


Response to Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier {(Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfine)} {October 28, 2003)

m [Provision of land for a new fire station, a new electrical substation

m Project is fiscally positive o City and will provide $2.3 million annually in engoing contribulions
to City General Fund
SOURCE: Wast Ruseville Specific Plan, Finuncing Flaw, Econamic & Florming Systems, draft, Octeber 15, 2003

Response fo Comment 13

The SACOG Blueprint holding capacity projections identified in the Yeager October 20, 2003, report to
the Placer Board of Supervisors show Roseville’s build out population at 139,429, including the
population generated by development of the WRSP. The WRST provides an appropriate place to develop
housing because it is adjacent to existing City services and infrastructure, which are proximate to jobs in
south Placer County. SACOG projections from 2000 show that the six-county region will grow by 80,000
people by the year 2020 and that employment will almost double in Placer Counly during this period,
with the vasl majority of new jobs being created in the Soulh Placer. The City recognizes Lhat Lo meet the
SACOQG growth projections outlined in the Blueprint Project for Placer County by the year 2050, 141,000
additional units must be provided in Placer County alone. This growth will be accommodated through a
combination of greenfield and infill development. 'The City is an active participant in developing SACOG
Blueprint alternative scenarios to accommodate regional growth in a manner that facilitates transit
options, provides atfordable housing, and preserves open space. The WRSP would provide 8430 market
rate and atfordable residential units that will improve the regional housing stock for all income levels

and, in hurn, help balance the supply and demand for housing in the region.

With respect to intill development, as indicated on page 6-6 of the Final EIR, an Infill Alternative was
considered but rejected as infeasible because most land within the City has been entitled, developed, or
designated as park or open space. Available infill sites within the existing City limits were not large
cnough to accommodate clements of the proposed project, including the proposed park and open space
network, lighl indusirial uses, age-restricted  residential units, and the Village Center, all in a

comprehensively planned land use plan.

‘The City of Roseville is unusual in that it has eight existing Specific Plans and 28 associated development

agreements, which provide entitlements over a large portion of the City. Of the approximate 20,000 acres
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space, business professional, light induslirial, commercial, and Village Center fand uses proposed in the
project. [n addition, the units would be noncontiguous, which would preclude a sense of community and
place that is otherwise provided by a master-planned development. Noncontiguous development of
smaller size do not achieve the project’s objective of providing a master-planned community and
providing the City with public benefits. Further, development of the infill sites is constrained by land use
designations, which would not accommodate the project. Refer to Response to Comment 20-12 for a

discussion of project benefits.

The City is considering proposals to rezone a portion of the North Industrial area to residential use (two
applications arc currently pending: the 140-acres Longmeadow Project and Fiddyvment 44). In addition,
the Cily has senl out Requests for Proposals for consulling firms to examine a Specific Plan for the
Riverside Corridor between Douglas Boulevard and Darling Avenue that could allow some additional
residential use if approved. However, other areas cited by the commenter such as Atlantic and Vernon
already have existing land uses, such as businesses, residences, and other uses. These areas are older and
the infrastructure is not designed to accommodate more intensive development without substantial
upgrades. Moreover, areas zoned industrial near the rail yard are not compalible uses for new residential
development due to noise levels, diesel engines, hazardous materials use, and other activities common to
a rail vard. The City also has fiscal concerns with converling commercial arcas Lo residential use and Lhe
potentially negative effect that would have on the General Fund and the City’s ability to provide
services. In addition, as stated on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 of the Final EIR, the Cily anticipates buildout of
its current residential land use allocation belween 2005 and 2007, Turthermore, a large portion of the
unentitled land includes open space. Devejopment that eliminates open space or parks within the City
would not meet the City’s objectives of providing 9 acres of parks and open space per 1,000 residents. For

these reasons, the Infill Alternative was not considered feasible.

Response tc Comment 14

'The Cortese-Knox-Hertzbers Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 states that, “The Legislature
finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to encourage orderly growth and development which
are essential to the social, fiscal, and economic well-being of the state.” One of the objectives for the
WRSP Area is lo “Provide a logical and orderly extension of the City of Roseville compatible with
surrounding land uses that complements the pattern and intensity of existing development in the City
and provides new benefits to the City.” Similarly, one of the Remainder Area objectives is to “provide a
platform for orderly and systematic future development consistent with General Plan policies, the
Guiding principles, and the natural features of the land.” Both of these objectives are consistent with the
goals of the Cortese-Knox-Tlertzberg Act (and both objectives are found in Section 2.3 [Project Objectives|

of the Final EIR),
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Response to Commenf Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierro Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfine) [October 28, 2003)

The Act recognizes that the “logical formation and determination of local agency boundaries is an
imporlant factor in promoting orderly development and in balancing such development with sometimes
compeling state interests of discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural
Jands, and efficiently extending government services”. Further, as stated in the Act, the Legislaturc
“finds and declares that this policy should be effected by the logical formation and modification of the
boundaries of local agencies, with a preference granted to accommodating additional growth within, or
through the expansion of, the boundaries of those local agencies which can best accommodate and
provide necessary governmental services and housing for person and families of all incomes in the most
efficient manner feasible.” The proposed project is able to provide all necessary governmental services, in
a manner that is fiscally neutral to the City of Roseville, while also providing housing for all income

levels. In this manner, the proposed project is also consistent with the Act.

As reflected in Major Provisions of AB 2838: “The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorquanization
Act of 20007 (Governor's Oftice of Planning and Rescarch, www.opr.ca.gov/planning/I’DFs/
AB2838_summary.pdt, November 8, 2003}, the following arc the major provisions of the Act as it relates
to orderly growth and resource protection, followed by a discussion of the project’s consistency with

those provisions:

® Requires pre-zoning for territory proposed to be annexed to a city to ensure clear knowledge of
plans and potential impacts. The Project Appreouls (provided on page 2-64 of Final EIR) include pre-
zoning of the WRSP area consistentt witl the WRSP land use plan. The zoming identified on the WRSP
land use plan is the pre-zoning request for the purpose of e LAFCO application.

m Requires LAFCO to update spheres ot influence at least onee every five years, As part of the MSR
requirement, LAFCQ is currently reviewing sphere of influence boundaries.

m Requires LAFCO to initiate periodic regional or sub-regional service reviews at least every five
years to determine local government service needs and adequacy. LAFCO is currently undergoing
reviews in compliance with this provision.

m  Requires counties to consult with atfected cities prior to approving any development or land use
change within a sphere of influence. Requires LAFCOs to give “greal weight” to any agreements
reached between cities and counties on development within spheres of influence. The City/County
MOU for the Transition Area, which includes the project site, is a formal agreement Hat was developed to
promete Interagency coovdination and foster cooperative land use planning.

w Requires LAFCOs Lo ensure that a proposal to extend services to previous unserved territory
within an unincorporated arca is consistent with the policies of the Act, including promoting
orderly development, discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural
Jands, providing housing for persons and familics of all incomes, and the efficient extension of
governmental services. As previewsly discussed, objectives for both the WRSP and Remainder Arens
specifically address te need for orderly development. The proposed project preseroes approximately 940

wcres of open space on site and approximately 1,159 acres of open space off site. Witlh respect to prime

Baoocirnl Flap vl BUOMD A
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agricultural lands, a total of 22.4 acves (out of a total of 40.2 acres) of Prime Farmiond would be converted
fo urbmi uses. The entive areq of Prime Farmiland located on site occurs as an “island” located in the

novtheast corner of the project site, surrounded by nrban uses to the east and south, with no contiguous

farmland to the north or west. Mitigation has been provided to redirce this impact to tHhe maxinaum extent

possible, ncluding the provision of 50-foot sethacks to separate agricullural lands from development and a
requirement for off-site acquisition of conservation ensements af a ratie of 1:1 for impacts to prime farmiand.
In terms of housing, of the 8,430 dwelling units, approximately 10 percent are planned to meet affordabilify
criterin for very low— low-, and middie-income houscholds, and parcels in the WRSP Aren would be
destgnated with affordable units. A component of the plan incudes the establishiment of a Village Center,
locating residents, goods, and services tn a compact arer as well as adoption of the pedestrian district
overlay (o promote “smart growth” principles and Hmit “sprawl.” Lastly, the project proposes an efficient
extension of govermmnental services, which will be independently verified by Placer LAFCQO during its
review of tHhe Municipal Services Review.

Defines “prime agricultural lands” more precisely. The area designated as Prime Agricultural Lands in
the WRSP Area is consistent with botlr the Slate Department of Conservation's definition of Prime
Farmland and the refined definition of Prime Farmland provided in the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act. No
Prime Farinland exists according fo both definitions in the Renmminder Aren,

Requires LAFCO to censider existing data on timely availability of water supplies, regional
housing needs, information from landowners, and land use designations in boundary change
decisions. Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) of the Draft EIR indicales that water will be available to service
the proposed development, In reviewing the proposal for armexation, Placer County LAFCO will consider
the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s Regionnl Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region as
well ws the input from affected landowners.

Allows LAFCO, when making a decision, to consider regional growth goals and policies adopted
by a formally established collaboration of local elected officials. As part of Plucer LAFCOs review of
the annexation application, it is within the Agency’s jurisdiction to consider regivnal growth goals and
policies adopted by a formally established collnboration of local elected officials, If such « hody exists ot the

thme of the vevice of the application.

In summary, as demonstrated above, the proposed projecl is consistent with the provisions of the

Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

Response fo Comment 15

The €

ortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 does not reguire that

development be sleered away from Prime Agricultural Land, lnstead, the Act seeks to balance

development with natural resource protection, as further discussed in Response to Comment 20-14. Refer

also 1o Response to Comment 20-14 and 24-32 for a discussion regarding Prime Farmland within the

project site.
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chopter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 16

Governmenl Code section 65352.5 requires a public water system to provide a local governiment agency
wilh waler supply information when the system is notified that the local government is planning
substanlial revisions to its general plan. Because the City here is both the water system and the local
government agency with respect to the project, the City has complied with section 63352.5 by considering
the requisile water supply information in the course of preparing the Draft EIR and the technical reports
on which the Draft EIR was based. The comment is incorrect insofar as it argues that section 633525
requires “timely availability of water supplies”; section 63352.5 includes neither that phrase nor any
similar substantive requirement. In any event, Section 4.11 (Public Utilities) of the Final EIR indicates that
sutticient water supply is available to serve the proposed WRSP project, as well as existing water
demand on the City. This fact is further confirmed in Appendix R (Utikties Technical Memoranda) and

Appendix 5 (Waler Supply Assessment [5B 610 and 221 Analysis]).

Respeonse to Comment 17

Refer to Topical Response D (Affordable Housing) for a discussion of the projecl’s contribulion towards,
or affect on, afferdable housing in the region. Refer to Response to Comment 20-13 for a discussion of an

Infill Alternative.

Response to Comment 18

Refer to Topicai Response G (Water Supply) for a complete discussion of the water supply for the
proposed project, including a discussion of waler reliability and groundwater use. In addition, in
response to the comment provided, the following text will be added as a new paragraph 4 on

page 4.11-16 and 4.11-17 of the Final EIR:

in addition, other statutes that address water supplies include the California Environmental Quality

Act {Public Resources Code 21151.9), the Coriese-Knox-1lertzbery Local Government Reorganization

.and Ilanning and Zoning Law (Government Code

Seclion 653251,

Response to Comment 19

Refer to Topical Response G {Water Supply) for a discussion of existing and proposed water supplics for

the proposed project.

The comment describes water supply planning requirements imposed by statutes other than CEQA.
CLQA, as interpreted by the courts, does not require a lead ageney commil o a parlicular water supply

to serve the proposed project. Rather, an environmental document must identify the candidate waler

West Rosevitie boacid
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sources on which the project may rely and evaluale the reasonably foresecable environmental impacts of
reliance on those sources. 5B 221 {Government Code section 66473.7), cited in the comment, invoelves a
ditterent standard. The determination of whether the project complies with that standard must occur not
when an EIR is prepared, but when a local government agency issues a final subdivision map for the
project. Accordingly, here, it is premature to conclude that the project cannot comply with the SB 221
standard. The comment provides no basis for importing the 5B 221 standard to determine the adequacy

of a CEQA document, which is governed by an existing and well-established body of case law.

As determined by the Water Supply Assessment (WSA), prepared pursuant to Scction 10910 through
10915 of the California Water Code and provided in Appendix S of the Final EIR, the City has established
that adequate waler supplics exisl to serve the proposed project in addition to buildout of the existing
General Plan during single-dry years and multiple dry years. In fact, page 14 of the WSA states that
“Based upon the City’s total projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry vears over
a 20-year projections, as demonstrated by this WSA, the City will have sufficient waler to meel projected
water demands for proposed WRSE in addition to meeting the exisling service arca’s planned Nhuture

demands. This determination is based on the information provided in this WSA.”

The WSA requires an evaluation of existing water supply entitlements, water rvights, or waler service
contracts held by the water supplier or relevant to the identified waler supply for the proposed project. Tf
the public water supplier includes groundwater supplies, the W5A must describe all groundwater basins
from which the proposed project will be supplied. If the WSA concludes thal addilional waler supplics
are necessary, lhe public water supplier must submit plans for acquiring the additional water supplies,
selling forth the measures that are being undertaken to acquire and develop those supplies. The future
water supply projects and programs discussion may be based upon proposed methods of financing,
estimated costs, Information related to federal, state, and local permits, and the estimaled timeframes
within which the public water system expects to be able to acquire the additional supplies. The WSA
assessment does not require a determination thal existing supplics alone are sufficient to provide water
to a proposed project. Therefore, the WSA for the proposed project fully evaluates the use of both

existing and future sources of waler, including the reliability of any future sources of water,

The water supply strategy for the WRSP, as described in the Tina! EIR, the technical documents on which
it is based, and Topical Response G {(Water Supply), meels the 5B 221 slandard. Those documents
provide substantial evidence supporting the City's conclusion thal a sufficienl waler supply exists to
serve the WRSP in addition to other City demand, even in dry years, The spoecific documenlalion
required by SB 221 and SB 610 {e.g., “written conlracts or other proof of valid rights to supplics”) ciled in

the comment is not relevant to the adequacy the CEQA analysis.

13-174



Response to Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter {Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Sociefy (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

As demonstrated in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Seclion VILa), cxisting surface water
entitlements of 35,700 AFfyr can meet the City’s wet year demands 51,620 AF, leaving a surplus surface
water supply of 4,080 AF. In addition, the City has provisions in place to receive up to 39,800 AT/yr of
supply in the driest years. Specifically, Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IT} indicales thal
during dry, drier, or driest years, the City’s maximum diversion will decrease from 54,900 AF/vr to
39,800 AF/yr with PCWA’s Middle Fork Project providing replacement water to the river equivalent to
Roseville’s diversions abouve baseline conditions (1993 levels of diversion =19,800 AF/vr plus 20,000 AT/vr
resulting from an agreement with PCWA to re-operate their Middle Fork Project reservoirs). However, il
is acknowledged that in certain extreme conditions, or potenlially in successive dry years, it is possible,
although highly unlikely, that Roseville’s diversion from the American River could drop below 39,800
AF/fyr. The likelihood of this scenario is remote, but if it should occur, Roseville would be required to

supplement water supplics with groundwater, recycled water, and additional conservation measures.

As discussed on pages 4.11-31 through 4.11-38 of the Final EIR and in Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Scction 1), the WREP Area, along with buildout of the City’s existing General Plan, will be supplied in
driest vears with a combination of surface water, 1'ec3-’clcd waler, and groundwaler, The wse of
groundwater to supplement surtace water supplies during dry vears is consistent with the City’s existing
practices. In addition, the City is currently using recycled water, In fact, 2,200 AT/yr of recycled waler (as
shown in Table T [Water Supply Strategy Report]} is the volume of waler identified in the Cily's existing
Urban Water Management Plan, which does not include Phase 3 recycled water projects or the WRSP.
The volume of recycled water indicated in Table 1 represents the annual demand of the City’s Phase I
recycled water customers as identified in the City of Ruseville Recycled Water Distribution System Feasihitity
Study, dated April 2000 and prepared by Hydro Science Engineers, Ine. To meet the City's WFA
commitments, the City intends to provide 3,000 AF/yr of recycled water to customers within the City. As
documented in Lhe Hydro Science report, the City can potentially serve up to 4500 AF/vr of recycled

water through the City’s Phase 1l customers within the existing General Plan arca,

Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TV) and Appendix M (Groundwaler Impact
Analysis) of the Final EIR for further information regarding groundwater supplies and/or the use of

groundwater.

Response fo Comment 20

Under the Water Torum Analysis, the City anticipated needing 55,700 AF/vr of water supplies during
normal/wel vears, As part of the re-evalualion of the water supply for the City and the WRSP, water
demand factors were evaluated and revised, as discussed in Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section

I}, By applying the Spink demand factors for pre-1992 development and the modified demand tactors to

W
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existing development completed after 1992 and all future development based on land usc; the projected
demand for the City was determined to be 51,620 ATFjyr (normal/wet year). The ditference between
55,700 AF/yr and 51,620 AF/yr is 4,080 AT/yr. The 4,080 AF/yr was allocated between the WR5P and the
remaining MOU Area, allowing the WRSP Area to receive 2,316 AF/yr (or 57percent) and the Remainder
Area to receive 1,746 AF/yr (or 43 percenl). Fxcess surface water supplies are available because the
anticipaled utilization rate of the supply is less than originally projected. Refer also to Topical Response

G (Water Supply, Section I) for a discussion of the reliability of existing and proposed water supplies.

Compliance with Government Code Section 66473.7 and California Water Code Section 10910(d)(2)1(A, B,
and C} is provided on page 10 of the WSA. In summary, the proposed project fully compliances with the

indicated statutes.

Response to Comment 21

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a discussion of the water supply strategy for the
proposed project. Refer to Response to Comment 20-19 for a discussion of compliance with Governunent
Code Section 66473.7 and California Water Code Seclion 10910(d)(2)(A, B, and C). The WSA has been

prepared in full compliance with Sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code.

Response to Comment 22

Page 4.11-35 of the Final EIR slates “Groundwater could be used to supplement supplies for the WRSD
Area during dry and driest vears, consistent with existing City (and regional) practice. As illustrated by
Table 4.11-7, 1f 2,848 AT/yr of groundwater (in addition to the 7,400 AF/fvr of groundwater included in
the Citv’s WFA drv-year supply) is used to make up the shortfall crealed by the WRSP, there would be
sufficient water to meet the needs of both the City and the WRSP Arca. Based on 70 yvears of historic data,
which included the 1977 drought of record, the resuits of hydrologic modeling suggest that groundwaler
would only be required in 12 of 70 vears, or 17 percent of the time.” In addition, the assumption of 7,400
AFfyr of groundwaler included in the City’s WFA dry-vear supply is also discussed in Appendix M
(Groundwaler Impacl Analysis), which contains the Groundweater Impnact Annlysis for the Proposed Reasons
Farm Land Refirement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June 2003) and Topical Response G (Water

Supply, Section V).

The groundwater modeling that was conducted to analyze the WRSP included the 7,400 ATfyr of
currently planned extraction during dry years, as well as 2,848 AF/yr of other planned extractions in the
region. At the time of this analysis, the proposed De La Salle University was not being considered.
Further, the Placer Counly Board of Supervisors, at their meeting on October 20, 2003, to discuss the

Placer Ranch and De T.a Salle University proposals, directed the projects to use surface waler supplics
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Response to Commenf Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Dovis), and Sierra Foothills Avdubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

rather than groundwater supplies. The De Ta Salle University will analyze the use of groundwater as an
interim supply in its EIR. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IV) and Response to

Comment 29A-16 for an additional discussion of groundwater supplies.

Cumulative impacts to groundwater are summarized on pages 5-77 through 5-81 of Section 5.5.3 (CEQA
Considerations, Cumulative Impact Assessment) of the Final EIR. The cumulative analysis of
groundwater impacts associated with the proposed project substantially relied on the EIR prepared for
the Water Forum Agreement {(WFA}Y. The Water Forum includes a diverse group of approximately 39
water agencies, business groups, agricultural interests, environmentalists, citizen groups, and local
governments that were assembled to evaluate the water needs and supplics im the Sacramenlo arca,
including parls of Sacramenle, Placer, and E! Dorado countics, through the vear 2030, The signalories to
the WFA include Arden-Cordova Water Service, Associated General Comntractors, Building Industry
Association, Carmichael Water District, California-American Water Company, Citrus Heights Water
District, City of Folsom, City of Roseville, City of Sacramento, Clay Water District, County of
Sacramento, Del Paso Manor Water District, El Dorado County Water Agency, El Dorado lLrrigation
Districl, Tnvironmental Council of Sacramento, Fair Oaks Water Districl, Tlorin County Water District,
Friends of the River, Galt Irrigation District, Georgetown Divide Public Utility District, League of
Women Voters, Natomas Central Mutual Water Company, Omochumne-Harinell Water Dislrict, Orange
Vale Water Company, Placer County Water Agency, Rancho Murieta Community Services District,
Regional Water Authority, Rio Linda/Elverta Community Water District, Sacramento Association of
Realtors, Sacramento Counly Alliance of Neighborhoods, Sacramento County Tarm Burcau, Sacramenlo
County Taxpavers League, Sacramentoe Metro Chamber of Commerce, Sacramento Municipal Utility
District, Sacramento-Sierra Building & Construction Trades Council, Sacramento Suburban Water
District, San Juan Water District, Save the American River Association, Inc., and Sierra Club-Mother Lode

Chapter.

In summary, the WEFA FIR linked the Integrated Groundwater Surface Water Model for Sacramento
County to the groundwaler moedels of San Joaquin and Sutter/Placer Counties to analyze Lhe impacts of
the Water Forum Project (WTP} on groundwaler in Lthe region. The EIR concluded that regional impacts
Loy gmund\-vatur FOSOUTCRS, inciuding g,r(_)und\-x-'atcr qualt[y, the rale of movemenl of gmundwaler
contamination, land subsidence, and reduced efticiency or discontinued operation of wells, would be less
than significanl, and no mitigation measures were required. While groundwater levels are expected to
continue lo deching, ullimale stabilization of the water table is projected under the sustainable yield
recommoendations of the Water Forum Project. Groundwater management would be facilitated through
maintaining basin-specific sustainable yields and through implementation of conjunctive use programs

or similar ¢fforts designed to maximize the efficent use of available surface water and groundwater
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supplies. 'the WFA FIR is available at the City of Roscville Permit Center and online at

www.waler f(_)l'i.l m.oTg.

