to the Gleason Ranch by name, it 

does refer to the agricultural uses to the west of the project site and, therefore, does not omit Gleason 

Ranch from the discussion.  Referring to the Gleason Ranch by name is not necessary or pertinent to the 

referenced discussion.  The EIR does not include a Section 2.35; therefore, no response can be given 

regarding the content of that section. 

 

Response to Comment 3-3 

It should be noted that it is the Lead Agency who prepares environmental documents under CEQA, not 

the applicant.  As described in Section 1.5, the City of Roseville is the Lead Agency for the Proposed 

Project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the Proposed Project.  The City bases the 

analysis in the EIR on information that is available and provided to it.  In response to the information 

provided by the commenter, the EIR has been revised to clarify that the current cattle grazing operation 

on the Gleason Ranch occasionally includes the aerial application of herbicides and fertilizers.  

Additionally, a discussion of the application practices for minimizing offsite drift required by the California 
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Department of Pesticide Regulation, who oversees the County Agricultural Commissioners who carry out 

and enforce pesticide and environmental laws and regulations locally, has been added to the EIR.  

Compliance with these practices would minimize the potential for nuisance at proposed residences, which 

would be located a minimum of 100 feet from the western property line. 

 

Regardless of the current use of herbicides and fertilizers, the existence of a buffer and other design 

solutions to prevent pedestrian access to adjacent agricultural uses would continue to prevent 

disturbance to agricultural activities, resulting in a less-than-significant impact (See Impact 4.1-3 and 

Response to Comment 3-2).   

 

Response to Comment 3-4 

Impact 4.1-3 has been revised to clarify that there will be a “deed disclosure” rather than a “deed 

restriction” consistent with the discussion in Section 2.12 of the EIR.  Additionally, Sections 2.12 and 4.1 

of the EIR have been revised consistent with the requirements in the draft Development Agreement to 

clarify that the deed disclosure regarding agricultural uses would be included for all residences within the 

Proposed Project rather than just residences within than 100 feet of the western boundary.   

 

Agricultural activities within unincorporated Placer County, including the Gleason Property, are legally 

protected from nuisance lawsuits by the Placer County Right-to-farm ordinance (County Code 5.24.040) 

which states that “no agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or appurtenances thereof, conducted or 

maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and 

standards, as established and followed by similar agricultural operations, shall be or become a nuisance, 

private or public, due to any changed condition in or about the locality, after the same has been in 

operation for more than one year if it was not a nuisance at the time it began.”  The deed disclosure that 

would be included as a condition of the Proposed Project is consistent with the noticing requirement of 

the Placer County Right-to-farm ordinance (County Code 5.24.040(E)).   

 

Response to Comment 3-5 

As described in Impact 4.1-3 and Response to Comment 3-2, the Proposed Project was found to have a 

less-than-significant impact in regards to compatibility with neighboring agricultural uses; therefore, 

further mitigation measures are not necessary to reduce potential impacts.  Refer to Response to 

Comment 3-4 regarding the potential for nuisance suites against existing or permitted agricultural uses. 

 

Response to Comment 3-6 

The EIR states that the distribution system for the Proposed Project would include one on-site 

groundwater well that is projected to have a delivery capacity of 2.16 to 2.59 mgd or 1,500 to 1,800 gpm, 

not 18,000 gpm as indicated by the commenter.  This well would be designed for both injection and 

extraction as part of the City’s Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Program to augment water supplies 

during “drier” years and as a mechanism to provide operational flexibility.  As described in detail in 

Sections 2.7.1 and 4.12.1 of the EIR, water demand for the Proposed Project would be met through the 

acquisition of 1,500 AFY of treated surface water from the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA).  The 

treated water supply is highly reliable and is expected to have full (100 percent) reliability in all hydrologic 
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conditions (Normal, Single Dry, Multiple Dry water years).  Therefore, the use of groundwater during 

Single Dry and Multiple Dry water years is not anticipated to be needed to serve the Proposed Project.  

However, because groundwater is in the toolkit of potential water sources if needed by the City who will 

be serving the Proposed Project on an interim basis, the potential impacts from use of groundwater 

during dry years was conservatively discussed in Impact 4.12.1-7 of the Draft EIR.  As concluded therein, 

over the life of the Proposed Project (assumed to be 100 years) the amount of banked groundwater 

obtained through the fallowing of Reason Farms is greater than the estimated demands of the City; 

therefore the City has sufficient groundwater supplies if needed during the dry years.  Furthermore with 

the abandonment of the three existing wells onsite, the actual amount of groundwater banked by the City 

each year would be greater. 

 

As discussed therein, as part of the City’s ASR Program, the ASR well proposed as part of the Proposed 

Project would be subject to the same level of monitoring and tracking as the rest of the ASR wells.  The 

ASR Program closely monitors and tracks injection and extraction water (i.e. banking), regardless of 

migration, to ensure no net impacts to the aquifer and therefore increased groundwater supply reliability 

(a stated project purpose of the ASR Program).  The ASR program’s monitoring and tracking was 

previously found to be sufficient to prevent adverse impacts to the groundwater gradient from ASR 

Operations.  Therefore, this was determined to be a less-than-significant impact. 