Response to Comment 23

The commenter indicates that Table 4.7-2 (Special-Status Species Polentiaily Occurring in the Wesl
Roseville Specific Plan Area) contains inaccurate information and omissions, but dees not provide any

specific examples.

The commenter refers to an informal survey of winler bird use of west Placer in 2002-2003, known as the
2002 Lincoln Christmas Bird Count, a bird count conducted by tocal birdwatchers on December 27, 2002.
The Tincoln Christmas Rird Count includes a listing of a variety of bird species. The Placer County
Habitat Bird data is presented in the draft Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Communities Conservation Plan {HCP/NCCP) (Placer Legacy, 2003). Informalion from these two surveys
was not considered in the preparation of the Draft FTR. Rather, the Final HIR ralicd on a series of
biological surveys, listed on page 4.7-1, prepared specifically for the project site. Many of the species
findings of the Chrislmas Bird County and the Placer County Habitat Conservation Plan are consistent
with the findings of the surveys prepared for Ihe project site. Neither of the surveys mentioned by the
commenter affecls the analysis of biological impacts in the Dratt EIR. Many of the species identified in
those surveys are not considered specics of concern and thus, are not required for evaluation under
CEQA. Tn addition, existing mitigation measures will similarly reduce impacts to all the bird species that

utilize the site.
Refer lo Responses to Commends 17-2 and 17-7 regarding revisions to Table 4.7-2.

Response 1o Comment 24

While the burrowing owl typically only nests and breeds between March and August, it is recognized
that the burrowing owl is a year-round resident to this area. Burrowing owls were observed during

surveys of the WRSP Area.

Ag stated on page 4.7-18 of the Final EIR, "Ihree pairs and three individual burrowing owls have been
observed during surveys of the WRSP Area.” Further, page 4.7-46 of the Final EIR states that “To ensure
that legally prolecled birds-of-prey are not taken during project construction, MM 4.7-6 requires that,
when teasible, excavation near potential burrowing owl burrows occur during the period when these
species arc not nesting (September through February). I construction or excavation near potential
burrowing vwl burrows during the nesting season is unavoidable, pre-construction burrowing owl
survevs shall be comducted to determine whether or not legally protected raptor nests are present in

arcas designated for removal, or in areas slated for grading or other excavation. In the event that nests
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier {Terry Davis), ond Sierra Foothills Auduben Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

are present, appropriate protocols shall be developed, which could include avoidance in consultation

with CDFEG.”

Response to Comment 25

The short-cared owl (Asio flammeus) is a California species of special concern. It was formerly a resident
found locaily throughout the state, excluding higher mountainsg. The short-eared owl is now found as a
widespread winter migrant, found primarily in the Central Valley, in the western Sierra Nevada
toothills, and lecally in the southern desert region. Short-eared owls are expected to occur as winter
visitants to the project area during migration. No short-eared owls were observed during species surveys
of the site. During migralion, any number of birds can visit the project site. The commenter indicates that
short-eared owls have been observed north and west of the sile. Because short-cared owls are unlikely to
nesl in the area, they were not evaluated in greater detail in the Draft EIR. EIRs generally evaluate
specics of concern only if they make significant use of a project site. Impacls Lo the species” habitat have

been addressed and mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Response fo Comment 26

The praivie falcon (Faleo wexicanus) is a California Species of special concern. lhe prairie falcon is an
uncommon permancent resident and @ migrant that ranges from southeastern deserts northwest along the
inner Cloast Ranges and Sierra Nevada., As described on page 4.7-21 of the Final EIR, that although
suilable habitat for this species occurs on the project site, it was not observed during field surveys of the
project site. During migration, any number of birds can visit the project site. The commenter indicates
that prairie falcon has been observed on the site in the winter. Because prairie falcons are unlikely to nest
in the area, they were not evaluated in greater detail in the Draft EIR. EIRs generally evaluate species of
concern only if thev make significant use of a project sile. Specific surveys for praivie falcons, therefore,

are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final IR,

Response to Comment 27

The merlin (Falco colwmbaring) is a California species of special concern. The maorlin is an uncommon
winter migrant {rom September to May scldom found in heavily wooded arcas, or open deserts. 1t
frequents coastlines, open grasslands, savannahs, woodlands, fakes, wetlands, and edges. The merlin can
be found in annual grasslands to ponderosa pine and montane hardwood-conifer habitats. No merlins
were observed during special surveys, Table 4.7-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special stalus migrant
bird species that has the potential Lo visit the project sile, During migralion, any numbcer of birds can visit
the project site. The commenter indicates that the merlin has been observed west of the project sile.

Because merlins are unlikely Lo nest in the area, they were nol evalualed in greater defail in the Draft ETR.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Comments

EIRs generally evaluate species of concern only if they make significant use of a project site, Specific

surveys for merling, therefore, are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 28

The long-billed curlew (Numemus wnericanusy is a California species of special concern. The long-billed
curlew is an uncommon to fairly common breeder from Apri! to Seplember in wet meadow habitat in
northeastern California in Siskivou, Modoc, and Lassen counties. The fong-billed curlew’s preferred
winter habitat inciudes large coastal cstuaries, upland herbaceous areas, and croplands. No long-billed
curlews were observed during special surveys. Table 4.7-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special status
migrant bird species that has the potential to visit the project site. During migration, any number of birds
can visit the project site. The commenter indicates that the long-billed curlew has been observed on the
site during the 2002 Christmas Bird Count. Specific surveys for long-billed curiews are not required for
an adequale analysis in the Final EIR because impacts to the species’ habitat on the project site have been

addressed and mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 29

The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludevicianus) is a California species of special concern and a federal special
concern species. The loggerhead shrike is a common resident and winler visitor in lowlands and foothills
throughout California that prefors habitats with scattered shrubs, trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or
other perches. As described on page 4.7-21 and listed on Table 4.7-2 of the Final EIR, no loggerhead
shrikes were observed during the 1999-2000 surveys, although suitable habilat for the species ocetirs on
the project site. Loggerhead shrikes are known to occur In the vicinity of the project site. The commenter
indicates that loggerhead shrikes have been observed on the site during the breeding season. Specific
surveys for loggerhead shrike are not required for an adequale analysis in the Final EIR because impacts

to the specics” habilal have been addressed and mitigaled to a less-than-significant leve!.

Response to Comment 30

Tricolored blackbirds (Agelains tricolor) are a California species of special concern and a federal special
concern species. The tricolored blackbird typically nests in dense stands of cattails and tules, or in upland
sites with blackberries, nollics, or thistles. The tricolored blackbird was observed on the site during
Spring 2000 despile the fact that there s no suilable nesling habitat in the project arca. They are known to
torage in the area throughout the year. Because tricolored blackbirds are unlikely to nest in the area, they
were not evaluated in greater detail in the Final EIR. ETRs generally evaluate species of concern only if

they make significant use of a project site. Specific survevs for tricolored blackbirds, therefore, are not




Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Auduboen Sociely (Ed
Pandoffine) {October 28, 2003)

requiired for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR because impacts to the species’ habitat have been

addressed and miligated to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 31

The yellow warbler (Dendroica petechin is a California species of special concern and the willow
flycatcher (Empidonax trailii) is a state endangered species (1991). Both birds are regular spring and fall
migrants in the project area. Table 47-2 is not an exhaustive list of every special stalus migrant bird
species that has the potential to visit the project site. During migration, any number of birds can visil the
project site. The commenter indicales bolh birds are regular spring and fall migranls along Pleasant
Grove Creck. Because yellow warblers and willow flycatchers are unlikely to nest in the area, they were
not evalualed in grealer detail in the TFinal EIR. EIRs generally evaluate species of concern only if they
spend substantial amounts of time at a project site. Specific surveys for yellow warblers and willow

flycatchers, therefore, are not required for an adequate analysis in the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 32

Ferruginous hawks (Bufeo regalisy are a California species of concern and a federal species of concern. As
shown on Table 4.7-2, the habitat for ferruginous hawks consists of various upland habitats. Ferruginous
hawks were observed during surveys of the WRSP Area, as noted by the commenter and as listed in
Table 4.7-2. Impact 4.7-5 describes impacts and mitigation measures (MM 4.7-6) for Swainson's hawk,

burrowing owl and other legally protected raptors, including ferruginous hawks.

Response to Comment 33

The mitigation provided in the Final EIR is consistent with Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A) and 15126 4(a)(4)(B),
which requires an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a legitimate governmental
interest and that the mitigation must be roughly proportional to the impacts of the project. The
miligation provided for impacts to biological resources exceeds agency standards in many cases, In those
cases where The mitigation meels agency standards or requirements, those standards and requirements
have been developed, in part, for the purpose of providing guidance as to proportionality between an
impact and proposcd miligation, cither on a general basis (L.e., “no net loss” of wetlands) or on a project-
specific basis (i.c., the federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation process completed for the
proposed project). Further, a requirement that the project complics with applicable environmental laws
or regulalions may serve as adequate mitigation of environmental impacts (refer to Teonoff v Mowterey
Cownfy Bd. of Supervisors (1990 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1355, 272 Cal.Rprt. 372; Sundstrom o Counly of
Mendocinoe (1988) 202 Cal App.3d 296, 308, 248, Cal Rprt. 332).
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenfs

Respense to Comment 34

The commenter correctly indicates that the mumber of Swainson's hawks declined over the last 100 years
(refer to page 4.7-18 of the Final EIRY, Impacl 4.7-5 (Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and
Other Legally Protected Raptors) addresses impacts that would occur to the Swainson’s hawk as a result
of disturbance of riparian habitat {(breeding sites) and foraging habitat (grasslands). MM 4.7-6 addresscs

impacts to breeding sites, and MM 4.7-8 addresses impacts to foraging habitat.

Respense to Comment 35

The California Natural Diversity Database (2002) lists two relatively recent records of nesting by this
species in the south Placer County area, both in the Roseville vicinity. Department of Fish and Game

(2001) surveys located seven aclive nests in western Placer County.

Response to Comment 36

The commenter provides an opinjon regarding the information in Table4.7-4 (Swainson’s hawk
mitigation). Table 4.7-4 has been updated to retlect the Swainson’s hawk nest site ncar Fiddyment Road
and MM 4.7-9 has been revised to include performance standards for oft-site preservation mitigation
requirements. Refer to Responsc to Comment 7-6 regarding the nest site near Tiddyment Road and
related mitigation requirements. Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation T.ands) and Responses

to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 for a discussion of the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats.

The project applicants have consulted with USEFWS, USACE, USEPAC, City slaff, and CDFG staff during
planning of the open space preserve areas to ensure thal they would provide maximum biological
function and value, Approximately 699.3 acres of open space are designated for preservation within open
space preserve areas in the WRSP. The open space preserve areas account for approximately 20 percent
of the plan arca and incorporate grasslands, creek corridors and floadplains, seasonal wetlands, and cak
woodlands. Uses within open space preserve areas are limited to activities authorized under 404
permit(s) (West Roseville Specific Plan, September 12, 2003, page 4-18) and would inclade, but not be
limited to, bike paths, ulilitics, drainage, flood control facilities, drainage facilitics, and passive recreation

uses.,

The commenter indicates that the on-site retained open space is unlikely to support Swainson’s hawk
due to its small size, fragmented nature. The on-site retained open space totals 699.3 and consists of 399
acres of open space preserves, which provide suitable foraging habitat for the Swainson’s hawlk. These
open space areas are contiguous and continuous within the WRSP plan area. In addition, the two largest
on-site preserve parcels (W-81 and T-80), the only preserve parcels that recelve credit in the final EIR for

on-site Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat preservation, are situated such lhat they could complement
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Response fo Comment Letfer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Auduben Society (Ed
Pandolfine) (October 28, 2003}

larger landscape preservation etforts being undertaken in the County. Should this occur, the City would
comsider allowing a [PA to own/maintain these preserve areas in conjunction with the larger landscape
preservalion effort. The WRSP General Plan Amendment recommends that the County consider
cstablishing an open space arca to enhance and augment the City’s western open space. This parce! is
already contiguous with the Reason Farms property to the north, a 1,500-acre site that will remain mostly
undeveloped as a flood contre] retention basin. Parcel W-81 and F-80 may also benefit from additional
preservation areas that could further expand and link these parcels depending on the outcome and

processing of tuture development plans within the proposed sphere of influence area.

In other instances in Roseville, the CDEG has considered smaller areas of grassiand habitats located in
urban settings to be foraging habitat for state listed threatened species, including $wainson’s hawk. For
example, in a letter from CDFG lo the Roseville Planning Department dated October 11, 2002, the CDTG
contends that a 36-acre parcel proposed for development containing vernal pool/grassland habitat was
considered sultable toraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. This parcel is Tocated in a developing portion
of the City, surrounded almost entirely by existing development, including Highway 65. The property
was comparably much smaller and more isolated than the WRSP open space network and was not

managed for wildlife benefit.

On-site open space preserves consisting of approximately 620 acres of grassland would provide foraging
opportunities for a variety of nocturnal and diurnal raptors, including Swainson’s hawk (Estep, pers.
comm,, 2003). Approximately 620 contiguous acres of grasslands, 399 acres (parcels W-81 and F-80) are
proposed for Swainson’s hawk foraging habilat mitigation credit. The remaining on-sile open space
parcels, although fragmented and in some cases noncontigtious, may not provide the same foraging

benefit as larger parcels, bul would, nevertheless, be available for foraging,.

Nonnative annual grassland, the predominant habitat of Lhe site, is not the optimal habitat for
owainson’s hawk. The project site is characterized by scasonally dry grassland that is not perennially
green and herefore does not produce significant seed, which would result in high populations of
granivorous noclurnal, or “night active,” rodents, rather than herbaccous divrpal or “day active”
rodents. Swainson’s hawk prefers divrnal rodenls as prey, Although the quality of the grassland is less
than ideal for the Swainson’s hawk, the two large on-site preserve parcels are large enough in size (167
acres and 132 acres in size) to represenl realistic foraging arcas for lhe hawk (Estep, personal
communication, 2003). The distance belween the on-site preserve arcas o the polential nest sites is within

the same range as the distance between the impact areas and the existing nest sites,
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Commenis

Response to Comment 37

Mitigation for impacts to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat have employved mitigation ratios established
and commonly used in the region and by CDFG to address impacts to Swaingon’s hawk (refer to Revised
Table 4.7-4 [Swainson’s hawk Grassland Habitat Mitigation Plan]). The proposed mitigation (both on site
and off site) is consistent with CDFG’s 1994 mitigation guidelines for the Swainson’s hawk. Refer to
Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and revised MM 4.7-9 for a related discussion of off-site
miligation requirements and Responses to Comments 7-4, 7-5, 7-9 and 7-10 for a discussion of additional

mitigation discussed with CDFG since the date of issuance of the CDEQ [etter.

Response to Comment 38

Refer to Response to Comment 7-6 regarding the nest site near Fiddyment Road and related mitigation
requirements. The commenter suggests that only the older off-site nest site locations were used. Refer to

revised Table 4.7-4 for revised mitigation requirements, which accounts for all of the nest sites.

Response to Comment 3¢

The commenter states that the locations of nest sites to the east require that the birds using lhose sites are
likely to be especially dependent on the project site since the areas to the east and south of those nest sites
are urbanized. Refer to Response to Comment 20-37 regarding mitigation ratios. Swainson’s hawks that
are dependent on the project site for foraging will have approximately 620 acres of contiguous open
space within the WRSP for foraging, of which 399 acres are contained in two large open space grassland
parcels. Refer also to Topical Response A (Off-5ite Mitigalion Tands) and Responses to Comments 7-5

and 7-6 regarding the function and viability of on-site grassland habitats.

Response fo Comment 40

The commenler slates that the size, location, and nature of the proposed mitigation lands are
inappropriate and inadequate. The commenter states the 600 acres of open space on site cannot be
counted toward mitigation. Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responses to
Comuments 7-5 and 7-6 regarding the function and viability of on-sile grassiand habitats, performance

standards, and mitigation credit.

The commenter states the proposed mitigation land is spread throughout the County in separate blocks,
none of which is large cnough to support the breeding of Swainson’s hawks. Refer to Topical Response A
(Off-5ite Mitigation T.ands) and Response to Comment 7-15 regarding the suitability of the proposed

mitigation lo support Swainson’s hawks.
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Response fo Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chopter (Terry Davis}, and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

The commenter states that the sites are largely surrounded by land that is unprotecled from future
development. The Yankee Siough site is Jocated north of Coon Creek, southeast of the town of Sheridan.
The site is zoned for agricultural uses and is not in the path of urbanization. Relative to the project site,
the Yankee Slough site is less likely to urbanize. Refer to Response to Comment 7-12 regarding the
suitability of the Reason Farms site for mitigation. The City of Roseville is in the process of acquiring the
Reason Farms site for the purpose of open space preservation, stormwater retention, and habitat

preservation.

The commenter states that the sites do not contain suilable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat or nesting
sites. Refer 1o Response to Comment 7-11 regarding the suitability of the Yankee Stough site for off-site
miligation and Response to Comment 7-12 regarding the suitability of the Reason Tarms site. Refer to
Topical Response A (Off-Site Miligation Lands) and revised MM 4.7-9 for a discussion of off-site

grassland preservation mitigation performance standards.

Refer to Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) and Topical Response A (Off-Site

Mitigation Lands) for discussion of the management aclivities and acquisition of the off-site lands.

In June 2003 the Applicants contracted with Conservation Resources, T.1.C to purchase 731 acres of which
690 acres would be in Swainson’s hawk habitat and 43 acres of vernal pool restoration habitat on the
Yankce Slough property. The Applicants made an initial payment of $2,200,000 to Conservation
Resources, LLC for this habitat and the balance of the purchase price which constitutes 50 percent of the
total purchase price is due to be paid in February 2004. Tn addition, the applicants have purchased the
East Sheridan property from Wildlands, Inc. to compensate for wetland impacts. An initial payment of

52,150,000 was paid with the remaining 30 percent to be purchased in February 2004,

The Yankee Slough and Hast Sheridan mitigation property and acquisition has been approved by the
USFWS as refiected in their Tinal Biological Opinion (letter from Ken Sanchez of USFWS to Tom
Cavanaugh of LSACE November 20, 2003). All management and maintenance obligations for the
restoration and preservation components of this off-site mitigation property will be fully funded by
Conservation Resources and Wildlands, Inc. pursuant to the terms and conditions of the foregoing
mitigation agreements as approved by the USFWS. Additional mitigation properly conservation
easernents will be acquired in accordance with MM 4.7-9 prior to cach phase ol the development of the
project in connection with a phasing protocol that has been acknowledged as acceptable by the CDEG's

letter of October 24, 2003.
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Chapter 13 Responses ta Comments

Response fo Comment 41

The commenter states that the ineans by which the mitigation lands would be acquired are vague and
speculalive, Refer to Topical Response A (Off-Site Mitigation Lands), revised MM 4.7-9, and Response to

Comment 20-44 regarding acquisition of the mitigation properties.

The measures proposed Lo address impacls Lo Swainson's hawk mcecet Lthe definition of mitigation under
CLQA Guidelines section 15370, That section states that ‘mitigation includes (a} avolding the impact
allogelher by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (5) minimizing impacts by limiting the
degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; {¢) rectifying the impact by repairing,
rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted envirenment, (d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time
by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and (¢} compensating for the

impact by replacing or providing substitule resources or environmentls,

Response to Comment 42

Commenter states that there is no mitigation for loss of Swalnsen’s hawk nesting sites instead of riparian

nesting site preservalion.

Except for two proposed road crossings that will resull in free removals, the exisling riparian woodland
will largely be preserved. Through the implementation of nalural resource agency approved buffers, the
existing riparian habitat will remain preserved. The off-site mitigation areas also have suitable Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat {i.e., open grassland and croplands) and nesting habitat {i.e., riparian woodland
adjacent Lo open lands). In addition, as reguired by MM 4.7-6, “To ensure that legally protected birds-of-
prey are not taken during project construction, MM 4.7-6 requires that, when feasible, tree removals, or
excavation near potential burrowing owl burrows occur during the period when these species are not
nesting (September through February). If removal of trees or excavation near potential burrowing owl
burrows during the nesting season is unavoidable, pre-construction raptor nest/burrowing owl surveys
shall be conducted to determine whelher or not legally prolected raptor nesks are presenl in trees
designated for removal, or in arcas slaled for grading or other excavalion. Tn the event that nests are
present, appropriate CDTG protocols shall be followed in consullation with CDECG and followed during
the removal or relocation ot those nests.” All mitigation of oak woondlands will occur tn oak woodland
prescrvation arcas identified around Pleasant Grove Creek, thereby maintaining the overall size of the

pak woodland and riparian area on the WRSP.
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Avdubon Society {Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003}

Response to Comment 43

The commenler states that there is no active management of the mitigation areas to enhance or mainlain
suitable Swainson’s hawk habitat. Refer to Topical Response E (WRST Open Space Management Plan)

and Response to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 regarding managemen! of Swainson’s hawk toraging areas.

Response to Comment 44

The commenter states that lhere is no funding or fimancial plan discussed for acquiring or managing the
mitigation properties. As discussed in Response to Comment 20-34, an Operation and Management Plan
is required for both the on-site and off-site mitigation areas. Refer lo Topical Response A (Oft-5ite
Mitigation Lands) and Response to Comment 20-40 regarding funding to acquire the Swainson’s hawk
mitigation areas. Refer also to Responses to Comments 20-42 and 20-43 regarding the management of the

mitigalion properties.

CEQA does not require a tiscal analysis as parl of the environmental review process (Section 15131(ay of
the CEQA Guidelines: Econoimnic or social effects of a project siall not be treated as significant effcots on the
environment). The Specific Plan, however, contains a full program of implementation measures {including
financing measures) to ensurc the provision of all infrastructure, facilitics, public services, and/or
mitigation measures that are necessary to support the proposed development. These implementation
measures are described in Section 11 (Implementation and Administration) of the Specific Plan and

Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Tmplemoentation) of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 45

The commenter states that the 350-foot construction activity buffer around active nest sites is inadequate.
The 350-foot nest bujfer is within the range of routinely approved distances by CDFG tor projects in this

area.

Response to Comment 46

The February through August period is generally the active period for nesting raptors, including
Swainson’s hawks. Tf an aclive raptor nest is tound, regardless of the date, measures will be undertaken
to prevenl nest failure resulting from construction activilies, as previously described in this response in

the discussion of MM 4.7-6.

Response to Comment 47

Refer o Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) for a discussion the Operation and

Management Plan. A Long-Term Monitoring Program will be prepared and implemented for the on-gite
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and off-sife mitigation areas, respectively. Refer to Response to Comment 35C-3 regarding cost estimatcs

for on-site mitigalion.

Response 1o Comment 48

The commenter notes an opinion that burrowing owls have been severcly impacted by residential and
urban development and intense agricultural practices and does not provide a direct comment on the
content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required with respect to those
statemenls, Impacts to burrowing owls are further discussed on pages 4.7-45 to 4.7-47 and pages 5-65 Lo

5-67 of the cumulative impacts seclion of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 49

The conumenter states a personal observation that in Placer County, only a handfui of burrowing owls
are known to persist. There is no detailed information on populalion trends in burrowing owls in Placer

County because of the lack of baseline dala (Placer Legacy, Specics Database, 2003).

The commenter states an opinion that the finding of three pairs on the site (Green 2000} is of considerable
significance. As described on page 4.7-18 of the Final EIR, three pair and three individual burrowing
owls have been observed during surveys of the WRSP. Impacts to burrowing owls are further discussed

on pages 4.7-45 to 4.7-47 and pages 5-65 to 3-67 of the cumulative impacts section of the Final ETR.

Response to Comment 50

Text on page 4.7-70 describing the mitigation approach for a number of species refers to Impact 4.7-5
(Disruption of Swainson’s hawk, Burrowing Owl, and Other Legally Protected Raptors) and includes
MM 4.7-6{a) through (h). MM 4.7-6(a) through (£} applies to Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, and other
raptors, while the remaining subparts of the miligalion measure, {g) and (h), apply directly to the
burrowing owl. MM 4.7-8 (Off-site and on-site preservation of grassiand habitat) addresses impacls to

grassland habilat for several spedes, including burrowing owl.

The mitigation provided pursuant to MM 4.7-8 would follow CD¥FG guidelines (1995), which have the
objective to avoid and minimize impacls to burrowing owls at a project site and preserve habitat that will
support viable owl populations. The CDFG Guidelines {1995) recommend mitigalion measures that
result in the avoidance of occupied burrows during the nesling season (February through August); allow
for the crealion of artificial burrows and passive relocation techniques and provide guidance for
preservation of {oraging habitat to offset burrowing owl impacts. MM 4.7-6 and MM 4.7-8 are gencrally
consistenl with CDFCG Cuidelines (1995). Revisions are made to MM 4.7-6 (Avoid nesting site) to increase

the nondisturbance buffer around occupied burrows during the breeding season from 300 to 350 fect:
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Response to Commeni Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapfer {Terry Dovis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

MM 4.7-6 (g): Avoid nesting sites (hnpact 4.7-5 wud Impact 4.7-8 — WRSP)

The applicant shall avoid all potential burrowing owl borrows that may be
disturbed by project conslruction during the breeding scason between
February 15 and August 30 (the period when nest burrows are typically
occupied by adults with eggs or young). Avoidance shall include the
establishment of a 388-feat350-foot diamoeter nondisturbance buffer zone

around any occupied burrows, The buffer zone shall be delineated by highly

visible temporary construction fercing. Disturbance of any occupied burrows

shall only occur outside of the breeding season (August 30 through February

15).
Within the WRSP, 620 acres of open space will be preserved in a contiguous open space network. Of the
620 acres, 399 acres are located within two large parcels located on the north and west sides of the
project. Open space preserves will provide on-sile preservation of suitable burrowing owl habitat, where

burrowing owls have been observed during surveys of the sile.

Mitigation lands will be acquired off site at Yankee Slough and other areas for the preservation of
Swainson’s hawk habitat. The Yankee Slough site is currently dry farmed and will be restored to its
natural condition of vernal pool/grasslands, a habitat condition which is suitable habitat for burrowing
owls (if ground squirrels are present, and grass is managed to be short in height). Burrowing owls can be
found in annual and perennial grasslands, deserts, and arid scrublands characterized by low-growing
vegelation as well as landscape, which include minimal trees and shrubs it the canopy covers less than

30 poercenl of the ground surface (CDFG, Staff Report on Burrowing Owls, 1993).

MM 4.7-6 and MM 4.7-8 will reduce impacts to burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk by preserving
existing Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl habitat and providing off-site mitigation suitable for both
species. On-site open space preserve arcas will be subject to the management practices described in the
Operation and Management Plan (Refer to Topical Response E). The Operation and Management Plan
calls for active management practices imcluding grazing and thatch control to minimize cover on the sile.
In addition, the applicants will work with CDFG by submitting a copy of the Operation and
Management plan, which details the operations and maintenance activities that will ensure that the
mitigation lands are managed appropriately for both the Swainson’s hawk and the burrowing owl. In
discussions between the City and CDFG (November 5, 2003), the City agreed to include feasible and
appropriale management recomumendations from the CDIFG that address species including the

burrowing owl.

Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl are known to inhabit the same habitat although burrowing owls

prefer less dense cover than Swainson's hawk, such as short grasses and plains.
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The measures proposed to address impacls to Swainson’s hawl and burrowing owl mect the definition
of mitigation under CEQA Guidelines section 15370. That scction states that, “mitigation includes:
{#) avoiding the impacl allogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; () minimizing
impacts by limiling the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (¢} rectifying the
impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment, (d) reducing or eliminating
the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operalions during the life of the action;
{¢) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.” The

proposed mitigation mecls the definition of mitigation subsections under (s, (¢j, and {d).

Response fo Comment 51

The commenter states Lhat the Draft EIR propoeses no specific mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl
habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-50 regarding Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl miligation.
The Final EIR proposes MM 4.7-8 (Off-site and on-site preservation of grassland habitat) for loss of

burrowing owl habitat,

Response to Comment 52

The conunenter states his opinion that there is no assurance that the land contemplated for Swainson’s
hawk mitigation contains any appropriale habitat for burrowing owls. Refer to Response lo Comment 20-
50 for a discussion of on-site preservation of burrowing owl habitat. Approximalely 620 acres of open
space will be preserved, including habitat in which the burrowing owf has been observed (Green studies,
2000). The suitability of the project site for burrowing owl habitat has been demonstrated through the
observation of burrowing owls on the project site. In addition, as part of the Operation and Management
plan, the grassland habitat will be managed and artificial burrows will be constructed as needed. The
Yunkee Slough off-site location is suitable for burrowing owl habilat, because after restoration, it will be
managed to contain low growing vegetation and grassland complexes similar to the project site. The
project does not contemplate relocale the burrowing owls off site. Nevertheless, the Off-Site Mitigation

Lands will provide additional habital for lhe burrowing owl.

Response to Comment 53

Refer to Response to Comment 7-5 regarding retained open space and Lhe value of open space for habitat

preservation. The commenter states that the habitat is fragmented and in proximity to human activity,

The CDTCG Staff Report on Burrowing Ow!l Mitigation {October 17, 1993) recommends a minimum of 6.5
acres of foraging habitat (foraging radius around the burrow) per pair or unpaired resident bird to offsct
the loss of foraging and burrow habitat. In the WRSD, three pairs of burrowing owls and three single

burrowing owls were observed (Green studies, 2000). Approximalely 40 acres of foraging habitat would
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Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothilis Auduboan Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

be required (six [three pair and three single owls} x 6.5 acres/per pair or single = 39 acres). Within the
WRSE, the smallest area of contiguous open space preserve is 44.4 acres (parcels F-86, F-87, F-88 and W-
82}, which exceeds the CDFG's requirements for burrowing owl habitat. Other discrele conliguous arcas
of open space are larger and would accommodate Targer burrowing owl populations including open
spaces that measure 267 acres (parcel W-81), 132 acres (parcel F-80), 77.2 acres (parcel W-83), and 162.5
acres (parcels F-83, F-84 and F-83).

Response fo Comment 54

The commenter states that efforts should be made to find and preserve suitable burrowing owl habitat

elsewhere in the County.

Off-site mitigation areas are not necessary lo reduce impacts to burrowing owls. The preserved
grasslands on site are of adequate acreage, according to CDFG guidelines, to meet burrowing owl
foraging requirements. Refer to Response to Comment 20-53 regarding the ability to provide adequate
foraging habitat on site. Additional burrowing owl habitat will be provided with the off-site mitigation
sites at Yankee Slough and additional off-site mitigation properties acquired by the Applicants in

conjunction with their development phasing,.

Refer to Topical Response A (Otf-Site Mitigation Lands) for additional information. Theretore, because
the mitigation proposed is consistent with the CDFG's 1995 guidelines, impacts are reduced to a less-

than-significant lovel.

Response to Comment 55

The commenter states his opinion that it is unlikely that the impacts of the project can not be mifigated to
a less-than-significant level. As stated in the Final EIR, however, adequate mitigation is being provided
to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. MM 4.7-8 requires off-site and on-site preservation
of grassland habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-53 regarding the ability to provide adequate

toraging habitat on site,

MM 4.7-8 will reduce impacts to burrowing owl by avoidance and preserving and enhancng cxisting
burrowing owl habitat on site, and providing off-site mitigation suitable for both Swainson’s hawk and
burrowing owl. The measures proposed to address impacts to Swainson’s hawk and burrewing owl
meet the definition of mitigation under CEQA Guidelines section 15370 and provide substantial evidence
that the impact to burrowing owls afler mitigation will be less than signiticant. Thal section slates that,
“mitigation includes: (a) avoiding the impact allogelher by not taking a certain action or parts of an
actiory (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implemenlation;

{c} rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitaling, or restoring the impacted environment, (d) reducing

Yoot
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or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action; fe) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.”
The proposced mitigation avoids habitat, minimizes the impacl by limiting the degree of development,

and provides substitute resources or enviroruments.

Response tc Comment 56

MM 4.7-6(f) requires the Applicants immediately prior to construction activity, through surveys,
determine if burrowing owls ave occupying the project site. If burrowing owls are occupying the site
prior to construction, they will be identified in these surveys and MM4.7-6(g) and (h) regarding
. avoidance will apply. MM 4.7-6(g) and (h) require that burrows be avoided during construction during
the breeding scason and that preconstruction and non-breeding seasom exclusion measures be
implemented to preclude burrowing owl occupation of the site prior to site disturbance (one-way doors}.
The protocol outlined in MM 4.7-6 is consistent with the requirements of the CDFG Guidelines (1993).
Consistent with CDFG protocol, in the cvent that a burrowing owl is encountered during construction in
the non-nesting scason, construction would stop and the owl would be relocaled through accepted

passive relocation techniques.

CDEFG Guidelines {1995} consider an impact to burrowing owls to be disturbance within 50 meters (160
feet) of owls al occupiod burraws, destruction of natural and artificial burrows or destruction and/or
degradation of foraging habital adjacent (within 100 m/320 feet) to an occupied burrow. The 350-fool

requirement in MM 4.7-6(b) substantially exceeds the CDFG Guideline.

Response to Comment 57

The commenter slates thal mitigation for burrowing owl impacts will require a large area of appropriale
habitat and that the areas planned for Swainson’s hawk habitat will not suffice for burrowing owl. Refer
10 Response to Comment 20-33 regarding the ability to provide adequate burrowing owl foraging and
nesting habitat on site. Refer also to Responses to Comments 20-50 and 20-52 for information regarding
the suitability of on-site and off-site mitigation to provide burrowing owl and Swainson’s hawk
mitigation. Refer also to Response to Comment 20-56 for information regarding the range of foraging

habitat called for in CDTC Cuidelines.

Response to Comment 58

Commenler slates thal active management to improve areas for Swainson’s hawks will moest likely make
them unsuitable lor burrowing owl. Mitication lands will be managed consistent with the requirements
for the Operations & Management Plans for the on-site and off-site mitigation areas. Refer to Topical

Response B (WRSP Open Space Management Tlan). The Operation and Management plan for on-site
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Pandolfino) (9_::fober 28, 2003)

preserve areas includes active management provisions such as thatch management, grazing, elc, The City
will provide a copy of the Operation and Management Plan to the CDFEG to provide input on appropriate
measures to support burrowing owls. Since past land management practices on the WRSP have
historically included cattle grazing, the Operation and Management Plan includes the use of livestock
grazing to reduce thatch. Such management practices arve consistent with providing continued habitat for
the burrowing owl on sile. Grazing of the site reduces grasses so that prey is visible to Swainson’s hawk.
Grazing also would eliminate dense cover that would preclude burrowing owls from occupying the sitc.
Consistent with the commenter’s slatement in Comment 20-60, grazing is expected to be conducive to
burrowing owls. Grazed land will encourage other species to occupy the site including ground squirrels,
which dig burrows that are later used by the burrowing owl. The management and preservation

activities meet the definition ol Guidelines Section 15370(c) and (d).

Response to Comment 59

The commenter states an opinion that mitigalion for Swainson's hawk foraging habitat would not
concurrently mitigate for loss of habitat for other wildlife species such as burrowing owl, red-tailed
hawk, whitc-lailed kite, northern harrier, and loggerhead shrike. The preservation and enhancement of
on-site grassland and grassland/croplands and off-site riparian woodland would provide for ample
toraging habitat for a variely of diurnal and nocturnal birds of prey, songbirds, neo-tropical migrants,
waterfow!, waders, and many others. Because the preserved on-site and off-site lands arc or will be of
similar character to the atfected lands that supporl these species, the mitigation is expected to provide
suitable habitat. Refer to Response to Comment 20-530 for a discussion of the viable approach for

mitigating for the loss of muitiple species simultaneously.

Response fo Comment 60

The commenter states an opinion that the influence of grazing on habitat quality differs markedly
belween white-tailed kites, ferruginous hawks and loggerhead shrikes and burrowing owls and northern
harriers do much belter with fairly heavy grazing. Refer to Response to Comment 20-32 regarding
ferruginous hawks and Response to Comment 20-29 regarding loggerhead shrike. Tmpacts to the habitat
for these species have been addressed and mitigaled in the Final BIR. The Final EIR cvaluales impacts to
grassland (MM 4.7-8}, wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats.
Potential impacts to woodland and grassland habitats of legally protected raptors such as white tailed
kite, ferruginous hawk, and burrowing owls are evaluated and miligated in Impact4.7-5. The
information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmenlal impact or a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing mitigation

measures address potential impacts to these bird species.
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Response fo Comment 61

The commenter states an opinion that habitat varics widely among merling, white-tailed kites,
logperhead shrikes, northern harriers and short-cared owls, Refer to Response to Comment 20-27
regarding merling, Response to Comment 20-25 regarding short-eared owls, and Response to Comment
20-29 regarding loggerhead shrikes. Impacts to Lhe habitat for these species have been addressed and
miligated in the Final EIR. The Final EIR evaluates impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1),
stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitals, Potential impacts to woodland and grassland
habitals of legally protected raptors such as white tailed kite and northern harrier are evaluated and
mitigated in Tmpact 4£.7-3. Because lhe preserved on-site and off-site lands are or will be of similar
character to the affected lands that support these species, the mitigation will provide suitable habitat. The
information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a substantial
increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing mitigation

measures address any polential impacts to these bird species.

Response fo Comment 62

The commenter statcs an opinion that, unlike Swainson’s hawk, both ferruginous hawks and prairic
falcons have been shown to be sensitive to even very small degrees of ncarby urbanization. Refer to
Response to Comment 20-32 regarding ferruginous hawks and Response to Comment 20-26 regarding
prairie falcons. tmpacts to the habitat for these species have been addressed and mitigated in the Final
ETR. The Final EIR evaluales impacts to grassiand (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10),
and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts lo woodland and grassland habitats of legally
protected raptors such as ferruginous hawk are cvaluated and mitigated in [mpact 4.7-5. The off-site
mitigation localions, including Yankee Slough will be similar to the habitat at the project site and will be
located tarther away from urbanization than the project site. Reler to Topical Response A (Off-Sile
Mitigation Lands). The large size of on-site and off-site preservation Tands, up to 700 acres, will ensure
that urbanization does not occur in close proximily to habitat. 'The information presented by the
commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a
previously identified environmental Impact because exisling mitigation measures address any potential

impacts Lo these bird species.

Response to Comment 63

The commenter stales an opinion thal the size of winter home ranges for prairie falcons averages 7,500
acres and can be as large at 17,000 acres, which requires large contiguous areas of open country. Refer to
Response to Comment 20-26 regarding prairie falcons. Tmpacls to prairie falcon habitat has been

addressed and mitigaled in the Final EIR. The Final EIR evaluates impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8),
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Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian (MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts to
woodland and grassland habitats of legally protecled raplors such as prairie falcon are evaluated and
mitigated in Impact 4.7-5. Refer to Topical Response A (OFF-Sile Miligation Lands). The Yankee Slough
location will provide approximately 700 acres off site, The on-site preservation of open space lands, the
off-site location, and other open space arcas throughoul lhe region provide habitat for the prairie falcon.
The information presented by the commenter does not result in a new environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact because existing

mitigation measures address any potential impacts to this bird species.

Response to Comment 64

The commenler states an opinion that the mitigation for loggerhead shrike breeding and wintering
habitat is particularly important. The commenter further states that mitigation will be difficult because so
litile is known about the species. Refer to Response to Comment 20-29 regarding loggerhead shrike.
Impacts to loggerhead shrike habilat have been addressed and mitigated in the Tinal EIR. The Final EIR
cvaluales impacts to grassland (MM 4.7-8), wetland (MM 4.7-1), stream (MM 4.7-10), and riparian
{MM 4.7-13) habitats. Potential impacts lo woodland and grassland habitats of legally protected raptors
such as loggerhead shrike are evaluated and mitigaled in Tmpact 4.7-5. 'The Yankee Slough location will
provide approximately 700 acres of off-site mitigation. The on-site preservation of open space lands and
the off-site location are of similar characler to the impacted habitat and are, therefore, expected to
provide suitable habitat. [n addition, other epen space areas throughout the region provide habitat for
the loggerhead shrike. The information presented by the commenter does not result in a new
environmental impact or a substantial increase in the severily of a previously identified environmental

impact because existing mitigalion measures address any potenitial impacls to this bird species.

Response to Comment 65

The commenter stales an opinion that a mitigation approach thal focuses on quality horned lark habilat
15 needed because horned fark are prey species for two of the raptors (prairic falcon and merlin). Horned
larks are an abundant grassland species that inhabits short, sparse, herbaccous vegetation with little to no
woody vegetation. Hormed larks are prey for raptors such as prairie falcon, merlin, and loggerhead

shrike.

The approach suggested by the commenter of creating high-quality grassiand habitat is consistent wilh
what is proposed with the WRSP. Refer to Response to Comment 20-50 regarding the on-site and off-sile
mitigation strategy and Topical Response A (Otf-Site Mitigalion T.ands). Refer also to Response 7-5

regarding rctained open space,
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Response to Comment 66

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is silent on mitigation measures for all these additional Special
Status Species. Reter to Responses to Comments 20-59 through 20-65 regarding (he species deseribed by
commenter. The on-site preservation of open space lands, the off-site locations, and other open space
areas throughout the region provide habitat for the bird species listed by commenter. Refer also lo
Topical Response E {WRSI? Open Space Management Plan) and Topical Response A (Off-Sile Miligation
Lands) for additional information regarding off-site mitigation and the Operation & Management Plan

for on-site preserves,

The information presented by the commenler does not result in a new environmental impact or a
substantial increase in the severily of a previously identified envirommental impact because existing

mitigation measures address any potential impacts to these bird species.

Response to Comment 67

The comnienter states an opinion that activitics to enhance the value of Swainson’s hawk mitigation
lands will likely be detrimental to most or all of these other species. Refer te Responses to Comment 20-
52 and 20-58 for a discussion of the viability of mitigating for multiple species simultaneously. The {act
that Swainson’s hawk and the other species described by the commenter currently occur or potentially
occur on the project site together indicates that they are not mutually exclusive species in the setting of
on-site mitipation lands. Refer to Topical Response A {Off-Site Mitigation Lands) and Responses to
Comments 20-48 through 20-58 for a discussion of the habitat requirements of burrowing owls and
Swainson’s hawks, and how those habitat requirements will be adequately provided in the on-site and

off-site mitigation areas.

Response to Comment 68

The commenter states an opinion that there is no mention of any plan to monitor the success of the
mitigation for any other special status bird species. The commenler states an opinion that there should be
detailed descriptions of how the miligalion lands will be managed. Refer 1o Topical Response E (WRSP
Open Space Management Plan), Responses lo Commenls 7-3 and 7-6 for a discussion the Operations and
Management plans and Long-Term Monitoring Program that will be prepared and implemented for both
the on-site and otf-site mitigation areas. Refer also to Response to Comment 7-6 for a discussion of the

financial teasibility of the proposed mitigation measures,

Response to Comments 6% and 70

While bolh the USTWS and CDFG have encouraged the City to participate in the Placer County

HCP/NCCP program or a related subarea plan, participation is not a requirement. Because of the
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uncertainties inherent i the timing and completion of the County HCP/NCCD, the City opted to seek
endangered species protection, mitigation, and authorizations independently consistent with the City of
Rosevilie/USTWS MOU, while coordinating these efforls 1o the degree feasible with the County’s
evolving plan. This approach is consistent with Chapparal Greens v. City of Chula Vista {1996) 30
Cal.App.4" 1134, which states that CEQA docs not require consideration of proposed regional planning
efforts. The WRSP project is, however, consistent with Conservation and Development Opporlunity
Alternative 2 of the Western Placer County Drafl Conservation Strategy Overview (September 8, 2003).
The West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Project is depicted within the Alternative 2
Development Opportunity Arca. According to the Draft Conservation Strategy Overview, the intent of
Development Opportunity Arcas is o show where growth may be more reasonably accommodated and
may be compatible with the Conservation Plan's goals and objectives, taking into account existing
general plans of the cities and the County, planned infrastructure and the distribution of biological
resources. The Draft Conservation Strategy further states, “Some places within this area may be more

suitable for conservation and may be incorporated in on-site mitigation or impact avoidance.”