 

Response to Comment 3-7 

Refer to Response to Comment 3-1 regarding the previous consultation regarding drainage impacts and 

refer to response to comments below regarding how the Final EIR addresses the concerns raised by the 

commenter. 

 

Response to Comment 3-8 

The Drainage Master Plan (Appendix I of the EIR) and Section 4.13 of the EIR acknowledges the flooding 

that currently occurs on the Gleason Property and Toad Hill Ranches during rain events.  City policy is 

that proposed projects maintain pre- and post drainage conditions.  However, recognizing the exiting 

conditions and a desire to help alleviate the situation to the extent feasible, the ARSP Drainage Master 

Plan (Appendix I), including the westerly open channel drainage facility, has been designed to route flows 

away from this ponding area to alleviate the existing flooding issues on the neighboring Gleason Property 

and Toad Hill Ranches.  The westerly open channel drainage facility will connect to University Creek at 

the location where the natural channel ends and the modified trapezoidal channel begins near the 

agricultural area.  Connection at this location will also minimize backwater effects of the existing berm on 

the east side of University Creek discussed by the commenter.  The efficacy of the Drainage Master Plan, 

including the westerly open channel drainage facility, was completed for the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-

year storm scenarios.   

 

Impact 4.13-4 addresses the potential impacts of stormwater run-off from the site.  As described therein, 

in Pre-Project conditions, the water from the Gleason Property and Toad Hill Ranches would eventually 

drain to University Creek downstream from the proposed discharge location.  Therefore, the Proposed 

Project would not change the overall amount of water in the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, although it 

would alter the point at which it enters the creek system.  Small increases in peak flow under Post-Project 
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conditions from the 2- and 10-year events reflect the addition of flows that would normally negatively 

impact off-site properties to the north.  The slight increases in peak flow in the 2- and 10-year storm 

events were determined to potentially result in impacts to off-site flooding or siltation.  Mitigation Measure 

4.13-5 was recommended, which requires the Applicant develop a plan to monitor for erosion attributable 

to the Proposed Project, and to implement measures to remediate and prevent erosion should it occur.  

With implementation, this would be a less-than-significant impact. 

 

Response to Comment 3-9 

As required by the Development Agreement, incremental components of the drainage master plan 

necessary to serve each phase of development will be constructed at the time of such development and 

generally concurrent with roadway improvements.  As described in Response to Comment 3-8, the 

ARSP Drainage Master Plan (Appendix I), including the westerly open channel drainage facility, has been 

designed to route flows away from the Toad Hill Ranches on Amoruso Way to alleviate the existing 

flooding issues.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a beneficial impact on Toad Hill Ranches 

and Gleason Property in regards to flooding and there is no potential for impacts as a result of “delayed” 

mitigation or improvements.   

 

Response to Comment 3-10 

No response required regarding impacts to the Gleason Property from the northwest.  That area is under 

the jurisdiction of Placer County and would not be affected by the Proposed Project.   

 

Response to Comment 3-11 

The Pleasant Grove Retention Basin Project at the Al Johnson Wildlife Area is a planned, programmed 

improvement and the City is currently collecting fees through its Regional Flood Control Program to fund 

its construction.  Developer fees are collected at the time of building permit issuance; the City has yet to 

collect the necessary funding from several developments, including the Sierra Vista Specific Plan and 

Creekview Specific Plan, that have been approved but not issued building permits.  However, it should be 

noted that projects that have not been constructed do not generate a need for storage at the Pleasant 

Grove Retention Basin; therefore, their mitigation for any increase in volumetric flows has not been 

delayed.  Similar to previous projects, Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 would require Proposed Project to be 

annexed into the City’s Drainage Fee District and pay the Pleasant Grove Drainage fee to the City prior to 

the approval of each building permit, which would cover the cost of retention for the Proposed Project’s 

contribution to the need to construct the Pleasant Grove Retention Basin Project.  The annexation and 

payment of fees is also outlined in the Development Agreement between the Applicant and the City.  

Because the Pleasant Grove Retention Basin Project is a programmed project with a funding mechanism 

to address downstream volumetric flooding impacts as a result of cumulative development, the 

requirement for the Proposed Project to contribute a fair share payment towards this improvement is not 

considered illegally deferred mitigation. 
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Response to Comment 3-12 

No response required regarding the allegation that any deficiencies in the draft Drainage Master Plan 

were due to the commenters’ request for the document.  This comment does not raise an environmental 

issue. 

 

No response required regarding the potential disincentive for the applicant to consider potential mitigation 

measures that may impact design.  This comment expresses the subjective opinion of the commenter.  

The Drainage Master Plan for the Proposed Project effectively drains the stormwater from the project site, 

including redirecting stormwater away from the Gleason Property and Toad Hill ranches, thereby reducing 

flooding in those areas.   