This is the approach laken with the proposed project. The WRSP project was designed to preserve the
highest value and most densely distributed biological resources on site. In addition, off-site preservation
areas were selected based on biological resource mapping generated by the Dacer Legacy HCP/NCCP
project and upon guidance provided by state and federal resource agencies. Additional off-site
acquisitions will be made pursuant to the same guidance, which is consistent with the objectives of the

Placer Legacy HUP/NNCTP projecl.

Response e Comments 71 and 72

Following months of coordination and iterative mapping cxercises completed in compliance with the
City of Roseville/USFWS MOU, the USFWS determined that nearly alt projecls wilhin Roseville that had
vernal pools had received Clean Water Act 404 permits. Consequently, the USFWS determined that
preparation of an FICP for the existing Cily was not needed (Letter from Cae Coude to Mark Morse at
City of Roseville, dated June 28, 2001}, Instead, it was agreed that an equivalent conservation strategy
could be developed and approved by the USTWS al the project level through the Section 7 consullation
process in the context of wetland permitting pursuant Lo section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This is the
process Lhat was followed and has been agreed to by the USFWS and is consistent with the USFWS/City
of Roseville MOU . As stated in the Final EIR, a Tinal Biological Opinion, which was ultimalcely issued on
November 23, 2003, and includes an TTT, both of which are provided in Appendix Y of this Final EIR,
provides consultation from the USTWS to the ACOE regarding the project’s 404 permit and related

mitigation plan.
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This comment suggests that the proposed annexation does nol comply with the City of Roseville/USFWS
MOU. MOLU Section 2 defines the boundaries of the planning area subject to the MOU. This section slates
that MOU boundaries may change to include lands annexed to the Cily, and that these lands can be
incorparated into the MOU planning area. 'The MOU was drafted with the undersianding that the City
may annex arcas west of the existing City. Consequently, the proposed project is consistent with the

annexalion provisions of the MOU.

Response fo Comments 73 and 74

Refer to Topical Response T (City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer County Coordination) and
Responses to Comments 20-71 and 20-72 for a discussion of the project’s relalionship to the potential

viability of the Placer Legacy HCP/NCCP efforts.

Response to Comment 75

The commenter states an opinion questioning the City of Roseville’s ability lo ensure that minimal
mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR will be implemented and managed in a manner that will reduce the

impacts of the project.

Section 15097 of CEQA requires that all state and local agencies establish monitoring and reporling
programs for projects approved by public agency whenever approval involves the adoption of an
Environmental lmpact Report (EIR}. 'The mitigation measures in the Tinal IR will be included in the
Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) that will be adopted by the City Council if the TIR is certificd
and the project is approved. Mitigation measures will be implemented as enforceable conditions of
approval and the project development agreements require the project’s implementation of the mitigation

measures listed in the MM,

Response to Comment 76

The commenter indicates that they wish to incorporate by reference the comments of Willlam . Kopper
filed on behalf of Mr, Michace! Catalano, Mr. Rob Collins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr. Greg Bain, and Roseville

Citizens for Responsible Planning. Refer to Responses to Comment Letters 25 and 335,

Response to Comment 77

Refer to Responses to Comments 7-5 and 7-6 tor a discussion of the Operalions and Mainlenance Plans
and Long-Term Monitoring Program that are being prepared and will be implemenlted for both the on-
site and off-site mitigation arcas. Refer also to Response to Comument 7-6 for a discussion of the financial

feasibility of the proposed mitigation measures.
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Response fo Commenis 78 and 79

The commenter states an opinion about the polential effectiveness of mitigation measures and suggests
that evidence from other projects in the City of Roseville suggests that mitigation measures will not be

implemented and enforced. Refer to Response to Comment 20-73.

The commenter also refers to several projects that are not the subject of the Final EIR. The commaenter’s
opinions will be provided to the decision-makers for their review and consideration when evaluating the

project. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 80

Diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant is addressed on page 4.4-12 of the Final ETR. The
impacts associated with diesel tuel TACs arc considered under lmpact 4.4-4. With the implementation of
MM 4.4-7, TAC impacts are expected to be less than significant. In addition, in response to this comment,
the second paragraph of the discussion of toxic air contaminants on page 4.4-7 of the Tinal EIR has been

revised as follows:

TACs can be emitled from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, autonobiles,
dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations. Natural source emissions include
windblown dust and wildfites. Research facilitics, farms, construction sites, and residential areas can
also contribute to toxic air emissions. TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical substances.

Lixamples include certain chlorinated hydrocarbons such as solvents, certain melals, and asbestos. In

1998, the CARB identified particulate mattor from diesel-fueled engines as a 1TAC. Compared to

be responsible (or approximately 70 percent of the total ambient air toxies risk throughout California,

In addition, the discussion of the CARB's Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particilate Matfer Emissions from

Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles on page 4.4-12 of the Final EIR has been revised as follows:

As discussed previously, the Fhe-CARB has recently identified diesel particulate matter as a toxic air

contaminant under the 1807 program. Diesel particulate malter is emitted into the air via heavy-duty
diesel trucks, construction equipment, and passenger cars, In October 2000, the CARTD released the
Riskc Redriction Plan to Reduer Farliculale Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Velivles, Fois
planddentifiesdiesel partienlate-mattorasthe predeminant TACn Californiaand propesesmethods

—LFhis plan represents the State’s comprehensive plan 1o substantially

reduce dicsel particulate emissions throughout the state. The plan, conlains the following three

components;

1. New regulatory standards for all new on-road, off-road, and stationary dicsel-fucled engines and

vehicles to reduce diggel particulate emissions by about 90 percent overall from current levels;
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vehicles where determined.to be lechnically feasible and cosl effective; and

L New phase 2 dicsel fuel regutations to reduce the sulfur content levels of diesel fuel to ne more

[

than 15 parts per nillion to provide the qualily of diesel fuel necded by the advanced dicsel

particulate emission_controls,

Response fo Comment 81

Under Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), no federal agency may approve, accept, or
tund any transportation plan, transportation program, or transportation project unless such, plan,
program, or projecl has been found to conform to an applicable implementation plan in etfect under the
FCAA. In the case of the current proposal, there are no transportation plans, programs, or projecls that
are subject to Federal review and approval, Therefore, development of the 50T Amendmoent Arca as

envisioned in the EIR is not subject to a conformity analysis under the FCAA.

Response to Comment 82

In response to this comment and a review of the new [ugitive dust rule recenlly adopted by the
PCAPCD, the discussion of applicable PCAPCD rules Lhat relate to the SOT Amendment Area on

page 4.4-14 of the Final EIR has been revised as tollows:

Rule 228 Fugitive Dust

301 _VISIBLE EMISSIONS NOT ALLOWED BEYOND BOUNDARY LIN]
allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any

A person shall not! cause or

Active pperation, open storage pile. or disturbed

surface avca (including. disturbance as a result of the raising andior keeping of animals or by

vehicle usel, such thal the presence of such dust romains visible in the atmosphere bevond the

boundary line ol the emission source.

302 VTSTBLE EMISSIONS FROM ACTIY) LATIC
Visible Emissions. a person shall not cause or alloy

[n addition to_the requirements of Kule 202,

fugitive dust sencraled by active operations
an open storage pile, or a disturbed surface areq, such that the fugitive dust is of such opacity as to
obscure an observer's vicw 10 g degree equal to or sreater than does smoke ng dark or darker in

shade as that desivnated as N, 2 on the Ringelmann Char (e 40 percent opacily), as published

by the United States Bureau of Mincs,

303 CONCTNTRATION TIMIT: A person shall not caunse or allow PMie levels to excecd 50
micrograms per cubic meter, 24 houy average, when delermined. by simultaneous sampling, as

the_difference between upwind and downwind_samples collected on bigh-volume pariculate

maiter samplers or other FPA-approved equivalent method for PMu monitoring, Sampling shall

be_conducted in accordance with the. procedures specified in Section 500,

204 TRACK-OUT ON TO PAVED PUBLIC ROALWAYS: Visible roadway dust as a vesult of active

operations "@_p_il_lage f_]'t)m_lransnnrl trucks, and the track-oul of bulk material onto public paved

roadways shall o minimized and removed,

Implementation of MM 4.4-1 and MM 4.4-2 is designed o achicve these standards.
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Response to Comment 83

MM 4.4-1 requires Lhe preparation of a dust contrel plan for construction activities. The plan would be
required lo demonstrate compliance with PCAPCD Rule 228 and any specific feasible dust conlrol
measures that the PCAPCD may recommend at the time of development. The PCAPCD is the agency
respensible for comprehensive air pollution control in Placer County. Preparation and implementation of
the dust control plan would reduce the potential impacts of fugitive dust generated during construction

activities to the maximum feasible level.

Response fo Comment 84

Please refer to the Response to Comment 11-7 for the revision to MM 4.4-3 that addresses emissions from
heavy-duty off-road equipment in a manner recommended by the PCAPCD. The PCAPCIDYs

recommended revisions are consistent with the recommendations of this comment.

Response fo Comment 85

In response to this and olber comments regarding this issue, the operational emissions associated with
the WRSP and Remainder Area have been recalculated using the URBEMIS 2002 computer modcl
developed for the California Air Resources Board and the trip generation data presented in the traffic
analysis and Section 4.3 (Transportation and Circulation) of the Final EIR. Refer to Response to Comment
11-9 for a discussion of the revised total of operational emissions associated with the WRSP and
Remainder Area, which are subslanlially lower than those shown in the Draft EIR for all emissions with
the exception of Phie emissions generated during the winler. Nevertheless, this impact s still considered

significant and unaveidable even with the implementation of MM 4.4-3 and MM 4.4-6.

Response fo Comment 86

Please refer to Respomse to Comment 20-81 regarding the requirement [or a transportation conformity
analysis. Please also refer to Response to Comment 11-2 regarding the relationship of the proposed
development of the SOI Amendment Area to the ability of the Sacramento Federal Ozone Non-

attainment Area (SFONA) to attain tederal ozone standards by Novemboer 2005.

Response to Comment 87

Sacramento County, through its General Plan, requires applicants of proposed development projects to
prepare and implement a plan that identifies meastres that will be implemented to reduce the potential
operational air quality emissions of the project by a minimwm of 15 percent. Neither the PCAPCD nor
City of Roseville has such a requirement. Tnstead, the PCAPCD recommends that developers of projects

that have the potential to generale significanl air quality impacts implement an on- and off-sile
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mitigation program. According to the PCAPCD (Comment Letler 11), this mitigation strategy is Lhe
backbone of the PCAPCTYs efforts Lo reduce emissions from land use projects as required by the 1994
State Implementation Plan. Numerous projects throughout Placer County have implemented an on- and
off-site mitigation strategy, thereby reducing lons of emissions from the Sacramento Valley Air Basin
portion of Placer County thal would not otherwise be removed. If the applicants, in consultation with the
City, eiect not lo implement an off-site mitigation program, they can pay an in-licu {ce to the PCAPCIY s
Off-5ite Mitigation Fund. The PCAPCD obtains real, quantifiable ozone precursor emission reductions
from existing sources within the City of Rosevillie and Placer County that are not required to reduce their
emissions by current State law or PCAPCD regulation. These strategics are components of MM 4.4-5 as
revised in this Final EIR. Adopted mitigation measures arc as effective as or more effective than a

percentage largel.
Refer to Responsce to Commaenl 11-9 regarding reductions in emissions after mitigation.

Response fo Comment 88

The CARIYs Risk Reduction Plan lo Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and
Velicles identifies ranges of potential cancer risks associated with seven common sources. One of these is
a low volume, 6-lane freeway that assumes an average of 2,000 diesel vehicles per day, Using year 2000
emission inventorics and factors, Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Maller Tmissions from Diesel-
Fueled Engines and Vehicles identifies a risk range of approximately 90 o 200 chances per million (of
developing cancer) based on 70 years of constant exposure to the diesel fumes at a distance of 20 meters
from the edge of the freeway. The low range of 90 chances per million was calculated using
meteorological data for the City of Concord in northern California. The high range of 200 chances per
million was calculated using meteorological data for the Cily of Anaheim in southern California, Using
this informalion, the potential risks at schools within the WRSP site can be estimated to identify a

poten tal worsl-case scenario.

Two elementary schools would be localed along Hayden Parkway in the northem part of the WRSP site.
Hayden Parkway is proposed as a modified colleclor. As shown in Figure 4.3-10 of the Final EIR, this
roadway would average approximately 2,300 average daily vehicles under year 2020 plus WRSP
conditions. The other school sites would be focated near roadways with lower traffic volumes. Assuming
that diesel vehicles would average approximately two percent of the roadway fleet mix, the 2,000
reference vehicles would be reduced to approximately 46 diesel vehicles or 2.3 percent per day on

Hayden Parkway.

The Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles

assumes 70 years of constant exposure to diesel fumes. However, students would attend the schools for




Respanse to Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Sociefy (Ed
Pandolfino) {October 28, 2003)

six years, or 8.6 percent of the 70-year reference exposure condition. They would also attend school an
average of approximalely eight hours per day, or 33 percent of the 24-hour reference exposure period.
Finally, they would attend the schools an average of 180 days per year, or 49.3 percent of the 365-day
reference exposure condition. Using this Information, the potential worst-case risks to students can be
calculated as follows for the low and high ranges of the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter

Fissions fronr Diesel-I'neled Engines and Vehicles scenario,

a Low Range =90 cases per million x 0.023 x (1.086 x 0.333 x 0.493 = 0.03 cases per million

w High Range = 200 cases per million x {1023 x 0.086 x 0.333 x 0.493 = 0.06 cases per million

Based on this information, the potential cancer risks to students at schools within the WRSE site would
be substantially less than the 10 in one million standard using year 2000 data and the low and high range
scemarios. No buffers or setback distances would be needed to protect the students of the WRSP site from
diescl exhaust emissions. The Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Muatter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled
Engines mnd Velicles identifies programs that will reduce the potential risks associated wilh diesel vehicle
exhaust in California by up to 75 percent by 2020. Therefore, the potential risks {0 everyone in the state

will be substantially reduced from 2000 levels. No further evaluation is required.

Response to Comment 89

The existing conditions analysis was completed in a timeframe corresponding to the release of the NOP
in comphiance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). The Jand use growth and roadway network
improvements that have occurred since 2001 are included in the travel demand moedel for 2020 future
conditions. The 2020 traftic volumce forecasts consider effects of future land use growth and roadway

network improvements and therefore do not result in an underestimation of impacts.

Response to Comment 20

Section 4.3.3 (Transporlation and Circulation, Regulatory Setting) provides an averview of relevant local,

state, and federal regulations.

This commenter does not clarify what addilional detail is needed. Therefore, the comment is
acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenler will be provided to the decision-makers for review

and consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response to Comment 91

The environmantal setting consists of the existing conditions at lhe time that the NOP was issued, as
explained in Response to Comment 20-62. Future (2020) baseline for analyzing the impacts of the project

at buildoul is based on the City’s 2002 CTP. The City’s C1I” assumes buildout of the existing City and 2020
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market rate development outside of the City, and identifies future intersection T.OS and required
roadway improvements necessary to maintain the City’s level of service policies. Section 4.3.4 {lmpacts
and Mitigation Measures) ot the Final EIR analyzes changes to this future baseline scenario with the
addition of the WRSPF and the SOl arca, and identifies impacts to intersections caused by buildout of the

project.

Response fo Comment 22

The commenter is correct in stating the City's current CIP does not include the WRSP. As noted in
Response to Comment 20-91, the City’s current CIP is based on build out of entitled land within the City
limits as they existed in 2002. The Fina!l FIR on page 2-66 notes that the approval of the project would

require an update to the City’s CIP to include the proposed development.

Response to Comment 93

Refer to Response to Comments 20-89, 20-91, and 20-92 for a discussion of traffic impacts and analysis.

Response to Comment 94

The actual estimate of project-generated trips remaining within the project site is about 22 percent, which
is reasonable for a mixed-use project of this size. Refer to page 4.3-38 of the Final EIR. This cstimate is
based on the institute of Transporlation Engineers (ITE} publications. The Final FIR indicates that 110,300
daily “trip ends” would be generaled by the WRSP. About 19,650 daily vehicle trips, representing 39,300
daily trip ends, would remain within the WRSP area (such as travel between the residential development
and the retail uses or schools within the WRSI?). About 71,000 daily vehicle trips would enter or exit the
project site. The trips that have both ends within the proposed project should not be double-counted
when estimating the percentage of trips that remain internal to the project site. For example, for a round
trip from a residential unit in the WRSP to a store in the WRSD, there are Iwo vehicle trip ends at the
residential unit (the beginning of the trip to the store and the end of the trip back from the store} and two
vehicle trip ends at the store. Thus there ave four vehicle trip ends, but there are only two vehicle irips.
The proper calculation of the percentage of project-generated vehicle trips remaining within the project

site is 22 percent (19,650 daily vehicle lrips out of 90,650 total vehicle trips).

Response to Comment 25

A reasonable roadway network was assumed in the Remainder Arca for the purpose of forecasting traftic
volumes associated with future development of that area, Not including these roadways in the travel
demand model could lead to erroneous forecasts. Tt is reasonable to assume that some form of roadway

system would exist in these Jocations for the purposes of the Tinal FIR analysis since the land uses in this
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Response to Comment Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Auduben Society {Ed
Pondolfino) (Ociober 28, 2003)

arca were assumed to be built out in order to create an approprialely conservative analysis of project
impacts. The land uses assumoed for the Remainder Area could not be built out without supporting

roadways.

Response to Comment 26

The improvements to Fiddyment Road identified by the commenter arc included within the City’s CIP.
In addition, the development agreement between the City and landowner obligates the landowner to

construct the relerenced improvements,

Response to Comment 97

The Placer County improvements identified to mitigate impacts from the WRSP are consislent with the
County’s Capital Tmprovement Program or are currently being considered under a joint City/County
Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. Currently there is no mechanism in place for payment of impact fees
trom the City of Reseville to Placer County for impacts to County roadways. Because the development of
an improvement program for regional roadway improvements cannot be relied upon as mitigation this
impact was identified as signiticant and unavoidable. Development within the City of Roseville
parlicipates in two regional traffic impact fee programs and the WRSP would participate in a third fee to
fund roadway improvements in unincorporated Placer County. These programs include the Highway 65
Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and the South Placer Regional Transportation Impacl Fee Program.
In addition, the City and Placer County arc currently working towards a third regional fee program to
fund improvements to Baseline Road and the Fiddvment/Walerga corridor. With regard to Guiding

Principies, refer Lo Response to Comment 20-6 and 20-12.

Response fo Comment 8

A multi-modal transit facility is not included within the proposed project. The plan area will provide
transit services, bikeways, and five park-and-ride lots. Typically, multi-modal transfer stations arce
provided to link alternmalive Lransportation modes with more standard travel modes, ie., trains to
vehicles. Since neither light nor heavy rail is planned in this area, the park and ride lots in the plan will

adequately provide for mode transiers from vehicles or bicycles to buses or carpools.

Response to Comment 99

This seclion of the Final EIR does not state that the plan area is designed inclficienly from a transit
perspective, Rather, it states, "Providing adequate transit service to the SOT Amendment Area could be
difficult economically...” (refer to Final EIR page 4.3-76). Operation, Maintenance, and Capital costs for

transit in Californja are paid through the Transportation Development Act (TDA), which creates in each
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county a local transportation fund (ITT) for the transporlation purposes specified in the Act, which are
first and foremost to provide public transit service. Revenues to the LTT are derived from the '4-cent
sales tax collected statewide. The %1 cent is returned by the Stale Lo each counly according to the amount
of tax collected in that county and distributed to each local agency based on population. As stated in the
Final EIR, the expected TDA funds to be generated by the plan area would not fund 100 percent of the
anlicipaled future transit services for the plan area. As such, the mitigation measure identificd in the
Final EIR will augment the TDA funds to provide {ull funding, i.e., 100 percenl, for anticipated transit

SETVICES,

Response to Comment 100

As indicated on page 6-6 of the Final EIR, an Infill Alternative was analyzed but would be infeasible
because most land within the City has been entitied, developed, or designated as park or open space.
Available infill sites within the existing City limits were not large enough to accommodate elemenls of
the proposed projecl, including the proposed park and open space network, light industrial uses, age-

restricted residential units, and the Village Center, all in a comprehensively planned land use plan.

The Citv recognizes that to meet the SACOG growth projections outlined in the Blueprint Project for
Placer County by the year 2050, 141,000 additional units must be provided in Placer County alonc. This
growth will be accommodated through a combination of greentield and infill development. The City is
an aclive participant in developing SACOG Blueprint alternative scenarios to accommodate regional
growlth in a manner that facilitates transit options, provides affordable housing, and preserves open

space.

The City of Roseville is unusual in that it has eight existing Specific Plans and 28 associated development
agreements, which provide entitlements over a large portion of the City. Of the approximate 20,000 acres
of incorporated land, over 12,000 acres are in specific plan areas. The remaining 8,000+ acres includes 500
acres that are part of the Hewlett Packard Master Plan and development agreement. Hence, 63 percent of
the City 1s entitled and governed by specific plan and/or master plan and development agreement {refer
to Roseviile General Plan Table 11-1, page 1I-7, technical amendment version 1-8-03, Resohition 03-01).
The remaining 37 percent is in industrial or infill areas, or in open space, parks, or public/quasi-public
uses. While there are some opportunities for infill development/redevelopment, the sites would provide
only a small fraction of the 8430 units proposed by the project or the parks and open space, business
professional, light industrial, commercial, and Village Center land uses proposed in the projecl. Tn
addition, the units would be noncontiguous, which would preclude a sense of community and place that
is otherwise provided by a master-planned development. Noncontiguous development of smaller size do

not achicve the project’s objective of providing a master-planned community and providing the City
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Response fo Comment Letier 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapier (Terry Davis}, and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (October 28, 2003)

with public benefils. Further, development of the infill sites is constrained by land use designations,

which would not accommodate the project.

The ity is considering proposals to rezone a portion of it's the North Industrial area to residential use
{two applications arc currently pending: the 140-acre Longmeadow Project and Fiddyment 44). In
addition, the City has sent out Requests for Proposals for consulting firms to examine a Specific Plan for
the Riverside Corridor between Douglas Boulevard and Darling Avenue that could allow some
additional residential use if approved. However, other arcas cited by the commenter such as Atfantic and
Vernon alrcady have existing land uses, such as businesses, residences and other uses. These arcas are
older, and the infrastructure is not designed to accommodate more intensive development without
substantial upgrades. Moreover, areas zoned as industrial near the rail yard are not compatible uses for
new residential development due to noise levels, diesel engines, and other activities common to a rail
yard. Tinally, the City also has fiscal concerns with converting commercial areas to residential use and
the potentially negative effect that would have on the General Fund and the City’s ability to provide
services. In addition, as stated on pages 4.1-7 and 4.2-6 of the Final EIR, the Uity anticipates buildout of
its current residential land use allocation between 2005 and 2007. Therefore, the Infill Alternative was nol

considered feasible.

Response fo Comment 101

The Tinal EIR considers the Placer Ranch and De La Salle/AKT University projects in the cumulative
impacts analysis at pages 5-15 through 5-16 (gencral discussion); 5-16 and 5-17 (compatibility with
external land uses); 5-19 (loss of agricultural land); 5-20 through 5-23 (population and housing); 5-23
through 5-54 (transportation); 5-34 through 3-59 (air quality); 5-60 and 5-61(construction noise); 5-63 and
5-64 (geology, solls and seismicity); 5-65 through 5-67 (biological resources); 5-82 and 5-83 (waler
supply); 3-83 and 5-84 (water treatmoent); 5-86 and 5-87 {wastewater); 5-87 through 5-89 (solid waste); and
5-104 and 5-105 (aesthelics and visual quality). The Tinal EIR also considers the development of the
potential Placer Ranch site under the current General Plan designation for that property. The Final EIR

also depicts the potential locations of these developments in Tigure 4.1-2.

The notice of preparation for this project was released in August 2002. An application for the proposed
De La Salle/AKT University project was submitted to Placer County in September 2003, The Coun tv has
not yel received any application for the Placer Ranch proposal. On Oclober 20, 2003, the Placer County
Board af Supervisors held a workshop that included discussion of the proposed university and Placer
Ranch projects, and instructed staff to study various scenarios and potential locations for these proposals.
The stalf was also instructed to bring forward a proposal for a new community plan to be prepared tor

the arca south of Pleasant Grove Creek and west of the City of Roseville. Tn a memorandum prepared by
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the County Planming Department on October 22, 2003, following the County workshop, Fred Yeager, the
County Planning Director noted the following direction from the Board of Supcervisors: “The staff may
come back to the Board in the next several months for additional review and dircclion as the proposed
university projects are further defined, as the alternative locations for the support uses, especially the
residential component is relocated and as the necessary acreage of resource/habital areas becomes more

definite.”

Given the very early stages of planning for these proposals, the Final EIR has considered the potential
impacts of these projects to the extent reasonable and practical. It should be noted that these projects do
not fall within the category of “probable future projects” under CEQA. At the time lhe notice of
preparation for this IIR was released, no application had been filed for either project, nor was either
project included in an adopted capital improvement program, general plan, regional transportation plan,
or other similar plan. The standard for consideration of probable future projects is one of reasonablencss.
The Final RIR meets that standard with respect to the analysis of the potential camulative impacts of the
proposed De Ta Salle/AKT University project and the potential future Placer Ranch project. As these
projects take shape and become more focused and specific as to land use and design, and as the County
completes ils Conmununity Plan identificd in the County Planning Department Memorandum dated
October 22, 2003 suggested as a result of the County workshop on October 20, 2003, there will be much
more detailed and comprehensive environmental review of the De la Salle/AKT University and Placer

Ranch proposals.

Response to Comment 102

Phase 1 of the Placer Vinevards project, which is expected to be completed by the year 2020, was
assumed in the project-level analysis. Levels of development beyond the 2020 horizon vear were
cvaluated in the cumulative analysis section of the Final FIR, which considered build out of the entire

Placer Vineyards project.

Response fo Comment 103

With respect to the alternatives analysis, Section 13126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “An EIR
shall describe a range of rcasonable alternatives to the projuct, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain mosl of the basic objectives of the project, would avoid or substantially lessen any
of the significant cffecls of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the allernatives.” The
alternatives analysis does not evaluate cumulalive impacts; instead, it is provided to compare the
significant environmental effects of alternatives Lo the significant environmental cffects of the proposed
project. Pursuant Lo Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, "[f an afternalive would cause one or

more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
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Response fo Commeni Letter 20
Sierra Club, Mather Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfino) (C__)cfober 28, 2003)

significant ellects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant cffects of the
project as proposed.” Therefore, the approach to the alternatives analysis was appropriate and the

conclusions remain valid.

There is no validity to the commenter’s assumption that Alternative 5 would necessarily mean that either
the Placer Vinevards Project would never be developed or thal the project site would remain

undeveloped. Thus, no reduction in cumulative impacts can be assumed.

Response to Comment 104

Section 5.2 identifies growth inducement from the project as significant and unavoidable. Further,
Section 5.4 (Growth-Inducing Tmpacts) of the Final EIR discloses the growth-inducing potential of the
proposed project. For example, page 5-6 of the Final EIR states that, “In combination with the
infrastructure systems that may be constructed in association with other projects, the infrastructure and
utility systems that would be constructed as part of the WRSP would introduce major new infrastructure
capacity to an area currently not served by urban systems and could eliminate some of the obsladles to
growth that currently occur in the western Placer County region. However, while the infrastructure
within the WRSP is sized to serve the entire SOI Amendment Area, which includes the WRSP Area and
the Remainder Avea, it is not designed with capacity to serve additional development outside of the City
or the SO Amendment Area.” Page 5-6 of the Final EIR also stales that, “The proposed Placer Parkway
project, currently being considered and evaluated by the Placer County ‘Iransportation Agency, would
bring a major new transportation corridor into the arca, and would connect the WRSP areca to the
regional road system to lThe west, including State Routes 99/70 and the Sacramento International

Airport.”

Growth-inducing impacts are also disclosed on pages 5-6 and 5-8 of the Final EIR, as follows “The
weslern growth pattern could be further reinforced by other jurisdictions in Lhe region. South of Baseline
Road, Placer County has previously approved development in the Dry Creek-West Placer arca and s
currently considering the Placer Vineyards proposal that would extend development south of Baseline
Koad and west of Walt Avenue as far as the Sutter County line. Farther west, in Sutter County, the South
Sutter Specific Plan calls for subslantial urbanization within the Sutter County portion of the Natomas
Basin. Lniversity communitics have recently been proposed immediately west {De La Salle University)
and north (Placer Ranch) of the SOI Amendment Area. In combination with the past and possible fulure
actions of Placer County and Sutter County, approval of the proposed WRSP by the City of Roseville
would remove Fiddyment Road as the long-standing regulatory boundary of development north of

Baseline Road and could stimulate future growth in the wesl Placer County region.”
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Lastly, pages 5-11 to 5-12 of the Tinal TR conclude that “The growth induced directly and indirectly by
the WRSP would contribule (o a number of environmental impacts in the Cily, as well as the greater
Sacramento/Placer County arca, including: affic congestion; air quality deterioration; loss of
agricultural land and open space; loss of habital and wildlife; impacts on ulilities and services, such as
tire and police protection, waler, recycled walcr, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas; and

r

increased demand for housing,

The Final EIR adequately and conservatively discloses direct and indirect growth-inducing impacts;
however, the project, by itself, will not lead to the complete urbanization of western Placer County south
of Pleasant Grove Creek to the Sutter County border and north to Sunset Boulevard. The October 9, 2003,

memorandum referenced in this comment is included as Atlachment 7 to Comment Letter 29 of this Final

EIR.

Response to Comment 105

Section 11.3 of the Specific Plan describes the variety of financing mechanisms that will be ulilized to
tund the construction of public improvements. These include City Impact fees that fund construction of
parks, drainage facilities, sewer and water infrastructure, transportation improvements, and other public
facilities (L.e., first stations), and School Impact {ees that fund the construction of the elementary schools,
middle school, and high school. Other financing mechanisms include the formation of a Community
Facilities District to assist in funding backbone infrastructure and facilities within the WRSP and
developer financing. Other financing mechanisms may also be utilized, such as the creation of private
dislricts or associations to lund maintenance of certain facilities within the WRSP. Specific financing
requirements, improvement obligations, fees, reimbursements, land and casement dedications and
conveyances, maintenance, and other financing and improvement related obligations are detailed in the
Development Agreements, which are part of the entitlement request described in Scction 2 (Project
Description) of the Tinal TIR. If approved, these Agreements will form binding contracts between the
City and the Landowncrs fo ensure implementation of the terms and conditions outlined thercin, The

terms of lhe Agreements would be 20 vears.

Response to Comment 106

Refer to Responses to Comment letters 14 and 16, which were submitted by the Sierra Foothills
Audubon Society to request an extension of the public review period, and Responses to Comment Letter
15, which was submitted by the Sicrra Club to request an extension of the public review pertod. While
the request for an extension was denied, the request was not ignored. In fact, as described in Responscs

to Comment Letters 14, 15, and 16, the City promptly responded with written correspondence explaining
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Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), ond Sierro Foothills Audubon Seciety (Ed
Pandolfino} {October 28, 2003)

why the extension could not be granted. Moreover, the breadth and complexity of the comments

submilted by this commenler and others indicate that there was sufficient lime to review the Draft FIR.

Response to Comment 107

The commenter summarizes several issucs previously raised in this comument letters. Refer to Responses
to Comments 20-3 through 20-12 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the Guiding Principles.
Refer to Responses to Comments 20-14 and 20-15 for a discussion of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act,
specifically as it rclates to loss of Primme Farmland and local growth. Refer to Responses lo Comments 20-
18 through 20-22 for a discussion of water supplics available to the proposed project. Refer Lo Responses
to Comments 20-69 through 20-74 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the City/USFWS

MOU. Refer also to Responses to Comment 20-104 for a discussion of growth-inducing impacts.

Response to Comment 108

Refer to Topical Response ¢ {Adequacy of Draft EIR) for a discussion of conditions that warrant
recirculation of a Draft EIR, none of which apply to the Draft EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment Project. Wilh respect to the points raised that, in the opinion of the

commmenter, would necessitate recirculation, the i‘ollowing respanses are provided:

w As reflected in Section 2.4.5 (Remainder Area Assumptions) of the Tinal EIR, “Because no
application for development of the Remainder Area has been received, the exact use, intensity, or
nature of development of the Remainder Area is noi certain at this time. Nonetheless, inclusion
within the City's Sphere of Influence would indicate that some type and Tevel of development
similar to that proposed for the WRSP Area could occur within the Remainder Area in the future,
In analyzing the effects of amending the City’s Sphere of Tnfluence, the EIR must reasonably
account tor the development that could oceur, recognizing that no entitlements will be granted at
this time, so future development could differ somewhat from the EIR assumptions.” Further, as
reflected in the Preface to the Final FIR, “Because no specific development plan is proposed for
the Remainder Area at this time, the environmental analysis of the Remainder Area is provided at
a programmatic level. Prior to Cily approvals that would allow devclopment in the Remainder
Area, annexation, preparation of a specific plan, and additional environmental review would be
required...”

m Section 7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR was based on a variety of professionally prepared
documents and studies listed in Section 4.7.1 (Introduction). Because the commenter does nol
provide specific information as to what dala or sources were inadequate or inaccurate, no further
response can be provided.

m Sechion 1.4b of the MOU belween the City of Roseville and the USFWS, which addresses
biological issues associated with construction of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant,
indicates that the parties must “...work cooperatively to develop a long-term Habitat

Conservation Plan ("HCP”) or its equivalent....” Refer also to Topical Response F (City/USFWS
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13.212

MOU Compliance and Placer Tegacy Coordination) for a discussion of the City’s consistency with
the City/USFWS MOLU.

Refer to Responses to Commenls 20-80 through 20-88 for a discussion of lhe air quality issues
raised by the commenler.

Refer to Responses to Comments 20-89 through 20-99 for a discussion of the transportation and

circulation issues raised by the commenter,

Section 5.5.2 (Development Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Final EIR indicates
that both the Placer Ranch and De La Salle University projects are considered in the cumulative
impact analysis. With respect to Placer Vineyards, according to an October 9, 2003, Memorandum
from the County of Placer Planning Depariment to the County of Placer Board of Supervisors, the
Placer Vineyards project includes a total of 14,132 dwelling units, of which 7,632 units would be
provided in Phase 1. These figures are precisely the same as reflected in the Final EIR for the
proposed project. With respect to nonresidential uses, the Tinal EIR reflects approximately 6.5
million square feet of retail, office, and industrial uses, of which 3.6 million square feet would be
provided in the Phase [. The Placer County Memorandum indicates approximately 6.7 million
square feet of non-residential uses, of which 3.9 million square feet would be provided in Phase 1.
While these figures differ somewhalt, they are the result of ongoing planning efforts associated
with this project, which has yet to have a Final EIR circulated for public review or to be
considered tor project approval. Further, the difference is less than one percent when considering
all projects that were considered in the cumulative analysis. Therefore, any changes to the Placer
Vineyards project arc not considered significant new information and, further, they would not
result in a change to any cumulative impact conclusions.

The commenter references Alternative 5, which is an alternative to the proposed project. As
requived by CEQA, the Tinal EIR describes a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project, which would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project while feasibly attaining most the basic objectives, As also required by CEQA, the
Final EIR discusses cumulative impacts, which consist of the impacts associated with the
proposed project in combination with other projects causing related impacts. Because there is a
considerable difference under CEQA in the discussion of cumulative impacts as opposed to
impacts resulting from construction and/or operation of a project alternative, the comment is

unclear and no further response can be provided.

An alternative that considers infill, redevelopment, rezoning, and/or development of mon-
comtiguous parcels within the City is not constdered Feasible because it does not meel a number of
the project’s basic objectives. As reflected in Section 2.3 (Project Objectives) of the Tinal EIR, the
project envisions the creation of an comprehensively planned, residential based communily
balanced by providing a mix of cmployment, commercial, business professional, service,
recreation, open space, and public uses. An objective of the projoct is to provide a logical and
orderly extension of the City of Roseville, compatible with surrounding land uses. Another project
objoctive is to shape the physical form and character of development in a manner that is functional

and creates a sense of place. The development of noncontiguous parcels within the City would not

ol Buosevilie
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Response fo Comment Leffer 20
Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter (Terry Davis), and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (Ed
Pandolfina) (Ociober 28, 2003)

achieve any of the basic project objectives. In addition, the proposed alternalive would also not be
feasible because (1) the proposed land uses could not be provided within the City’s exisling limits,
based on existing plans or regulatory restrictions; (2) existing parcels aren’l uniformly suitable for
the proposed land uses; and (3) the landowners cannot reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise
have access to all of the needed sites. Refer to Responses to Comments 20-13 and 20-100 for
further information regarding the feasibility of an infill alternative.

Refer to Response to Comment 20-5 and 20-105 for a discussion of financing arrangements thal
would ensure implementation of mitigation mecasures and/or public infrastructure and services.
Refer to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) and Topical Response C
{Adequacy of Draft) for a discussion of why the public as had a thorough opportunity to review
the Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter 21

FRIENDS OF THE RIVER

915 20th Streer, Sacramento, CA 95814
916/442-3155 » kAX: 916/442-3396 » E- malI mfo@Frwndsoftherwu Org * www, fncndsotthenver org

CALIFORNIA'S |
STATEWIDE RIVER
CONSERVATION
ORGANIZATION

Ronald M. Stork

- Friends of the River
915 20™ Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

October 28, 2003,

Kathy Pease
City of Roseville, Planning Departrnent
311 Vemon Street

-Roseville, CA 95678

Comments on West ROse_ville Specific Plan EIR
Dear Ms. Pease,

Friends of the River notes w;th appreciation Roseville’s commitment to complym g with the
Water Forum Agreement, as well as its planning commitment to not approve urbanization plans
that would have a negative effect on area groundwater supplies. We also appreciate the time that
City staff has taken to discuss the water supply components of the plan with Friends of the River
and other members of the Water Forum. These discussions have helped to clarify issues of both
agreement and concems, and should continue in the hope that some or-all of thase issues can be
resolved.

L

One of the issues that we wish to highlight is the implications of the San Juan Suburban Water -
District transfer for use by the City of Roseville in the West Roseville Specific Plan area; The
Water Forum Agreement provided a consensus framework for use of water sources and facilities
by San Juan Suburban for use within San Juan Suburban Water District’s retail and wholesale
service areas. These areas do not appear to include the West Roseviile Specific Plan area.

Transfers of water made available by the success of San Juan’s water conservation programs-
were not contemplated by the Agreement to be made available to entities that rely on points of -
diversion upstream of the Sacramento River and are experiencing higher than expected demand.
While there are entities that the Agreement contemplates would have water available to serve this
area of Roseville, San J van Suburban does not appear to be one of them. - -

Sincerely _
Ee@a@e@@f

Ronald Stork

Qﬁ%} A NCNPROFIT TAX DEDUCTIBLE ORGANIZATION  sc@ifinze
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Response to Commen? Letter 21

Response to Comment Letter 21
Friends of the River (Ronald Stork) (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment |

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

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section 1) and Appendix Z for a discussion of the
realtocation of San Juan Water and compliance with the Water Form Agreement. In addition, the WRSP

is not within the SJWD retail or wholesale services areas.

Response to Conmment 3

The commenter states that SIWD was not contemplated in the Water Forum Agreemenl to serve
Roseville from their water supplies. However, STWD currently serves portions of Roseville and has since
1977. Further the WEA does not specifically prohibit SWD from providing supplies to Roseville. Refer to
Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section TLe) and Appendix 7 for a discussion of the reallocation of

San Juan Water and compliance with the Water Form Agrecment.

SReat e Sile hpedfie Plaw and SR S nowndooent Ao, e TH 13-215
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Comment Letter 22

Sun City Roseville Community Association, Inc.

October 20, 2003

City of Roseville
Transportation Commission Cod :
Attn: Robert Jensen, Public Works Director | 5 ?' J
311 Vernon Street P : !! ;
Roseville, CA. 95678 ] i
{ §1€l" i [J " ;“Ei"( ] §1y’f12 NT [

Dear Mr. Jensen:
RE: West Roseyille Specific Plan

The Sun City Roseville Community Association is a community consisting of 3110 single
family homes with approximately 5400 residents. The community is represented by a seven
member resident volunteer Board of Directors. Qur community and the Board of Directors is
very interested in the upcoming public hearings regarding the West Roseville Specific Plan.

Based upon our understanding of this development, the Board of Directors has three
immediate transportation/traffic concerns that we wish to be addressed They include the
following:

1. With the resulting general increase in traffic both during and after development, are™ ]

there any plans for the mtersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Rose Creek
Road. More specifically, as Rose Creek is a fairly heavily traveled street within
our development, will there be a traffic light instalied at this location?

2. We are concerned that Del Webb Boulevard between Fiddyment Road and Blue
Oaks Boulevard will become a shortcut for non-Sun City travelers. What plans are

there to mitigate this negative traffic pattern? _—

3. With development on the west side of Fiddyment Road, there will be aneed for
" residents to drive golf carts between the two developments. Is there a goif cart -
crossing planned across Fiddyment Road-at Del Webb Boulevard?

— i
On behalf of the Sun City Roseville Community Association, we would appreciate the
Transportanon Commission addressing these traffic concerns. If you have any questions
please let us know. - .
Sincerely,
""\-*“L . )—L}/{?J . v .
(,,) . /i .Z/ At /f/azi
Jim Viele Doris Katoff
President ' Vice President
- Sun City Roseville Community Association Stun City Roseville Community Association
C:  Board of Directors

William Petchauer, Executive Director
Nella Luken, City of Roseville, Senior Planner

22-1

22-2

22-3

22-4

7050 Del Webbh Blvd. ® Roseville, CA 95?4? e (916) 774-3880 e Fax (916) 774-3889






Response to Comment Letter 22
Sun City Roseville Community Association, inc. {October 20, 2003}

Response to Comment Letter 22
Sun City Roseville Community Association, Inc. (October 20, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment containg general information and is not & comment on an environmental issuc. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

Currently, there are no plans to construct a traffic signal at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard
and Rose Creek Road. However, Pleasant Grove Boulevard will be widened to four lanes under the
proposed project. Other options tor reducing tratfic at this intersection include, but are not limited to,
prohibiting left turns in or out of Rose Creek Road via construction of a raised median on Pleasant Grove

Bouwlevard. No traffic signal is proposed for Ruse Creck Drive,

Response to Conument 3

Village Green Boulevard, which is an extension of Del Webb Boulevard, is not designed as a through
street and will dead end at the Village Center. As such, it is unlikely that Del Webb Boulevard will be
used as a shorleut for through traffic as il is a longer, more circuitous route. The Final EIR evaluated
future lraffic volumes on Del Webb Boulevard with and withoul the proposed project, and the results

indicaled thal the volumes were about the same.

Response tc Comment 4

There are no plans to install a golf cart crossing on Fiddyment Road at Del Webb Boulevard at this time.
This is duc Lo safety concerns associated with high speeds on Fiddyment Road, as well as unfamiliarity of

motorists from outside of the compunity to golf carl crossings.