 

As described in Impact 4.13-4, the Proposed Project would slightly increase peak flow rates during the 2- 

and 10-year storm events along a stretch of University Creek which may lead to increased siltation and 

erosion.  This increase in flow is caused by the Proposed Project diverting existing flows that currently 

flood neighboring parcels and routing them south to University Creek.  Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 requires 

the Applicant develop a plan to monitor for erosion attributable to increased flows in University Creek as a 

result of the Proposed Project, and to implement measures to remediate and prevent erosion should it 

occur.  After mitigation, the impacts due to the increases in 2- and 10-year peak flows are reduced to 

less-than-significant levels.  No other mitigation associated University Creek was determined to be 

necessary. 

 

As described in Section 2.8.2 of the EIR and noted by the commenter, the proposed open channel 

concept for routing water would be dirt-lined, which may provide some additional infiltration.  However, in 

order to provide a more conservative analysis, Appendix B of the Drainage Master Plan does not count 

the channels as a separate land use type within the overall impervious percentage calculations.  The 

infiltration rates assumed for the post-project hydrology analysis are included in Appendix B of the 

Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Drainage Master Plan included as Appendix I of the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment 3-13 

As described in the Drainage Master Plan (Appendix I of the EIR), without Placer Parkway design details, 

including stormwater conveyance associated with the Placer Parkway, it is not possible at this time to 

include stormwater conveyance facilities within the ARSP Area that will accommodate the unknown future 

conditions with a built-out Placer Parkway.  However, the design of the stormwater facilities within the 

ARSP Area have been proposed so that they can readily be modified, integrated and/or work 

collaboratively with the ultimate Placer Parkway drainage system when the design is fully developed and 

advanced beyond its current preliminary status of alignment reservation.  In order to accommodate for the 

potential flows from Placer Parkway, the drainage analysis presented in the Drainage Master Plan 

includes Placer Parkway under developed conditions, i.e. increased impervious area, without exact 

design details. 

 

Response to Comment 3-14 

No response required.  This comment expresses the subjective opinion of the commenter. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 FROM JAN MCKINSEY 

Response to Comment 4-1 

 The City agrees with the commenter that new development should help pay for the local and regional 

road improvements needed to support the additional traffic generated by each new development project.  

In order to facilitate fee payments by new development, the City currently participates in six traffic 

mitigation fee (TMF) programs to fund Capital Improvement Programs (CIPs) in Roseville and South 

Placer.  The funding for those improvements is nexus based and is designed to fund each of the 

improvements included within the following programs: City of Roseville TMF, Highway 65 Joint Powers 

Authority (JPA), South Placer Regional Transportation Agency (SPRTA), City/County Baseline Road Fee 

Program, Tier II Placer Parkway Fee, and Placer County TMF.  These programs and the projects 

associated with them are described in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR.  The TMFs for these six programs are 

determined based on fee calculations specific to the program, which are generally subject to adjustments 

based on certain conditions including, but not limited to, current construction cost estimates, updated land 

use projections, new approvals for major land use projects, and improvements that have been completed.   

 

As shown in Table 12-2, the estimated TMFs that would be collected from the buildout of the Proposed 

Project are approximately $47,252,267.  Of this amount, approximately $1,021,522 would be put towards 

the Highway 65 JPA, which intends to construct interchanges along Highway 65 at Galleria/Stanford 

Ranch, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and Sunset Boulevard based on 2025 development levels.  

Additionally, a portion of the fees paid by the Proposed Project to SPRTA would be applied to the 

widening of Highway 65.  These estimated fee revenues are based on those of the Creekview Specific 

Plan and are subject to change and/or annual inflationary adjustments.  Per the various agreements that 

established the TMF programs, the payment of fees in lieu of improvements has been determined to be 

an acceptable mitigation for any impacts caused by a project. 

 
TABLE 12-2 

AMORUSO RANCH GROSS TRAFFIC MITIGATION FEES 

TMF Program Gross Fee Total Fees 

City TMF $6,711 $21,902,342 

Highway 65 JPA $313 $1,021,522 

SPRTA Regional $912 $2,976,349 

City/County $656 $2,142,259 

SPRTA Tier II Res. $6,332 $16,228,620 

SPRTA Tier II Ind. $1,727 $127,155 

SPRTA Tier II Com. $3,432 $2,152,337 

SPRTA Tier II Univ. $1,157 - 

Placer County TMF $215 $701,684 

Total $15,140 $47,252,267 

Note: These estimated fee revenues are based on those of the Creekview Specific 
Plan and are subject to change and/or annual inflationary adjustments. 
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2016b. 
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In regard to the commenter’s concern that insufficient fees have been collected from new development, it 

should be noted that the TMFs for these six programs are collected by the participating agencies at 

building permit issuance, not at the time of project approval.  Because building permits have not been 

issued for much of the development planned in the specific plan areas identified by the commenter 

(Sierra Vista and Creekview) the TMFs have not yet been collected.  Upon issuance of the all the building 

permits for a specific plan area, sufficient TMFs will have been collected to mitigate for any impacts 

caused by the project.  It is very costly to develop a plan area.  Traffic fees are only one component that 

must be financed.  

 

In regard to the El Dorado County’s impact fees being higher than the City of Roseville fees, because El 

Dorado County naturally has different CIPs that would result in different costs and different expectations 

on new development, the adequacy of the two impact fees cannot be compared.  The City’s TMFs have 

been determined to be sufficient to assess the fair-share cost to each of the City’s 17 fee districts based 

on their impact on the individual roadways from new development.  Information on the City’s TMF 

Program can be found on the City’s website1.   