Response to Comment 5

This commen! contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

1o further response is required.

: x srendmaent Aror BIR o 13217
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Cormment Latter 23

Phcer County
TAXPAYERS FOR 38

- City of Roseville
Planning Department : o
Atin: Kathy Pease A
311 Vernon Street o
Roseville, Ca 95678
(916 774-5276)

* Subject Envirchmental tinpact Report for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of
Inﬂuence Amandmem. .

in the sarly 1890’s, a group of £l Dorado County residents was concermned about the dacling in
the lavel of services, the quality of growth that was accurting and the 1ax consequences ic _
existing residents. Their goal was 1o form a group to comment on the development of the new
Genaral Plan. El Dorado County Taxpayers for Quality Growth/ EDCTQG was created. Since
- that time the group has commented on various development projects and at times assisted
various individuals or groups of neighbors in raviewing or commenting on projacts. '

23-1

From time to time, various individuals in Placer County have requested information and
assislance. The time has come to form their own group. EDCTQG is supporting & new
Separate group for Roseville/Placer County 1o use the Quality Growth portion of the name and  93.0
1o use the logo. :

The new group will be known as Roseville/ Placer Gounty Taxpayers for Quality Growth.
EDCTQG was requested to review the WRSP late in the process. As a result the comments -
- will have limited focus on impacis of regional concern. What happens in one jurisdiction can
impact the whole region. The following camments are being made on behalf of. PLACER - 23-3
COUNTY TAXPAYERS FOR QUALITY GROWTH. _ ;

Respectfully Submitted for
Placer County Taxpayers
QUALITY GROWTH

Steven Proe (530 823-1662)




Comrhent Letter 23

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

STATE HIGHWAYS & ROADWAYS

The Specific Plan acknowledges "Significant” Impacts Erom
the SOI, WRSP, and the Remainder Area. No Mitigation
Measures are provided noting they are Significant and
Unavoidable. 1Isn’t the project required to mitigate
impacts? Doesn’'t this approach ultimately put the total
takx burden on existing residents as well as new
development? '

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION: Develop and Implement a State
Highway Impact Fee program.

- Since portions of Hwy 80 & Hwy 65 in the Rogeville area are
the most congested, suggest through possibly a JPA
approach, Roseville take the lead for multi-jurisdictions
(Lincoln, Rocklin, and Loomis) to work toward a regional
solution.

Example and Suggestion: Attachment 1 (10 pgs) is a copy of
the E1 Dorado County Resolution and a Revision for a Stare .
Highway TImpact Fee. Although some help and relief is
pending with improvements to portiong of I-80 and the
Douglas interchange, any additional 1ncrements to Hwy 80
(and Hwy 65) need to be mitigated. '

Doesn’t having an existing State Hwy Impact Fee in place,

" not only mitigate the impacts of new development, couldn’t
it also get a higher preference in the allotment of - funds
from SACOG such as El Dorado County did for the car pool
lanes from El Dorado Hills Blvd to Sunrise?

If this mitigation fee approach is not feasible, please
explain why.

OTHER JURDISDICATIONS , .

Pg 4.3-83 (MM 4.3-3(a-c) & Others: WMitigation is-
identified for various other jurisdictions; such as for
Walerga Road and Watt Avenue, and various Intersections,
etc. However, the EIR notes the City of Rocklin, the
Counties of Placer, Sutter and Sacramento can implement
these various mitigation measures, but may choose not to.
How do these type of comments mitigate the impacts of this
project? Doesn’t these comments make the mitigation
meaningless? How is this project, the growth inducing and
cumulative impacts addressed in a coordlnated reglonal
'approach to planning?

23-4

+ 23-5

23-6

' 23-7

23-8



Comment Letter 23

The EIR acknowledges improvements addressed in documents
such as the adopted South Sutter County Specific Plan and
projects from Sacramento County in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), but what Funding sources and
mechanisms are in place to insure they occur? What
planning approach/controls are in place to coordinate the
various projects sc they are mitigated?

Shouldn’t major projects that impact the state highways or
~other jurisdictions be limited until the source of funding
and the mechanisms are in place to accommodate reasonable

regional growth? At a minimum, shouldn’t a concurrency
aspect be in place to assure that all of the needed
infrastructure will be available? Shouldn’t this
information be included in the plan so the public can make
meaningful comments? Without this information, how can the
Project be considered mitigated?

PLACER PARKWAY

Figure 2-16 Conceptual Circulation Plan for SOT Amendment
Area - EIR discussion. Only “One” Placer Parkway :
Conceptual Alignment is shown. Why doesn’'t EIR disclose to
the public there is a potential of three conceptual
alignments; one of which could go directly throuch the
WRSP? : :

Doesn’t only showing one conceptual alignment limit the
available options and cause the WRSP to predetermine the
route/alignment? Doesn’t this approach put Federal Funding
at risk?

Attachment 2 is a 2 page info sheet on the Placer Parkway
Corridor Preservation dated June 2003. A key objective of
the Placer Parkway project is to preserve enough land for
central, eastern, and western segments of the corridor.
Couldn’t portions of at least one or more of the segments
go through portions of the WRSP, S80I or Remainder Area?
How can the public comment on these alignments and their
impacts to this project if they are not presented in this
EIR? How will the EIR project site area preserve this
needed corridor?

Since the Development Agreement is not available for review
with this EIR, will this development be required to
contribute to a Placer Parkway Fund? Will this be covered
‘in the DA? o

AL

23-9

23-10

23-11

23-13
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Comment Letter 23

Since the WRSP and SOI require annexation, why isn’'t
project being delayed until the preferred alignment is
- selected? What requires a jurisdiction to process an

annexation before good infrastructure planning takes place5

At a minimum, shouldn’t the transportation capacity to

serve the existing as well as new development be address
first? Please explain,

At a recent Placer Parkway workshop it was stated; “Tf the
central alignment, which goes through the center of the
"WRSP is chosen, propertles would have to purchased back.”
Isn’'t this approach putting the tax burden on exigting
regidents?

At the same workshop, it was stated early indications are
the conceptual central alignment could do more '
environmental damage and the northern conceptual alignment
might be less damaging. Isn’t the central alignment going
through the center of this EIR’s project site? What are
.those envirommental impacts in the EIR project site? Why
would it be “ok” to put houses/development in the potential
central corridor alignment - but not the corridor?

Attachment 3 1is a newspaper article stating: “Placer
Parkway, a proposed route linking Hwy 65 to Hwy 99-70 in
Sutter County, *must” be studied concurrently with the
planning for new development in west Placer.” Why isn’t
this being done?

GENERAL COMMENTS

Shouldn’t the development agreement be provided for review
with the ETIR?

Aren’t the project’s claims to mitigate the impacts based
on other projects that may or may not happen? 2and, in fact
several lack funding? Wouldn't this approach make the
proposed mitigation flawed?

" As one example please clarify, wasn’t the traffic analy51s
assumption based on additional mitigation of road/lane
improvements {say to Watt Ave) and then how with or without
the EIR project site that impacts Watt Ave? Therefore,
Didn’t the analysis ignore how Roseville streets or the
State Hwy might be impacted if those road improvements were
not made to Watt Ave making them more congested? Couldn’t

1 23-15

23-16
23-17
23-18
- 23-19
23-20
23-21



Comment Letter 23

traffic patterns change? Wouldn’t the LOS decline on City .
- street and Highways? Isn’t the same true for Basellne 23-21
Road? Please analyze this.

Doesn’'t CEAQ requ1re that there be an enforceable

mitigation with an implementation plan and the detalls _ 23-22
avallable for review?

CONCLUSION

If somethlng was over- 1ooked on cur part which prompted a 0 _0g
question, Please accept our apologles

Why is this project being considered for approval and .
rannexation prior to a State Hwy Mitigation Fee being : 23.24
implemented and the Placer Parkway preferred allgnment

chosen? :

Thank you for your review of these impacts. 523 -

3 Attachments
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OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADO

* RESOLUTION SETTING A TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

FOR THE STATE SYSTEM'S CAPACITY & !NTERCHANGES

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has recognized a need to fmprove major
thoroughfares In'the Vest Slope area of the County, being that portion of the County focated
~west of the Slerra Divide between the Tahoe Basin and the Sacramentn Valley watersheds; and

WHEREAS, ;L:ursuant tn Government Code Sectlon 66484, the County has g:llepared
the West Slope Traffic Modal and the Traffic C zruﬂation Study which mciuded select [ink

- analyse;, and

W_HEREAS? said stiicles analyzed the impacts of contemplated future development on
existing State public facilities n the West Sope ares, along with an analydls of the need for
new nublic facilitdes and improvements required by the new development, the needed
facilides; and the estimated costs of those improvements; and

 WHEREAS, In accordance with General Plan Goal 3.2, it Is the Board’s alm to provide -
a regional hig‘hway system which supports fand use policies ¢of the County 'and. Cides; and

WHEREAS the Board recognizes the mpact of rew dwefopmem in tne Coumy on
. the existing state infrastructire; and '

- WHEREAS, In accordance with General Plan Objective 3.3.1, it §s the Board’s aim to
improvs {aterchanges afong U5 Highway 30 and the roadway system in the ceneral urban
corridor extending from the Sacramento/El Dorado County Line to Camino; and

WHEREAS, in accardance with General Plan Objective 3.3.2, it Is the Board’s aim to
minfmize traffic impacts on the State highway system and that development projects divectly
or cumulatively affecting State highways shall mitigate Impacts; and

- WHEREAS, Ei Dorado County recognizes that 4 substantlal pomon of the Impacts to
the Stare highway syatem is due to external Influences and are not within the control of the

Caunty; and
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Comment Letter 23

" RESOLUTION NO. 202-96

WHEREAS, U.S. Highway 50 Is a major thoroughfare to the Lake Tahoe Basln and
the State of Nevada, with a substandal number of trips being generated by the Bay Area and

Metropolitan Sacramento residents; and

WHEREAS, E! Dorado County also realizes that ma}or funding Imitations exist Withlﬂ
the State sy; tem, and

WHEREAS, in accordance with General Plan Pollcy 3.3.2.1, it ls the po!ir:y of the

 County to recognize the State highway system within the County as a part of the County’s

Regional Highway System { RHS) and that there is 2 lang-term commitment 1o praviding a safe
and efficlent filghway system; and

_ WHEREAS, it ts the County’s further policy to encourage the parmership between Ei
Dorado County, the State, and the neighboring Jusisdictlons to solve the State highway
problems and funding Nimitations and to commit tocal monles, when availeble, in the pamal

funding of cridcal State highway impmvemems,. and

WHEREAS, a3 part of thls commitment, the County Is pursuing the use of
devaiopﬂe*\t fees from private development as a funding source; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this fee & to finance State highway capaclty and
interchange Improvements to reduce the Impact of wraffic t:ungemon caused by new

_ c:!welupment within the areq; and

- WHEREAS, the traffic fees collected pursuant m.thls resolution shall be used to finance
on!y the public facllisies described or identifled i Exhibit 1 attached; and

WHEREAS sfter considering the swudy and analysls referencad above, and the
testimony receivad at this public hearing, the Board approves sald studies, and incorporates
such herein and Rurther finds that new development in the West Slope area will generate
additional traffic within the impacted area as described, and will contribute to the degmdatmn

of trafﬂa. circulation on r.he RHS In the area; and

WHEREAS, the facts and evidence presented establish that there Is a reasonable

| relationship between the need for the desciibed public facilites and the fmpacts of the types

of developmant dascribed, for which the corresponding fee Is charged, and also there s a
reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and tha type of development for which the fee

‘is char‘gec{ agd;

WH E:.REAS, at the public hearing the fee structure was studied and reviewed; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined to adopt the fee structure as presented during

Iy
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REZOLUTION NO, 202-95

the public hearing; |
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:
A, 'The Board hereby adopts the State highway capacity and interchange waffic
Irapact mitigadon {State TIM) fees as follows. The proposed fees are calculated

basad on each area's relative share of trips generated in the county:

EL DORADO HILLS/SALMON FALLS AREA

Project : ' : ' State TIM fee

Single Family Residentlal (/Dwelling Unft) ................. ceeee.. $1,570/DU
Muld-Family Resldendaf (/DU) ... .. .. fa i s e e e ea el $1,103/DY
High-tiip Commerclal {/Square Foot) .. ....... et e Ceae e . $4.16/5F
General Commerdal (/5F) ... o, e e e $1.97/5F
OFfICE (/SF) « vt vetin e ieaniaeenran. e $1,97/5F
Industial (/8F) .. . i e e e B, $0.47/5F
Warehouse (/8F) o invn e rnr i e $Q.24/5F
Gas Station (U] v et v et i e i e i i e $1,738/pump
ol Course (JHOME) ovvr i i it e £1,613/hole
Campground (/Campsite] .o it cienn e ia it $552/site

REGIONAL ANALYSIS ZONE #1

Project _ i - State TIM fee
Single Family Residendal {/Dwelling Unit) . ....... e e $2,724/DU
Multi-Famlly Restdential (/DU ....... e raraeaas e, $1,907/DU
High-trip Comimercial {(/Square Foot) ....... e e ST AB/SF
General Commercial (/5F) oo oo i it i et e iia e s, Ve dsawnae.. 33.54/5F
Office (/SF) .o vvuu. . e e e . $3.54/5F
Cdndustrdal (FSF) ..o e P ... $0.85/5F
Warehouse (/SF) ..... e e e ie ey $0.43/5F
Gas Statlon (/PUMD) & cv v ettt etertoarnonrerorrnniornenses $3,01 5/pump
Golf Courge (/Hole) +....ocvvv e e e $2,899/hole
Campground (/Campshe) ... ......... e e m e aar et $954/5lte

REGIONAL ANALYSIS ZONES #2 THROUGH #5

Seave TiM feo

Project o -
Single Family Residential (/Dweliing Uinlt) .. .. .. ..., oo $2,016/DU
Mulg-Famlly Residential (/DU ... ... (.. PR S $1,411/DLY
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HESOLLTION NO. 202-98

High-trip Commerclal (/Square Foot) ...t iinnnne.. e $5.41/SF
General Commercial (/5F) vt i i i i it e e e e $2.54&/5F
Lo Y o T A e e $£2.54/5F
Industedal (/SF) .. . vvnin e S e e £0.62/SF
Warehouse (/5F) ... it ii et et ene.. s BOT1/SF
Gas Stathon (/PUMP) « oot vtme i e eiaenir e ennn.. $2,426/pump
Golf Course {(/Hola) ..o irn i i i e s s $2,098/hole
Campground (/Campsite} v i o v et e $706/ske
Notss: -

1. The State TIM fee Is to be pald In addition to either the applicable County TIM fee
~or the El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls area road impact fee (RIF).

2. All State TIM fees for residential projects shall be pald at the buflding permit stage.

3. No fee shall be required for remodeling of existing residential units pursuant vo County
- Code Chapter 12.32.030.B. However, the fes may be due 1o bring a restdentlal unit
up o the applicable bullding code specifications if the unit was fuftially built without

the approval of and inspection by the bullding department.

4. The fees other than residential shall be based on the projected use of structures, as
datermined by plans submitted for budlding permits, and pald prior to the issuance of .
a bufiding permit. Pursuant to the terms of Board of Supervisors Poltcy B-3 for fee
deferral, some profects may be eliglble to defer payment of the fee untll kssuance of
the cerifficate of occupancy, or may elect to pay a portion of the fee over a five year

period.

5. Mobile homes on permanent foundations shall be subject to the muld-family fee.

b. Second dwellings as defined uﬁder County Code Chapter 17.15.020 shali be subject
to the multi-family fee.

B. The Improvements to be constiucted are those Im'pmvements'set forth in
' Exhibit 1. ' .

C. - The fees set forth !.n the item “A” above wiil be adjusted annuaily on March
Ist of each year by an Increase or decrease In the Engineering News Record

Construction Cost [ndex.

D. In 1998, and zach five years following 1998, the E! Darado County D.O.T.
shall review the estimated cost of the capital Improverments described in exhibit
1, the continued need for those Improvemants and the reascnable relatlonship
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© RESOLUTION NO. 202-96

between such need and the Impacts of the various types of development
pending or anticipatad and for which the fee Is charged, The County D.O.T.
shall report its findings to the Board of Supervisors at a notced public hearing
and recommend any adjustment to the fee or other action as may he nieeded.

7. Gas pump Edeﬁned) Is a fuel delivery device containing two to three (2-3) hoses (per
customer service focation), which may or may not be located-on an Island or other

ralsed platform.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the Gadnty of £l Dorado at a regular meating

of 52id Board, hefd on the ST day of AUGHST 1996 _ _
. JDHN E. UPTON

Ayes:

ATTESY '
{}!HIE L. FOOTE NOES SUPE?\: TS0RS:; BFADLFY & NY

N
R

Chifenaz, Board of Sumlsors" '

| CERTIFY THAT:
THE FOREGOIMG INSTRUMENT 18 A COFIRECT COPY OF THE ORIGINAL ON FILE (N THIS OFFICE.

DATE ' '
A'r'res‘r DIXIE L. FOOTE, Clerk of the Board of Suparvisare of the CQumy of Bt Doredo, Siate of Calilomia,

By .

Deputy Clark

Al Gy
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RESOLUTION NO._ oo

O THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF EL DORADD

BESOLUTION AMENDING THE TRAFFIC IMPACT FEES FOR THE STATE SYSTEM'S
' CARACITY AND INTERCHANGES o

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has' recognized a need to improve major |
Anoroughfares in the West Slope area of the Gaunty; and _ '

- WHEREAS, on August 20, 1998, the Board of Supsrvisars adopied Resolution 202-96
which established a Transportation impact Fee for the State System's Capaciy and
interchanges in the County's West Slope area for the State roadway systam, and said fees
wers implemented in October 1996; and

: WHEREAS, the Board of Suparvisors on February 24, 1298 wiopied Resolution No. 31-
o8 amending the Transportation Impact Fee for the Slate Systam's Capasity and
interchanges for the increase in the Enginssring News Record Construction Cost Index; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 31-88 providad that said fees shall be acjusted annually on
March 1% of each year by an increase of decrease in the Englneering News Record
Construction Cost [ndex; and o

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisars on March 19, 2002 adopted Resoluton No. 077-
2002 amending the Transperiation impact Fee for the State System's Capacily and
- imterchanges for the increase in the Enginesring News Record Canstruction Gost Index; and

WHEREAS, the Ejoérd of Eupewimr'é on October 1, 2002 adopted Resolution No, 247-
2002 setting an Intedm Transportation 'mpact Fee for Highway 50 Corridor Improvemaents,
thereby amending the Transportation Impact Fee for the State . Systerw's Capaclty and

Interchanges.

WHEREAS, the Engineering News Record Construction Cost {ndex has increased by
4 7% over the last twelve month perfod; and _ :

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been hald to adjust the Transportation limpact Fee for
~ the State System's Capacity and Interchanges pursuant to the Enginsering News Record
Constriction Cost index; and _

WHEREAS, at the public hearing the adjustiment to ﬂae Transporiation impact Fea for the
State Systeny's Capacity and interchanges was studied and reviewed; and o
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. WHEREAS, the Board has determined to adopt the ameanded Transportatlon krpact Fes

for the State System's Capacily and Intercharges as presented dudng the public hearing,
which shall go into effect sixty days frorm date of adoption.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVEL:

A. The Board of Supervisors hersby adopts the amended fees within the areas of
- benefit as follows: . _ ' :

S.ias.glwfémlly Residential $1.632 $£1.4676
Nnfii-family Residential _ ' i $1,146 $1,177
Iiigh-'l‘rip Commercial (per sq._t‘ﬁo*.) i ' $4.33 $4.45
| General Commercial {per square foot} $2.04 %2.10
Office (per squars fom) 82.04 .. 2.1 |
Industrial (per square foot) | § o 30548 $0.49
Warchouse (per squure foot} $0.25 . 50.24
Charch (per square foof) | $0,25 90,26
| Gas Station (per pump) 51,807 §1,356
Golf Course (per hole) 51,677 ) $1,722
Campgmﬁnd {per campsite) 5874 I $589
Bed and Breakfast (per rented room) $258 3296




RESOLUTION NOU. 038-2003

acT 289 2003 10:25 BUHRB.DF SUPERVISORS

53023982552

. Comment Letter 23

2003 Resolution Amending State TIM Feey

Page 3 of §

Single-family Residential $2,832 $2,908
Multi-family Residential $1,993 $2.037
High-Trip Commercial (per sq. foof) $7.77 | 57,98
Gueneral Commei-cial {per square foot) ~$3.68 $3.78
Office (per square foot) $3.64 5:3*78.
Tudustrial (per square foot) $6.89 $0.91
Warehouse {per square foot) 5044 5{}.45
Chareh {per squéra foat) $0.44 $0.45
Gas Smﬁon (per pump) | $3.134 $3,11%
Goif Cougse (per_ holed _ $3,014 $3,005
Campground {per campsite} $093 31,020
Bed and Breakfast @er rented foon:) 5498 511 |
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SESOLUTION NO. 038-2003 : '
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| Bingle-{amily Resitiemiai §2,095 ' : ELiSZ'

il Minlti-familv Residential | 81,467 $1,507
Wigh-Trip Commercial [per 3. .fmJ'l} | $§.63 ) $5.78 "_
Gemersl Commercial (per squﬁye foot) | $Z.ﬁﬁ. §2.73

| Office (per square foot) : $2.66 %273

Imdustrial {per square fool) I$0.é5. C§GGT
Wﬁréhﬂusc (per square foot) $0.32 5033 H:
Church (p.t':'t‘ square foot) 3032 £0.33
CGas Station [pez; Euﬁip) | 52,512 82,590
Golf Course (per hole). $2.174 $2__é33
Campgroand (per campsite}-. 5734 B 5754
Bed and Breakirst (per rented room) $369 $379

Notes:

1,

All State TIM faes shall be paid in addition to efther the applicable County TIM f2a or the
E!l Dorado Hils/Salmon Falls area road Impact fee. ‘ :

All Stata TiM fees for residential projects shall he paid prior to the issuancs of a building
permit for a new dwelling unit. '

No fee shall bs required for remodeling of existing residential units

- pursuant 10 County Cede Chapter 12.32.030. B, Howsver, the fee may be required

when issuing a building permit to bring a residential unit up to the applicatie building
code specifications i the unit was inftially built without a buiiding permit.