 

The commenter’s opinion that the current TMFs are too low is noted; however, as discussed above and in 

Section 4.3 of the EIR, these TMFs have been determined to be sufficient by the participating agencies. 

 

Response to Comment 4-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment 8-2 regarding the Blue Oaks/Washington Boulevard/SR 65 SB 

interchange. 

 

As described in Section 4.3 of the EIR, the widening of Highway 65 is included in the SPRTA TMF.  The 

widening would occur from 0.5 miles northwest of Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road to Lincoln 

Boulevard, including widening at the Blue Oaks Boulevard and Highway 65 interchange.  Information on 

the widening of Highway 65 can be found on the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) 

Website.2  The Highway 65 JPA has funded interchanges along Highway 65 at Galleria/Stanford Ranch, 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and Sunset Boulevard. Remaining phases of those interchanges, where 

applicable, will be constructed by Highway 65 JPA fees collected on new development, including the 

ARSP. No new interchange is planned at the Blue Oaks Boulevard and Highway 65 interchange.  

Development of the Blue Oaks Boulevard and Highway 65 interchange cannot be included when 

calculating the SPRTA TMF because it is not currently approved to be funded under this program.   

 

Response to Comment 4-3 

As stated in the City’s General Plan, the City strives to provide level of service (LOS) C at all intersections 

within Roseville; however, there may be certain intersections where the City decides that the “impacts 

and/or costs of the required improvements exceed the benefits of having LOS ‘C’ for all hours of the day” 

(City of Roseville, 2014).  This may be due to existing development in the vicinity of the intersection and 

                                                      
1 Information on the City’s TMF Program can be accessed by going to 

http://www.roseville.ca.us/gov/development_services/engineering_land_development/transportation_planning/traffi
c_mitigation_fee_program.asp.  

2 Information on the widening of Highway 65 can be accessed by going to http://pctpa.net/projects/sr65widening/.   

http://www.roseville.ca.us/gov/development_services/engineering_land_development/transportation_planning/traffic_mitigation_fee_program.asp
http://www.roseville.ca.us/gov/development_services/engineering_land_development/transportation_planning/traffic_mitigation_fee_program.asp
http://pctpa.net/projects/sr65widening/
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right-of-way limitations that make intersection improvements infeasible or undesirable.  For this reason, 

the City’s General Plan Policy was structured to allow flexibility where improvements are infeasible or 

undesirable.  Exceptions to the LOS C rule are made based on criteria established in the Circulation 

Element of the General Plan.  A goal of the Circulation Element is to promote the “safe, efficient, and 

reliable movement of people and goods,” and LOS policies are designed to be consistent with this goal. 

 

The commenter is correct that the City Council granted the ability to defer collecting impact fees for the 

Sierra Vista and Creekview specific plans.  However, as fees are collected at the time building permits are 

issued and little to no building permits have been issued for these projects to date, no payments of fees 

have actually been deferred at this time.  Regardless, it is currently the City’s policy not to allow 

deferment of traffic impact fees; therefore, this option would not be available to the Proposed Project and 

fees will be paid prior to issuance of building permits.   

 

Response to Comment 4-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1 regarding the six TMF programs that the City currently 

participates in and the fees that are estimated to be collected at the buildout of the Proposed Project.  As 

noted therein, the TMFs for these six programs are determined based on fee calculations specific to the 

program, which are generally subject to adjustments based on certain conditions including, but not limited 

to, current construction cost estimates, updated land use projections, new approvals to major land use 

projects, and improvements that have been completed.   

 

Response to Comment 4-5 

The Proposed Project has been designed to accommodate the future development of Placer Parkway.  

The Proposed Project sets aside approximately 49 acres for the Placer Parkway corridor and the right-of-

way for this planned facility.  As described in Section 2.6.1 of the EIR, within the project site, both 

Westbrook Boulevard and Road G are proposed to cross Placer Parkway.  Road G, a two-lane residential 

roadway, is proposed to be an underpass to Placer Parkway, and Westbrook Boulevard would be an at-

grade intersection with Placer Parkway.  As Road G is designed as an underpass, it would not affect the 

design or operation of the proposed Placer Parkway.  While not a part of the proposed Placer Parkway 

Tier 1 Project, the Revised Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR prepared by PCTPA analyzed as 

an alternative, an interchange within the northeast area of the project site based on an extension of Dowd 

Road southerly from the City of Lincoln.  The Dowd Road extension would potentially connect to the 

proposed Westbrook Boulevard alignment within the project site.  Accordingly, the Proposed Project has 

set aside land for a potential future grade separated interchange of Placer Parkway and Westbrook 

Boulevard.  As no other interchanges or accesses to Placer Parkway within the project site were 

considered within the Tier 1 Placer Parkway EIR, none are proposed as part of the Proposed Project.  

The parallel road to Placer Parkway recommended by the commenter is not necessary. 

 

As concluded within Impact 4.1-1, land uses proposed in the project site will not impact the alignment of 

Placer Parkway or otherwise conflict with this proposed transportation project.  A detailed discussion of 

the interface of Placer Parkway with proposed land uses within the project site is provided in Appendix D 

of the EIR.  No additional buffers are required beyond what is currently designed as part of the Proposed 

Project. 
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There are currently no plans for light rail or other mass transit system to be extended through the project 

site. 

 

Response to Comment 4-6 

As described in Sections 2.7.1 and 4.12.1 of the EIR, the City’s General Plan requires new development 

areas to: 1) use surface water as their primary source of water supply; and 2) if surface water is not 

available from the City’s Water Supply Portfolio, the project proponent must acquire additional surface 

water supplies to meet the projected demands.  In accordance with the General Plan, the City plans to 

enter into a wholesale agreement between the City and PCWA for the acquisition of treated water.  Per 

Mitigation Measure 4.12.1-1, this agreement must be in place prior to the approval of any building permits 

within the ARSP.  The treated water supply from PCWA is highly reliable and is expected to have full (100 

percent) reliability in all hydrologic conditions (Normal, Single Dry, Multiple Dry water years).  In the 

unlikely event that the City is unable to negotiate an agreement with PCWA for water to serve ARSP, 

water will have to be obtained through another source.  If this occurs, additional environmental review 

would be required.  Therefore, the Proposed Project is not dependent on the conservation efforts of 

existing residents. 

 

Response to Comment 4-7 

As described in Impact 4.11-1, based on a desired ratio of 1.2 officers per 1,000 residents, approximately 

9 new officers would be required to serve the Proposed Project.  More administrative staff would be 

needed to support the additional police force.  Expansion of the Police Headquarters was determined to 

not be needed for the additional police staff and is not proposed as part of the Proposed Project.  

Revenues generated by sales tax and property taxes associated with development of the Proposed 

Project would increase the City’s General Fund, a portion of which could pay for the additional law 

enforcement personnel needed to serve the Proposed Project.  Additionally, the Development Agreement 

requires in Section 3.20 payment into a Municipal Services Community Facilities District (CFD) that will 

fund needed police and fire services in the ARSP, in addition to funding of capital facilities through the 

City Public Facilities Fee and Fire Tax Equivalent Fee. 

 

Response to Comment 4-8 

As described in Section 11.1, a hardcopy of the Draft EIR was made available at the Martha Riley 

Community Library, which is open on Saturdays and after 5 pm on Monday through Wednesdays. 

 

Response to Comment 4-9 

Comments noted.  No response is required for the expression of opinions. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 FROM WESTERN PLACER WASTE MANAGEMENT 

AUTHORITY (WPWMA) 

Response to Comment 5-1 

The information provided by the Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) regarding its 

operations and facilities is noted.  No response required. 

 

Response to Comment 5-2 

The comment recommends that the City compute waste generation estimates for the Proposed Project 

based on disposal rates reported by Calrecycle.  As described in Section 4.12.4.2 of the EIR, solid waste 

generation, disposal, and Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) recycling rates were calculated based on 

actual 2012 data for the City, including data obtained from WPWMA.  This methodology is consistent with 

the analysis conducted for previous specific plans (i.e. Creekview Specific Plan and Sierra Vista Specific 

Plan).  In response to comments provided by WPWMA, the City has conducted subsequent review of this 

data and corrected several errors in Table 4.12.1-1, 2012 Solid Waste Generation Detail, and Table 

4.12.4-2, Solid Waste Generation, Disposal and Diversion Rates, of the Final EIR.  As shown therein, 

based on corrected data from 2012, the solid waste generation rate for the City is 6.5 lbs/person/day, the 

disposal rate (at Western Regional Sanitary Landfill [WRSL] only) is 3.9 lbs/person/day, and the MRF 

recycling rates is 1.4 lbs/person/day.   

 

Regarding the recommendation that the City compute the waste generation estimates based on 

CalRecycle figures, because the 4.1 lbs/person/day disposal rate reported by CalRecycle includes solid 

waste disposed of at locations other than WRSL and includes disposal by self-haulers, the 3.9 

lbs/person/day rate is considered a more accurate estimate for purposes of this analysis.  A note has 

been added to Table 4.12.4-1 acknowledging the discrepancy.  Additionally, the disposal rate reported by 

CalRecycle does not include a breakdown of direct recycling, MRF recycling, or 

greenwaste/compost/constriction & demolition; therefore, the use of the rates in Table 4.12.4-1 allows for 

a more detailed analysis regarding impacts to MRF and other facilities. 

 

Response to Comment 5-3 

This comment is incorrect.  Draft EIR Impact 4.4-5 identifies numerous odor sources in the region in 

addition to the West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) and Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(PGWWTP), including the Rio Bravo biomass plant (located approximately 3.3 miles from the project 

site), Mallard Creek composting facility (located approximately 3.2 miles from the project site), Placer 

Propane (located approximately 3.2 miles from the project site), Thunder Valley Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (located approximately 3.4 miles from the project site), and dairy and chicken farms (located greater 

than 2 miles from project site).  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Placer County Air Pollution Control 

District (PCAPCD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies odor screening distances for these uses of less 

than two miles.  Because these uses are located greater than two miles from the project site, per the 

PCAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, these potential odor sources were determined to not affect a 

significant number of people at the project site.   
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The Odor subsection of the environmental setting described within Section 4.4.2 of the EIR has been 

revised to include a discussion of other regional odor sources. 