 Ths fees for non-residential projects shall be based on the projecied use of structures,

as determinad by plans submittad for building permits, and paid pricr (o the issuancs of
a building pemit. - - -
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Pursuant to the terms of Board of Supendsors Policy B-3 for fee deferral, some non-
residential projects may be eligible o defer payment of the fee uniil issuance of the

certificate of occupancy, or may elect ta pay & portion of the fee over a five-year period.

Mohile homes on permanant foundations shall be subject to the single-family residential

fesz,

A sacand dwelling, as defined undsr County Code Chapter 17.15.020 shall be subject
to the multi-family fee, '

Gas pump is defined as a customer service location with a fuel delivery device

coniaining fuel dispensing hose(s), which may or may not be located on an island or
other raised platform. -

An applicant may receive a full or parlial waiver of the Stete TiM fee, or may receive
credils against future fee obligations, if the Direstor of Transportation certifies that the
applicant has constructed improvernents included in the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee
Capital Program ar has provided the required funding for the Traffic Impact Mitigation
Fee Capital Program through other funding mechanisms. The applicant who has
construcied or otherwise funded road improvements identified in the Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fae Capital Program may also be enfitied fo reimbursements from this fee
account ff the value of the improvements exceeds the fees set for this this resclution.

Fees sel forth in the itam “A* above will be adjusted annually on March 1% of each year

by an increase or decrsase in the Enginearing News Record Construction Cost Index.

As part of the General Pian re-adoption process, the El Dorado County Departrnent of
Transportation (DOT) shall review the estimated cost of the capital improvements. DOT
shall also evaluate the continued need for those improvemients; refative to the impacts
of various types of pending or anticipated devatopment for which the fes is charged.
The County DOT shali report its findings to the Board of Supervisors at a noficed pubiic
hearing and recommend any adjustment to the fes or other actian as may be neaded.

SASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supsrvisors of the County of El Dofad
ragular muating of sald Board, held on the _25th  dayof Fghbruia;
“by the foilowing vote of sald Board: o

ATTEST

B EL.FOC&E . ' ong
LCI Wuarﬁofﬁupar 2 7 Absgnts
DAt 5 /W% PAHELNL \ gy B zr
o U Daputy Glaric y / Ghalrman, Board Y Supervisers ESECN

| CERTSFY THAT: ) . :
THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT 15 A CORRECT CORY OF THE ORIGINAL OM FILE IN THIS OFFINE.

DATE . .
ATTEST: BIXIE L. FGOTE, Glark of the Board of Suparvisers of the County of B Dorade, Slata of Catlfornta

By

Deputy Glerk
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Placer Parkway is a proposed is-mile long,
east-west transportation corridor that will .
connect rapidly growing western Placer
County with Sutter County industrial
development and the airport to the west—
linking State Highway 65 with State Highway
70/99 (see map). Residents, community
leaders and business representatives are now
discussing where to preserve a corridor for
the future Parkway.

The Parkway is a high-priority regional trans-

portation project. Employment, popuiation

growth, and traffic have become major

issues for many people who live and work

in the area. The amount of lime and

productivity tost has a real impact on the
regional economy and our guality of life. At

\
|
i
|

the same time, preserving agricultural open
space and habitat is also critical.

The Placer Parkway Corridor Preservation
will identify and preserve land for a future
transportation corridor that will offer several
key benefits:

Ease traffic and anhance the fow of

naople and goods

Link rapidly growing areas of wasiers
Placer County and plannad industiia?

development in south Sulter Counyy

Ymprove aofess o the g cowidoy and the

raments hternatinnal Avnan

Provide an alternative 1o haavily travaled
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PCTPA | 550 High 5t Suite 107 | Auburn, CA 95603 | tel 530-823-4030 | fax 530-823-4036 | web www.pcipa.org
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A key objettive of the project is to
preserve enough land for a y,000-
foot-wide central segment corridor
and soo-foot-wide eastern and
western segment corridors, Seversl
_concept carridors were identified
via a previous study {ses map}.
Within the corridor, Placer Parkway
would be divided into three
segments:

« Gantral Sutier Pl

Lo Flddymien

acesss {praserving a 1,000 fot

The Placer County Transportation
Planning Agency (PCTPA) is admin-
“istering the project for the South
Placer Regional Transportation
Authority (SPRTA) and Sutter
County. PCTPA is the regional
transportation planning sgency for
Placer County and its six ¢ities.
SPRTA consists of several PCTPA

nrermber frisdictions in westem -
Flacer County.

PCTPA will be preparing a Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement/ -
Environmental impact Report
(EIS/EIR). A Tier 1 document is
used for long-term projects and to
streamline environmental review.
This will help to ensure that the
fand needed for a future transporta-
tion corridor can be preserved now.
The Tier 1 EIS/EIR will address state
and federal environmental require-
ments and will outline public
concerns in enough detail to make
an informed choice about selecting
a corridor alignment. A future Tier
2 environmental review would
address design and construction
issues for the specific aligniment
within the corridor.

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

PCTPA has programmed about $4.7
miiliion to complete the required
feceral and State environmental
review. SPRTA oversees a regional

" fee prograrn that is expectad to

coltect about $50 million for acquir-

ing a corridor, Actual construction
funding for the transpartation facility
is not anticipated until after 2015,

There will be many opportunities
for the public to provide input into
this environmental review. For more
information about the project and
upcoming meetings. go to:

www.placerparkwavorg

Or contact:

Celiz McAdam, Executive Director,
PCTPA, 550 High Street, Suite 107,
Auburn, CA 95603,

Telephone: 536-823-4030

Fax: §30-823-4016

Email: cmcadam@pcipa.org

PCTPA

550 High St., Suite 107 | Auburn, CA 95603 | tel 530-823-4030 | fax 530-823-4036 | web www.pcipa.org
& : s b e
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Response to Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth {Ociober 29, 2003}

% Response to Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth (October 29, 2003}

Response fo Comment 1

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Thercfore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Theretore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 3

This comment conlains general information and is not @ comment on an environmental issue. Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response o Comment 4

To the extent possible, and consistent with Scction 151264 of the CEQA Cuidelines, the Tinal EIR
described feasible measures that could minimize significant adverse impacts. However, not all impacts
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level, either because mitigation is not feasible or it is under the
jurisdiction of another agency to implement. The proposed project will resull in some significanl and
unavoidable impacts related to transportation and circulation, as presented in Section 4.3 (Transportation
and Circulalion) of the Final EIR and summarized in Sections 3.3 (Summary of Environmental lmpacts,
Environmental Tmpacts and Mitigation Measures) and 3.2 (CEQA Censiderations, Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts) of the Final EIR. The commenter is incorrect in stating that no mitigation measures
are provided. To address potential impacts related to transportation and circulation, the Final EIR

identified MM 4.3-1 through MM 4.3-9,

CEQA does not require that all impacts be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In fact, Section 15093
of the CFQA Guidelines aliows the decision-making agency Lo approve a project if its benefils outweigh
its unavoidable adverse environmental affects. However, CEQA requires that the lead agency state, in
writing, lhe specific reasons to supporl ils action lo approve a project it such an approval would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts. This is called a “Stalement of Overriding Considerations,” If the
proposed project is approved by the City of Roseville, a Statemenl of Overriding Consideralions must be

prepared to support the City’s action.

wren BIH
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

CEQA does not require « fiscal analysis as part ot the environmental review process (Section 15131 (a) of
the CEQA CGuidelines: Feonomic or social effects of o project shall not be treated as significont effects on the
enprronment). However, with respect to tax burdens, the Specific Plan contains a full program of
implementalion measures (including financing measures) to ensure the provision of all infrastructure,
facilities, public services, and mitigalion measures that are necessarv to support the proposed
development. These implementation measures are described in Section 11 {Impiementation and
Administration) of the Specific Plan and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Implementation) of the Final
ETR. In addition, as parl of the project analysis, MunilFinancial ran a fiscal analysis to ensure that
adequate public services could be provided. The first ter of the analyses occurred in February 2002 as
part of the Feasibility Analysis that the City prepared prior to proceeding with the Specific Plan process.
The results of the Fiscal Analysis were made available to the public. As part of the Development
Agreement process for the WRSP, the City of Roseville will ensure that, at a minimumni, the WRSP wilf be
fiscally neulral, which is consistent with the Guiding Principles that are proposed as policies in the
General Plan as part of this project. An operalions and maintenance plan will guide open space
management cfforts, and a community facilities district or other similar measure shall provide funding,
Implementation of the project will include formation of a Mello-Reos Community Facilities District for
services that will, in part, pay for these ongoing maintenance costs. Tinal formation of the CFD cannot
take place until the WRSP is annexed to the City. In summary, and at a minimum, the proposed project

will be tiscally noutral with respect to the operating budget of the City of Roseville.

Response to Comment 5

Recommending the development of an improvement program for regional roadway improvements is a
good idea, but cannot be relied upon as mitigation because agency approvals necessary to develop such a
program have not been granted at this time. The City of Roseville cannot alone develop a joint powers
authority or a regional or statewide solution. And, the project proponent cannot be required to mitigate
impacts unrelated to this project on a stalewide or regional basis. 'The project by itsclf canmot be expected
to mitigate this impact independently because no financing program exists to collect the project’s fair-
share coniribulion of improvements or the remaining fair share from other projects or contributors.
Further, updating existing traffic impact fee programs in adjacent jurisdictions such as Placer County,
Sutter County, and the City of Rocklin to include new roadway improvements and additional land use
development s beyond the scope of this project and outside the City of Roseville’s authority.
Noevertheless, the City of Roseville can slill choose to enter into a variety of agreements or programs to
provide funding for regional roadway improvements that could include participation by the proposed
project developers. Development within the City of Roseville already participates in two regional traffic

impact fee programs. These programs include the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee Program and




Response to Comment Letier 23
~_Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growth {October 29, 2003)

the South Placer Regional Transportalion Impact Fee Program. The project will participale in a (hird

traffic for regional road improvements in the County.

Response to Comment 6

Refer o Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impact mittgalion.

Response to Camment 7

The commenter is correct in neting that some of the traffic-related mitigation measures would be under
the jurisdiction ol other agencies to implement and, turther, that the City of Roseville is not able to ensure
the implementation of such measures since they are outside of the Cily’s direct control. Tor that reason,
those impacts were considered significant and unavoidable, taking a conservative approach in assuming

that the mitigation might not, or could not, be implemented.

Response o Comment 8

Refer 1o Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impacl mitigatiom. Growth-inducing
T P 2 g

impacts of the Project are analyzed in Final EIR Section 5.4.

Respense to Comment @

Refer to Response to Comment 23-5 for a discussion of traffic impact mitigation.

Response to Comment 10

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association of Sacramento Valley
governments formed from the six regional counties - El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and
Yuba—and its 22 member cities. SACOG's primary charge is to provide regional transportation planning
and funding, as well a5 a forum for the study and resolution of regional issues. In this role, SACOG
prepares the region's long-range transporlation plan; approves distribution of affordable housing around
the region; keeps a regionwide database for its own and local agency use; helps counties and cities usc
federal transportation funds in a timely way; assists in planning for lransit, bicycle networks, clean air,
and airport land uses; and is undertaking a new program to link transportation and land development
more closely. Accordingly, regional traffic impacts are primarily managed by SACOCG and implemented
by the State of California Department of Transportation through regional traffic impact fee programs.
Development within the City of Roseville is required to parlicipate in both the Highway 65 Joint Powers
Authority Fee Program and the South Placer Regional Transportation Tmpact Fee Program. There are no
other established regional traffic fee programs that address localized impacts, such as those that might

ocecur in adjacent jurisdictions.
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Chapter 13 Responses to Camments

As described in the Specific Plan and Development Agreements, construction of the WRSP is proposed
over an approximately 10-20 vcar tme frame within four phascs. As development proceeds,
mfrastructure, schools, parks, will be required to keep pace with residential and  commercial
development. The WRSI® Phasing is'desigmrd so that all infrasiructure and public/gquasi-public uses are
in place with each phase before the next phase of Lthe project procecds, Developmenl fees are due at the
time of building permit, which will fund improvements o waler, sewer, recycled water, drainage,
roadway, park and open space, and other public facilitics such as libravics, fire stations, and law
enforcement facilities. The project development agreements set forth the specific timing and scope of

infrastructure and funding cbligations.

Response tc Comment 11

Section 6.2.7 of the Final EIR [dentifies all potential alignments currently being considered for the Placer
Parkway. Page 6-72 through 6-74 of the Final EIR indicates that two of the potential study alignments

would transcct the project area, one of which would bisect the WRSP area from north to south.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion on the construction of Placer Parkway. As parl of the
alternatives analysis, the Final EIR provided additional information on the compatibility of Placer
Parkway should an alignment be built along the northwestern boundary of the project. In addition, as
part of the development agreement, the City is requiring that all purchasers of ots or residential units
located within the WRSP be notified that there is a “potential for a proposed Placer Parkway within The

WRSD? Boundaries.”

Response fo Comment 13

Reler to Response to Comments 5-2 and 23-11 for a discussion of construction to Macer Parkway.

Response to Comment 14

The plan arca, through the development agreement, will be obligated to participate in all existing and
future citywide fee programs. Partial funding for Placer Parkway is included within the South Placer
Regional Transportation Tee Program, in which the City currently participates. The WRSP will be

required to participate in this fee program to fund its proportionate share of this improvement.,

Response to Comment 15

Refer to Response to Commients 5-2 and 23-11 for a discussion of the construction of Placer Parkway.
Placer Parkway is still in the preliminary planning stages. Approval and Lliming are uncertain. The Tier 1

analysis has just begun and is expected Lo take three to four yvears 1o complele. Ultimately, approval and
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Response fo Comment Letter 23
Placer County Taxpayers for Quality Growih {October 29, 2003}

construclion of Placer Parkway may not occur for ten years or more. Therefore, it is premature to hold up
construction ot the proposed projecl. Annexation is only being proposed for the WRSI at this {ime.
Additional environmental revicw will be required prior to consideration of an annexation proposal for

the Remainder Area.

Response fo Comment 16

Refer to Response to Comments 5-2, 23-11, and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.

Response to Comment 17

Refer to Response to Comments 5-2, 23-11, and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.

Response 1o Comment 18

Refor to Response Lo Comments 5-2 and 23-15 for a discussion of construction of Placer Parkway.
P 3

Response to Comment 19

The development agreemenls for the project have been available to the public during the course of

review for the project. The draft agreements are not required o be circulated as part of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 20

As applicable, Lthe Tinal TIR identifies the uncertainty associated with mitigation funding for potential

improvements, and as a result identifies impacts such as Impact 4.3-3 as significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 21

In forecasting and analyzing future 2020 conditions, the Final EIR transportation analysits had to make
assumptions about the amount and location of future land use development and future roadway
improvements. These assumptions were based on the best available data at the time the analysis was
prepared. The assumptions about improvements to other jurisdictional roadways and Slale highways
are, in general, based on the Tier 1 improvements contained in the Mefropolitan Transportation Plan (MTTF)
for 2025, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 2002, The Tier 1 improvements in the MTT arce those
expecled o be construcled with existing revenue streams. These improvements were included in the
modeling for the Wesl Roseville Specific Plan because the land uses projected to occur by 2020 that

generate the need for these improvements were also included in the model.

Response to Comment 22

As required by Public Resources Code Section 2108.6(a}(1), the City will adopt a mitigation monitoring

and reporting program at the time of project approval. All mitigation measures adopted will be
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Chapter 13 Responses to Commenis

enforceable as conditions of approval or incorporated into the project. Mitigation mcasures will be

enforceable through conditions on the approvals and through the development agreements.

Response to Comment 23

This comment contains general informalion and is not a comment on an envirenmental issuce, Therefore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 24

Refer to Response to Comment 23-15 tor a discussion on the construction of Placer Parkway.

Response to Comment 25

This comment contains general information and is not a comment on an envirenmental issue. Therefore,

ne turther respense is required.
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Comment Letter 24

‘LAW QFFICE O

5158602014 .

J. WiLLiam YEA‘IlJE'S

8002 CALIFORNIA AVYENUE
FAIR OAKS, CALIFORNIA 95528
TELEPHONE: (915) 850-2000

FACSIMILE: (916) 860-2414
infu@cavi:oqunlit'yluw.cpm

J.WILLIAM YEATES
September 30, 2003

Derrick Whitehead

Environmental Utilities Director -
City of Roseville .
Environmental Utilities Department
2005 Hilltop Circle -
Roseville, CA 95747

Re: West Rqsevf}le Specific Plan

Dear Directér Whitehead:

Sent Via|Facsimile

Y am writing on behalf of Diamond Creek Pariners, Ltd. and Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond

Creek’s, chief financial officer, regarding the West Roseville
Public Utilities Commission’s scheduled hearing this evening

Specific Plant and the Roseville
on the drafi environmental impact

report (DEIR) for the West Roseville Specific Plan. Tonight the Public Utilities Commission is

scheduled to receive comments on the Public Utilities section
Plan for the West Roseville Specific Plan. While my client ap
participate in a public forum on the West Roseville Specific P
he is being provided a meaningful opportunity to provide co

the matters that are the subject of the Public Utilities Commis

" The West Roseville Specific Plan was released on September
" Completion on the DEIR was also filed on September 15, 200
review period. The Public Utilitics Commission hearing follo

of the DEIR and Public Utilities

preciates the opportunity to

lan, my client does not believe that
ents on the scope and breadth of

ion hearing.

15,2003. The Notice of
B, triggering a 45-day public
ws within two weeks of the release

of both the specific plan and DEIR. The Public Utilities section (4.11) of the DEIR is 08-pages
inlength. It is also necessary to review the Hydrology, Water| Quality, and Groundwater section

(4.12) of the DEIR, which is an additional 58-pages in length.
DEIR refers to several technical studies, including:

The Fublic Utilities Section of the

Technical Memoraridum 1 - Unit Water Demand Ractor Revision {(Montgomery

' Watson Harza [MWH], November 6, 2002} -

Technical Memorandum 3 — Wastewater Evaluation of Urban Growth dreas {(MWH,

December 4, 2001}

Technical Memorandum 7 ~ Water Supply Strategy} (MWH, April 10, 2003)

Master Water Study for West Roseville Specific P!
2003) - '

2002 Urban Water Management Plan (City of RoTville)

n Area (Wood Rodgers, May

MARY 1. AKEMNS
KEITH G. WAGNER
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Comment Letter 24

Bill Yeates - 9168602014 p.3

Derrick Whitehead
September 30, 2003
Page 2 of 3

Recycled Water Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area (HydroScience
Engineers, Inc., May 21, 2003) o
Groundwater Impact Analysis for Proposed Reasans Farms Land Retirement Plan
{(MWH, June 2003) '

The June 2003 Groundwater Impact Analysis by Montgomery Watson Harza contains twenty-

- three pages of text summarizing attached computer modeling results based on contour maps and
hydrographs, which were run through the North American River Integrated Groundwater and.
Surface Water Model {IGSM). The November 6, 2002 Technical Memorandum 1 prepared by
Montgomery Watsen Harza is 15 pages. The text of the December 4, 2001, Technical '
Memorandum 3 is 21-pages long. Additionally, attached at Appendix S to the DEIR isa
 technical study prepared by Wood Rodgers on September 12, 2003, entitled “Water Supply
Assessment for West Roseville Specific Plan (Fiddyment Rarlch/WestPark Properties). This 14-
page document (attaching Technical Memorandum 1 and other resolutions and agreements) is
not referenced in the Public Utilities section of the DEIR, but is obviously relevant to the
discussion. The remainder of the technical studies referenced in the Public Utilities section of

the DEIR is_ only available for review at the City of Roseville h?ermit Center,
. In addition, the Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater T’ecﬁon of the DEIR references the
following three documents: o )
Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master Plan Drainage Analysis, Wood-Rodgers Inc.
(Tune 2003) - ;

Groundwater Impact Analysis, MWH (June 2003) .
City of Roseville Detention Basin Project FEIR ] aéuary 2003 (SCH No. 20020720384)

Again, these documents are only available at the City of Roseville Permit Center.

My client picked up his copies of the West Roseville Specific|Plan and 4-Volume DEIR on

September 18, 2003, He had them sent by courier to my office that same day. My office

attended the Public Workshop on September 23, 2003, where We learned about the immediately

upconting Public Utilities Commission hearing. It is unrealistic to expect that my client can pick

" up documents measuring over 8 ¥ inches in height when stacked on top of one another on
September 18 and be prepared to provide meaningful commﬂ:dto the Public Utilities
Commission by tonight's hearing. The availability of water and how the City plans to provide
water service to the West Roseville Specific Plan area is of great interest to my client, My client
will be providing comments on the DEIR and would like the opportunity to provide comments to
the Public Utilities Commission.| My client, therefore, requests that the Public Utilities
Commission schedule an additional hearing after the ¢lose of the public comment period on the
DEIR to receive public comments on the Public Utilities secti'?n of the DEIR and the Public

" Utilities Plan of the West Roseville Specific P]_;aﬂ_ : .

. !

~ Additionally, I would like to request your Department's assistance in making available the
technical studies that are referenced in Section 4.11 and 4.12 df the DEIR, but are not incliuded in
the artached Appendices to the DEIR. My client will pay whatever reasonable costs your
Department will incur in gathering and reproducing these documents. We will make

24-2
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Comment Letter 24

. " 9158802014 P.4

Derrick Whitehead
September 30, 2003
Page3of 3

arrangements to pick up the documents when they are availablle. Please let me know as soon as :

possible if your Department can expedite the collection of thelse documents for our review. i e4-4

Sincerely,

Bl Yg/a;fs |

cc: Stephen Des Jardins







Response to Comment Letter 24
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on beholf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners, Ltd.
(September 30, 2003)

L

## Response to Comment Letier 24
Law Office of J. William Yeates, on behalf of Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond
Creek Pariners, Lid. (September 30, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment provides introductory text that identifies the commenting individuals and entities and
also affirms the fact that public testimony was received at the September 30, 2003 Public Utlitics
Commission. Refer to Topical Response B {Adequacy of Public Review Period) for a discussion of the

Adequacy of Public Review Period, including other opportunities for public input and participation.