 

Response to Comment 5-4 

As discussed in Response to Comment 5-3, the WRSL, PGWWTP, and general agricultural uses are 

the only odor sources within two miles of the project site; therefore, disclosures regarding the other 

potential odor generators in the area is not necessary.   

 

As described in Impact 4.4-5, the EIR found that, due to the proximity of the project site to odor-

generating land uses, it is possible that the Proposed Project could expose sensitive receptors to 

objectionable odors.  Because there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this impact, exposure of sensitive 

receptors to odor nuisances is considered to be a significant and unavoidable impact.  The restriction 

proposed by the commenter including a covenant not to pursue legal action regarding existing 

surrounding land uses and potential compatibility issues, would not reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level; therefore, it has not been included in the EIR and the impact remains significant and 

unavoidable. Such a restriction on the rights of future property owners to bring legal action in defense of 

their rights, including constitutionally protected property rights, is also void as a matter of public policy. 

 

Response to Comment 5-5 

The construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not preclude the ability of the WPWMA to 

expand its operations.  The EIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project will ultimately contribute on 

cumulative level to the need to expand the WRSL.  The discussion of disclosures in Section 2.12 of the 

EIR has been revised to acknowledge the potential for WRSL and MRF to expand in the future.  As 

discussed in Section 2.12 and required by the development agreement, this notice shall be provided to all 

subsequent purchasers of any lots and/or residential units within the project site. 

 

Response to Comment 5-6 

As described in Impact 4.4-5 and Response to Comment 5-4, no feasible mitigation to reduce odor 

impacts were identified and the impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, there 

are no costs associated with mitigating this impact.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 FROM PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION 

CONTROL DISTRICT (PCAPCD) 

Response to Comment 6-1 

Comment noted.  Responses to comments provided by the PCAPCD are provided below.   

 

Response to Comment 6-2 

This comment requests that Mitigation Measure 4.4-1(c), which is a standard PCAPCD mitigation 

measure that requires submittal of an equipment inventory, be revised to include the requirement that 

construction equipment will meet standards for Tier 3 engines and a Level 2 Diesel Particulate Filter 

"consistent with the mitigation included in the air quality analysis".  The actual mitigation measure that 

was accounted for in the air quality model was Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (d), which is a standard PCAPCD 

mitigation measure that states: 

 

Prior to approval of Grading or Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first, the applicant shall provide a 

written calculation to the PCAPCD for approval by the District demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 

horsepower or greater) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased 

and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 

percent particulate reduction as required by CARB [California Air Resources Board].  Acceptable 

options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel products, 

alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they 

become available. 

 

Table 6 of Appendix N of the Draft EIR (page 13) indicates that the mitigation inputs in CalEEMod include 

the use of off-road equipment with Tier 3 engines and Level 2 diesel particulate filters; however, these 

assumptions were applied in the model to account for the 20% NOx reduction and 45% particulate 

reduction required by Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 (d).  No changes to the standard PCAPCD measures 

have been made in order to allow contractors some flexibility in the methods that they use to achieve the 

required reductions.   

 

Response to Comment 6-3 

PCAPCD’s CEQA Handbook indicates that the 10 lbs/day threshold was established based on the new 

source review requirement, which requires that any stationary source that emits more than 10 lbs per day 

of ROG and NOx must employ best available control technology (BACT).  The District in its Handbook 

therefore recommends any project which emits more than 10 lbs per day should implement mitigation 

measures to reduce cumulative impacts.  Consistent with this requirement, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 

requires that best available and practical approaches are used to reduce operational emissions, unless 

the applicant provides an analysis that demonstrates to the City’s satisfaction that certain measures are 

infeasible or other measures are comparably effective.   

 

As explained further under the heading of Thresholds of Significance in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, 

given that the PCAPCD handbook indicates that the 10 lbs/day threshold is recommended to be used as 

the basis for determining the need for mitigation and not for determining whether or not an impact is 
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significant and warrants the preparation of an EIR, the City (acting as CEQA lead agency) has chosen to 

rely on a two-tier cumulative analysis methodology similar to that adopted by the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  Using this methodology, if a project exceeds 

project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutant emissions for which the region is designated non-

attainment (i.e., exceed the PCAPCD-recommended project threshold of 82 lbs/day for ROG or NOx), 

AND conflicts with the emissions budget of the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP), project 

emissions would be cumulatively considerable.   

 

Direct impacts from operational emissions of criteria pollutants are addressed in Impact 4.4-2, 

consistency with the SIP is addressed under Impact 4.4-6, and cumulative impacts from operational 

emissions are addressed in Impact 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, because 

operational emissions exceed the project level threshold of 82 lbs/day, and emissions associated with the 

Proposed Project are not accounted for in the SIP, cumulative impacts from operational emissions are 

considered significant and unavoidable, despite the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, 

including the requirement to participate in the PCAPCD’s off-site mitigation program.  No changes to the 

mitigation requirements are warranted. 

 

Response to Comment 6-4 

Comment noted.  Option “a” of Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 is provided to clarify that should the applicant 

achieve on-site emission reductions in excess of those calculated in the EIR, the amount of off-site 

mitigation requirements would be reduced accordingly.  No changes to the mitigation requirements are 

warranted. 

 

Response to Comment 6-5 

The development agreement indicates that all applicable mitigation measures in the City’s adopted 

MMRP shall be implemented “as and when the Landowner elects to develop the [project site].” Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-3, which has been incorporated into the City’s MMRP, requires that prior to the issuance of 

building permits and subject to the PCAPCD’s review and approval, the Applicant shall participate in 

PCAPCD’s Off-site Mitigation Program by paying fees equal to the project’s contribution of pollutants 

(ROG and NOx) in excess of the threshold of 82 pounds per day.  The actual amount to be paid shall be 

determined, and satisfied pursuant to current CARB guidelines, at the time of recordation of the Final Map 

or issuance of Building Permits.  Although the estimated payment has been calculated based on current 

rates, the exact amount cannot be determined as the precise timing for each phase of the project 

development is uncertain and fees change over time.  Defining a fee per dwelling unit and essentially 

“freezing” the mitigation obligation at current rates could result in an inadequate level of mitigation for 

future phases of the project. No changes to the mitigation requirements are warranted.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 7 FROM PLACER COUNTY 

Response to Comment 7-1 

As described in Section 6.0 of the Traffic Study for the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (Traffic Study) 

included as Appendix M of the EIR, an separate evaluation of Westbrook Boulevard at Placer Parkway 

was not conducted for two reasons: first, it would be speculative to assume a particular at-grade 

signalized intersection versus grade-separated interchange configuration since no such plans have been 

prepared to date; second, right-of-way is being set aside to ensure an adequate area is available to 

construct the needed infrastructure to achieve acceptable LOS operations under both scenarios. 

 

Response to Comment 7-2 

The City agrees that the increase in traffic at the Fiddyment Road/Sunset Boulevard West intersection is 

a potentially significant impact and also recommends that a traffic signal be installed at that location to 

mitigate this impact to a less-than significant-level.  Because this improvement is not included in an 

existing fee program, the City, on behalf of the applicant, must negotiate in good faith with Placer County 

to identify the fair share funding contribution of the Proposed Project. Section 3.5.15 of the Project’s 

Development Agreement requires payment of the County TMF that will fund, among other improvements, 

the signal at Fiddyment and West Sunset. The commenter’s opinion that the fair share cost of the 

Proposed Project should be 100 percent and that the installation of the signal should occur with the 

development of the Proposed Project is noted.  However, because no fair share fee program has been 

agreed to at this time and the City of Roseville does not have control over improvements on Placer 

County roadways, the City must continue to conservatively assume that, at the time of project approval by 

the City, the impact at Fiddyment Road/Sunset Boulevard West would be significant and unavoidable.  No 

revisions to the EIR are necessary to address this comment. 

 

Response to Comment 7-3 

As discussed in Section 5.0 of the Traffic Study, the widening of Fiddyment Road to four lanes between 

Athens Avenue to Roseville city limits was assumed in place under cumulative conditions because it was 

listed as a Tier 1 (funded) project in the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS).  As is shown on Table 4.3-24 of the 

EIR, project impacts to this segment are significant even with the assumed four-lane widening.  Thus, the 

inclusion versus exclusion of this widening does not materially affect the project’s impacts and mitigation 

measure responsibilities.  No revisions to the EIR are necessary to address this comment. 

 

Response to Comment 7-4 

As was described in Impact 4.1-3, the 60 foot open space buffer area established between the Gleason 

property and the project site and directly adjacent to the western project site boundary would include an 

approximately 50-foot wide open channel drainage facility, with fence placed on both sides of the channel 

that would be either post and cable or tubular steel and adequate landscaping established on the eastern 

portion of the channel.  This fencing is consistent with Goal 7.B.1 and 7.B.3 provided by the County.  

Additionally, residences within the Proposed Project would not be constructed within 100 feet of the 

western boundary.  Potential design solutions for buffering along the western boundary of the project site 
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are shown on Figure B.24 of the Design Guidelines included in Appendix A.  With these project design 

components the City found the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on adjacent 

agricultural land uses. 

 

In regards to Alternatives 2 and 3, as shown on Figures 6-1 and 6-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed land 

use under these alternatives along the western border is LDR as recommended by the commenter.   

 

Response to Comment 7-5 

As described in Section 2.5.2 and Impact 4.1-3, a minimum 6-foot high masonry wall will be constructed 

along the eastern boundary of the project site per the February 2016 Design Guidelines.  Further, as no 

land uses have been identified, it would be speculative to assume anything other than what was planned 

under the Placer Ranch Specific Plan.  With these project design components the City found the 

Proposed Project to be compatible with the current and foreseeable future uses of the Placer Ranch area. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) 

Response to Comment 8-1 

The comment is general in nature and adequately describes the Proposed Project.  No response is 

required. 

 

Response to Comment 8-2 

The Sunset Boulevard/SR 65 interchange was analyzed under Existing Plus Project, 2035 CIP Plus 

Project, and 2035 Cumulative Plus Project scenarios.  As shown in Table 4.3-12, Table 4.3-19, and Table 

4.3-25 of the Draft EIR, both ramp terminal intersections at the SR 65/Sunset Boulevard interchange 

would continue to operate at LOS C or better under all scenarios.  Field observations by Fehr & Peers 

revealed no queuing problems at this interchange, and project-added trips would be modest.  Therefore, 

Proposed Project impacts relating to operations and queuing would not be significant at this interchange. 

 

The Blue Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/SR 65 SB Ramps intersection was analyzed under 

Existing Plus Project, 2035 CIP Plus Project, and 2035 Cumulative Plus Project scenarios.  Table 4.3-8, 

Table 4.3-14, and Table 4.3-21 of the EIR have been revised to clarify that Study Intersection 17 (Blue 

Oaks Boulevard/Washington Boulevard) includes the SR 65 SB ramps.  Under Existing Plus Project and 

2035 CIP Plus Project conditions, the Proposed Project does not cause significant LOS impacts at this 

intersection (Tables 4.3-8 and 4.3-14).  The SR 65 SB off-ramp would not experience any queuing 

spillback issues with the addition of Proposed Project traffic because Proposed Project trips would turn 

right from the channelized, free movement onto westbound Blue Oaks Boulevard (and the adjacent 

through/left turn lanes do not have queuing issues that block access to this lane).  However, impacts to 

this intersection were determined to be significant under 2035 Cumulative conditions (Table 4.3-21).  No 

feasible mitigation was identified for this impact and it was therefore considered significant and 

unavoidable. 

 

The SR 65/Whitney Ranch Parkway interchange was not analyzed under Existing Plus Project conditions 

because it did not exist at the time the Traffic Study was conducted.  The ramp terminal intersections at 

this interchange were not studied under cumulative conditions due to the uncertainty (when the Traffic 

Study was prepared) over what lane configurations and traffic controls would be present, making any 

analysis speculative at that time.  Further, usage of this facility by Proposed Project trips would be 

modest, indicating a low likelihood of any type of impact.  Proposed Project trips are more likely to use the 

SR 65/Blue Oaks Boulevard interchange for regional access to the south and the SR 65/Twelve Bridges 

Drive interchange for regional access to the north (until such time that Placer Parkway is extended 

westerly to Fiddyment Road and beyond, subject to additional funding becoming available).  Therefore, it 

is unlikely that the Proposed Project would have a significant impact on this interchange. 

 

Response to Comment 8-3 

As stated on pages 39 and 40 of the Traffic Study under the State Highway heading, density is not 

reported for LOS F conditions since LOS F operations do not have a corresponding density value that can 

be reported.  However, a minimum density increase of 0.5 would cause an increase in the reported 
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density measurement, since density values are rounded to the nearest integer value.  Through an 

iterative process, Fehr & Peers determined that a 60-vehicle increase to a four-lane freeway operating at 

LOS E would approximately correspond to a 0.5 increase in density.  This methodology is supported by 

substantial evidence and has been used in other recent environmental documents prepared for the City of 

Roseville.  Accordingly, this threshold was used to determine significant impacts at facilities already 

operating at LOS F.  Therefore, freeway facilities already operating at LOS F that were identified as 

having significant impacts under 2035 Cumulative Plus Project conditions met this 60 vehicle threshold, 

while freeway facilities already operating at LOS F that were identified as having less-than-significant 

impacts under 2035 CIP Plus Project conditions did not. 

 

Response to Comment 8-4 

The Amoruso Ranch Drainage Master Plan, included as Appendix I to the EIR, and Impact 4.13-5 

addressed the commenter’s concern.  As discussed therein, development of the ARSP is estimated to 

generate an additional runoff volume of 75.31 acre-feet during an 8-day, 100-year event.  The 75.31 acre-

feet of storage would be provided by the Regional Pleasant Grove Retention Basin Facility at the City’s Al 

Johnson Wildlife Area.  Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 requires the project Applicant to annex into the 

Drainage Fee District and to pay drainage impacts fees for the volumetric storage needs of 75.31 acre-

feet.  With the implementation of this mitigation, this impact was found to be less than significant. 

 

Response to Comment 8-5 

Comment noted.  Per standard practice, the City will review the drainage plans for each development 

within the Proposed Project to ensure they are in compliance with the Drainage Master Plan.   

 

The City has thoroughly reviewed the Amoruso Ranch Drainage Master Plan to ensure that the Proposed 

Project would not adversely impact the ability of the Pleasant Grove Retention Basin Facility to meet 

existing and future obligations to mitigate peak flow and volumetric impacts.  Refer to Response to 

Comment 3-12 regarding potential impacts to University Creek within the Pleasant Grove Retention 

Basin Facility. 

 

12.3 PUBLIC MEETING NOTES 

The following public meeting notes are provided below: 

 

 Planning Commission held on March 10, 2016 

 Transportation Commission held on March 15, 2016 

 Design Committee Meeting held on March 17, 2016 

 Public Utilities Commission held on March 22, 2016 

 Parks and Recreation Commission held on April 11, 2016 

 Planning Commission held on April 14, 2016 
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