Response to Comment 2

'The commenter is correct in identitying the date and duration of the public review period tor the Draft
LR, as well as the titles of certain documents (propared in conjunction with the proposed project) that

are available tor review at the City of Roseville Planning Department

Response to Comment 3

Refer also to Topical Response B (Adequacy of Public Review Period) for discussion the Adequacy ot
Public Review Period and the many opportunities for public participation. Comments were provided by
Mr. Yeates’ client at the September 30, 2003 Public Utilitics Commission. While a second Public Utilities
Commission meeting was not held, the public was provided an opportunity to comment on any element
of the proposed project at public meetings that have been, or will be, conducted subsequent to the Public

Utilities Commission meeting, including Planning Commission meetings and two City Council meetings.

Response to Comment 4

City staff prepared a list of all of the documents referenced in the Final EIR that were not included as
appendices. This list was submilted to the Commenter’'s client, who, I lurn, requested that the City
provide information on the City’s water model. Environmental Utilities staff provided the water model

information, as requested, on Octobor 14, 2003,

sregl RAPD S0 oo .z"-': CordloaE FE ]3;12?5.
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Comment Letter 25 RECEE‘J ED | *——]

William D. Kopper R AR *

Attorney at Law . | 1 __
ol Davin, CA 55616 PLANNING DEPARTHEN"
;‘i?ﬂk’ N Qé’)’«"‘f”b Fa(; ?:?;{1?78323?25;44 ' _
i~ —) Ly e _ Paralegal
Q\j?““'i‘ i ' _ Kristin Rauh
October 9, 2003

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseviile, CA 95678

RE: West Roseville Snelciﬁc Plan FIR

Dear Mr. Richardson:
Irepresent Mr. Michae!l Catalano, Mr. Rob Coilins, Mr. John Elliott, Mr. Greg Bain, and Roseville |
Citizens for Responsible Planning, a California Association. |am writing to you to ask that the City of
Roseville recirculate the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report forthe West Roseville Specific Plan and
Sphere of Influence Amendment for 45 days afier the City releases the proposed development agreements,
financing plan, and parks financing plan. Mr. Jones has been kind enough to release to me the draft West
Rosevilie Specific Plan: parks, bike trails, and paseo’s financing plan. Butas youknow, thisis only asmall
part of the financing plan. : —d
The proposed Specific Plan fails to comply with Government Code Section 65451(a)(4) because
it fails to provide financing measures necessary to carry out the elements of the Specific Plan. Therefore,
the DEIR is incomplete and CEQA review is premature. The Specific Plan and the DEIR must be revised
to cowply with Govermment Code Secticnn 8548 a4 and recireulsted for the requilsite 45 day CEQA

review.

Govemnment Code Section 65451 (a) requires that ““a Specific Plan shall include a text and diagram
or diagrams which specify all of the following in detail”:

(1)  Thedisirtbution, location, and extent of uses of land - - within the
area covered by the plan;

(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of
major components of public and private transportation, sewage,
water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential
facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by the
plan and needed 1o support the land uses described in the plan.

(3) Standards and criteria by which the development will proceed - -




Comment Letter 25

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 9, 2003

. page 2

(4) The program of implementation measures including regulations,
programs, public works projects, and financing measures
necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

The financing measures required by Government Code Section 65451 (a)(4) are planned to be
included in the financing plan, development agreement, and the parks financing plan which do not exist
except for the draft parks financing plan. Itis noteworthy that the Specific Plan states that “the West
Roseviile Specific Pan property owners (West Park Associates and Signature Properties, Inc.) have
executed imdividual developroent agreements with the City of Roseville in accordance with the applicable
state and local codes. The development agreements vest development rights, set forth obligated
infrastructure improvements and dedication requirements, secure the timing and methods for financing
improvements, and specify other performance obligations as related to development of the WRSP.” These
development agreements are clearly an integral part of the specific plan, however, they do not exist and
they are not yet available for public review.

e -

Guiding Principle No. 1 for the West Roseville Development proposals states as [ollows:

Physical Health - - “Any development proposal west of Roseville shall, on
astand alone basis, have an'overal] neutral or positive fiscal impact on the
City’s general funds services.”

The West Roseville Specific Plan states that “the West Roseville Specific Plan is consistent with
and furthers the intent of the guiding principles.” The guiding principles ate proposed to be added to the
City of Roseville General Plan,

Because the tinancing plan and development agreements are not available for review, the public

has no opportunity to determine whether the Specific Plan and the mitigation measures proposed for the
Specific Plan in the Environmental Impact Report are consistent with Guiding Principle No. 1. Frankly,
we would like to have our own ezonomist review the financing plan and the development agreements to

determine whether in fact the deveiopment will pay for itselt and wili be able to pay for the mitigation”

measures. [n other communities developers have prevailed upon the City Counctl to provide modifications
to financing plans se that the burden of development has fallen on the City’s General Fund. This type of
situation has occurred in North Natomag and throughout the Greater Sacramento Area.

We believe there are several legal reasons why the City should recirculate for 45 days after the |

financing plan and development agreements are available. Firstly, CRQA requires an agency to address
specific economic considerations related to mitigation measures to determine if they are feasible or
infeasible. (Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3); Federation of Hillside and Canyon
Associations v. City of Los Angeles (“Federation”} (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 1252, 1259, 1260.) In
Federation the Trial Court addressed the adequacy of an EIR with respectto a Specific Plan. The DEIR
analyzed the environmental impacts of the Specific Plan and a Transportation Improvement Mitigation Plan
(1IMP). The DEIR stated that the TIMP would reduce the traffic impacts of the Specific Planto a Level
of Insignificance. The TIMP discussed the needed traffic improvements as well as the financing of the

!
o
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Comment Letter 25

Mr. Paul Richardson
Planning Director
City of Roseville
October 9, 20603
page 3

traffic infrastructure.

The City released the TIMP in February 1995, afler it circulated the Specific Plan and DEIR. The
City did not circulate the DEIR and TIMP after the February 1995 release date. (Federation, supra, 83
Cal.App.4th at 1256-1257.) Petitioners contended that the City’s failure to recirculate the DEIR and
- TIMP invalidated lht: EIR. 'TheTrial Court concluded that the City was required to recirculate the TIMP.,
{d.)

in this case the financing plan is necessary to deteriine it the oifsite road widenings, open space
maintenance, and other infrastructure improvements can actually be built without imposing a burden on the
General Fund of the City of Roscville. Ifthe mitigation measures cannot be built or maintained then the
mitigation measures are not feasible. Moreover, in order to comply with the guiding principles the financing
plan isnecessary to determine whether the needed firefighters, police officers, park maintenance people
-and other personnel can be supported by the tax based to be generated by the new development. The
DEIR concludes the Project is consistent with the Guiding Principles, however, the information has not been
made available to the public to evaluate whether the determination of consistency is correct.

CEQA requires that a project description must be accurate and consistent throughoutan EIR. “An |

accusate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient
EIR.” (County of Inye v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.) Without the financing
plan and the development agreements the Project is not complete because the fmdncmg planis partofthe
necessary elements of the West Roseville Specific Plan.
Thank vou for your consideration of these matfers.
Sincerely,
7 / {
o !
WILLIAM D. KOPFiR

WDK:kgr
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Response to Comment Leffer 25
William D. Kopper, AHarney af Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 9, 2003)

P

£ Response to Comment Letter 25

William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law, on behalf of Mr. Catalano, Mr. Collins,
Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain, and Roseville Citizens for Responsibie Planning
(Octoher 9, 2003)

Response o Commernt |

This commenl provides introductory fext that identifies the comunenting individuals, organizations,

and/or experls. Refer to Topical Response C {Adequacy of Draft EIR).

Response to Comment 2

The Specific Plan contains infrastructure plans, phasing, and financing to ensure the provision of all
facilitics, public services, and mitigation measures that are necessary Lo support the proposed
development. These implementation measures are described in Section 11 (Implementation and
Administration) of the Specific Plan and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Implementation) of the Final
EIR. The Specific Plan is in compliance with Government Code Section 65451(a}{4) and the Final ETR

contains adequate information such that recirculation is not required.

Rasponse to Comment 3

The commenter correctly quotes page 1-3, paragraph 2 of the Specific Plan. To clarify, the past tense
{"have exccuted”) was used in reference to the execution of the Development Agreements to minimize
the need for future revisions in lhe event that the Specific Plan is approved and all Development
Agreements are exccuted. The decision to write the specific plan using past tense in no way reflects the
likelihood of an action in favor or against the project. The Cily has used Lhis approach in writing the last
eight specific plans. If the ultimate decision is to deny a specific plan project, the language in the
document is pot approved and changes to the documents are not needed. If the decision-makers approve
the project, further revisions are not required to change verb tenses to reflect that approval. Lastly, the
Development Agreements are integral Lo ensure implementalion of the Specific Plan. Copics of the
Development Agreements and Tinancing Plan arce available from the City of Roseville Planning
Department. 'lhe decision-makers and public have the opportunity to obtain these documents prior Lo
consideration of the proposed project for approval or denial. The Development Agreements and

Financing Plan have been available for public review since late October 2003

Response to Comment 4

The commenter is correct in indicating the contents of Guiding Principle 1. The commenter is also correct
in indicating that the 5pecific Plan is consistent with and furthers the intent of all 13 of the City's guiding

principles. The Guiding Principles are included as text amendments to the proposed Ceneral Plan, as
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indicated on page 2-533 through 2-59 of the Final EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 23-3 for a

discussion of the Development Agreements.

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 25-3 for a discussion of the Development Agreements,

Response to Comment &

Refer to Responses to Comments 25-1 through 25-3 for a discussion on the availability of {inancing
informalion in the Specific Plan and why the Draft EIR docs nol need to be recirculated after the

Development Agreements (and Financing Plan) are executed.

The commenler references Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83
Cal. App.4™M.1252. This case involved the approval of a general plan framework (GPT) by the City of Los
Angeles. After the City circudated the proposed General Flan and Draft EIR on the General Plan, it
completed a Transportation Impact Mitigation Plan (TIMP), which it subsequently circulated. The TIMP
inchuded several proposals 1o improve transportation infrastructure at a cost of approximately $12 billion
over 20 yvears as mitigation for the GPF. The TIMP also stated that “lhe City’s portion of the cost would
far exceed its anticipated revenues” (refer to Federation at page 1257). In its decision, the Court relied on
the fact that “The City acknowledged in the TIMP that there was great uncertainty as to whether the
mitigation measures would cver be funded or implemented. Although the City adopted the mitigation
measures, it did not require that they be implemented as a comdition of the development under the GPF
and made no provision to ensurc that they will actually be implemented or {ully enforceablie” (refer to
Federation at page 1261). The Court, Lherefore, concluded that there was “no substantial evidence in the
record to support a finding that the mitigalion measures have been ‘required in, or incorporated into” the

GPE in the manner contemplated by CEQA..." (vefer to Federation at page 1261).

Unlike the situation in Federation, the City of Roseville has required that the mitigation measure in the
EIR will be fully enforceable as Conditions of Approval or are incorporated into the project as reflected in

the Development Agreements and Financing Plans.

Response to Comment 7

The commenter correctly cites CEQA and Commty of Inyo v. City of Les Angeles (1977) 71 Cal App.3d
185with respect o CEQA's requirements for an EIR project description. The County of Inye case was one
in a series of cases involving long-standing legal disputes between the County of Inyo and Los Angcles
with regard lo the extraction and exporting of groundwater from the Owens Valley in Mono and Inyo

Counties. In delermining that the FIR was inadequate for this project, the court concluded that (he




Response to Comment Letter 25
William D. Kopper, Attarney at Law, on behalf of Mr, Catalano, Mr. Collins, Mr. Elliott, Mr. Bain,
and Roseville Citizens for Responsible Planning (October 9, 2003}

project descriplion changed and varied throughout the EIR, and the court reasoned that the fluctuating
project description confused the public and undermined the EIR's usefulness as an informaltional too! lor
public participation. In the FIR under discussion in the County of Inyo case, the project description varied
quite substantially from a narrow reading of groundwater extraction in the Owens Valley to a much

broader analysis of water operations throughout the entire Los Angeles Aqueduct system.

The project description in this EIR has not varied and has remained consistent throughout. The
commenter’s particular reference to the financing plan and Development Agreement does not reflect any
change in the project descriplion. The Project Description contemplates Signature and Westpark entering
fnto Development Agreements and financing districts for the financing of all public improvements (refer
to the Final TIR, pages 2-49 and 2-50). The Development Agreements will be available for review and
consideration by the decision makers and the public prior to consideration of the proposed project for

approval or denial.

The project description provided in the Final EIR is fully consistent with CEQA’s requirements for a
project description, which are outlined in Section 13124 of the CEQA Guidelines. For example, as
described in Response to Comment 253-2, the project’s implementation measures are described in
Section 11 (Implementation and Administralion) of the Specific Plan and Section2.4.3 (Project
Description, Implementation) of the Draft EIR CEQA docs nol require thal the Developmeni Agreements

and Financing Plans be fully executed prior to public review of the Draft EIR.
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Comm.ent Letter 26

Richard Hanes
P.O. Box 668
Cedar Ridge, CA 95924

October 14, 2003

Ms. Kathy Pease

City of Roseville Planning Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease,

I have the following comments on the draft EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere
of Influence Amendment: '

A, Section 4.6: the soils are named but nat described. The “Soil Characteristics” in this section
are actually interpretations of the soil characteristics. For example, “Permeability” is an
interpretation based on soil characteristics, such as texture, structure, porosity, horizon thickness,
depth, etc.

Without a description of the scils, the environmental setting is not described and the public
cannot understand or estimate the significance of the impacts.

A description of the soils is extremely important because it is soil characteristics that are
responsible for the existence over 1,000 vernal pools.

B. 4.6,4 Standards of Significance: any loss of topsoil will have a significant impact. Grading
2,400 acres will not only have a significant impact, but it will be #rreversible and cannot be
mitigated.

The hazard of erosion is only “slight” until the soil is disturbed, then the hazard may increase to
moderate or high. Until the area is stabilized with concrete, asphalt, lawns, etc., the grading of
2,400 acres will increase the hazard of erosion significantly because grading will remove
protective vegetation and organic matter,

C. Table 4.6.1: This table is very cryptic and without a narrative interpretation it is unintelligible
to the general public. It is taken out of context from the soil survey report. For example; what
does it mean to have a rating of “Severe (Low Strength, Shrink-Swell)” under the column for
Buildings? What is the depth to rock that contributes to “severa” limitations for shallow
excavations?

The draft EIR is incomplete and should be withdrawn until enough soils information is included to
allow the public to understand and estimate the significance of impacts, and determme the
adequacy of mttigatzon measures, '

Sincerely,

/] g &
M%ﬂ’./ %’ P

Richard Hanes
Soit Scientist

L
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Response o Comment Letter 26
Richard Hanes (October 14, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 26
Richard Hanes {(October 14, 2003)

Response fo Comment 1

This comment requests clarification on the charactertstics of the project arca soils. The description
(physical characteristics) of each soil type in the 50! Amendment Area is provided in Table 4.6-1 on
page 4.6-9 of the Tinal FIR. Tor darification purposes the first paragraph under Soils on page 4.6-7 of the
Tinal FTR will be replaced by the following paragraph, which contains explanatory text regarding Table

4.6-1 and the relationship belween soils, and vernal pool formation.

table under the heading “Physical Properties,” As illustrated in Figure 4.6 2, the SOT Amendment

Area consists predominantly of Cometa-Fiddvment complex (soil unit 141) and San Joaquin Cometa

sandy loam (soil it 182} These two units arc characterized by the NRCS as having very slow

permeability, low to high shrink-swell potential, slow_runoff, and slight crosion hazard. The

combination of these characteristics with the low topographic relief of the area contributes to the

formation of vernal pools at the ond of the rainy scason. Vernal pools are discussed in Chapter 4.7

Biological Resources, of this FIR.

Response to Comment 2

As stated on page 4.6-19 of the Geology, Soils, and Seismicity section of the Final EIR, a significant impact
would occur because development proposed in the SOT Amendment Arca could increase erosion or loss
of lopsoll substantially through site distuwrbance, i.c. grading, trenching, construction, or similar activities.
This impact is analyzed in the Final EIR on pages 4.6-19 through 4.6-21. Implementation of the City's
Grading Ordinance will include measures to prevent crosion, including sediment retention basins and

energy dissipaters.

Soil erosion caused by construction is a water quality issue. Accordingly, erosion caused by grading,
dewatering, and road and building construction is discussed in Section .12 (Hydrology, Water Quality,
and Groundwater) beginning on page 4.12-42 of the Tinal IR, As stated there, project construction
conlractors would be required by state law to obtain and comply with the State General Construction
Aclivity Slormwater Permit. Compliance with the pormit would involve the implementation of Best

Managoemenl Practices to eliminate erosion and watcer gquality impacts. Contractors would be required to

ifie Pian and 54
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prepare and retain on site an Erosion Control Plan in accordance with Sections 2 and 11 of the City of
Roseville's Improvement Standards to ensure that construction-refated sedimentation would be reduced

to less-than-significanl levels.

Response to Comment 3

This comment refers to the readability of Table 4.6-1. To clarify the table, and to allow a greater fevel of
mterprelation, the last paragraph of the Soil Characleristics section on pages 4.6-7 through 4.6-10 of the

Final ETR will be revised as follows:

Suil, characteristics _and engineering properties that. could constrain development jn. the SO1

Amendment Area were identificd by the NRCS in the Soil Survey Placer Counly, California, Western

Part (1980}, _and have been used for the purposes of impact analvsis in this EIR These four

characteristies ave described briefly below and discussed in relation o the SOI Amendment Area in

the following section (Soil Constraints). Table 46 1 indicates the nature of the conslraint {wetness or

tendency to {lood, high shrink-swell or expansion poleniial, low soif strength or compressibility, ctc.)

and summatizes the level of constraint (slight, moderate, high, severe) tor four types of construction

activities expecled to occur in the SOT Amendment Arca, Fhese activities include excavation and

support for dwellings withoul basements and small commercial buildings {column 4}, construction

of local roads and streets (column 5); and the construction of grassed waterways (column 6} The

City of Rosevitle's Improvement Standards require site-specific geotechnical studies Lo be prepared

In_conjunclion  with _project approvals and building  permits | to__ensure site  development

oxcavation and foundalion support requirements of the City’s Building Code,

Response to Comment 4

The commenter requests that Draft EIR be withdrawn until, “enough soils information is included to
allow (he public to understand and eslimate the significance of impacls and determine the adequacy of
the mitigation.” The clarification or amplification resulting from the additional text added in Response to
Comments 26-1 through 26-3 does not constitute significant new information {(per CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5(a)), nor does it alter the analysts or any of the levels of significance or mitigation

meastres in the Draft TIR, Therefore, the Draft EIR need not be withdrawn.,




Comment Letter 27

Comments regarding the Draft. EIR for the West Roseville Specific Plan

General Location: The enwronmental impacts, which are numerous, could be easily
avoided 1f the location of th1s proposed project were elsewhere. The curren huiroposed
project is: /

* very broad scale project completely transforming the landscap

on grasslands with vernal pools & threatened & endangercd-sile T

at the confluence of many creeks, with flooding common downstream - -

on a irreplaceable historic and cultural site

outside of the regulatory boundary and city limits

in a MOU "ransition” area (implying transition between 80 acre min lots size

and single-family, detached or greater density)

¢ in alocation extending the City boundaries further to the west, encnuraﬂmg
‘urban sprawl onto agricultural lands _

s possibly in the way of a future "parkway" or freeway alighment

Landuse: Adjacent landuse, Sun City Roseville, already has an enormous cumulative
impact on the Pleasant Grove watershed in the loss of unfragmented habitat and
impervious cover (including turf). Likewise, the MOU was based on a "transition area"

from a refatively high density to an eighty (80) acre min. acre (ag) designation, which this

project does not achieve at all. In fact, this project will cover "prime farmland” and other

lands of importance to farming, which is being lost at an alarming rate given the number

- of projects approved and those potentially being approved, such as the De La Salle

University and areas to the north, This area is currently the regulatory boundary of the

City Limits, with a waste water treatment plant adjacent to the project area. Placing a

high school and regional sport park, with 10 or more soccer fields, will generate a great

- influx into the area that is 1) traditionally been set aside as perimeter lands; 2) designated
as a place away from the smell, auditory and other nuisances, and visual blight associated
with a waste water treatment plant. Additionally, discharging treated sewage into
Pleasant Grove Creek could become a discharge of untreated sewage. Recently (Oct
2003) Deer Creek was inundated with untreated waste water, for example, that was not
noticed until days later (after the weekend). With such large numbers of student (from

- the H.S.) and citizens at a park next to this discharge area, public safety counld be gasily
compromised. Facilities such as these, are not in the public interest.

Additionally, looking at the details of the proposed sports park, numerous active sports
such as soccer and softball impact the environment and wildlife with significant light
pollution (even with downfacing lighting), noise, not to mention the lack of natural,
passive recreation possibilities, such as walking, hiking, picnicking, equestrian uses, etc,
which would be much more conducive to wildlife habitat. Looking at Placer County's
recent Jones & Stokes vegetation GIS data, this area is clearly a unique area with
virtnally no oak woodlands / savanna anywhere outside of this ribbon of land at the
confluence of these creeks and along Pleasant Grove Creek.

Sean Booth, Professor of Geography at Slerra College
page 1

next to a waste water treatment plant /
in rich, bottomland soils (some of it, in prime farmland) A
running across a limited oak woodland / savanna and riparia {cfogrxdor - 9 il
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The current open space (OS) appears to be mostly or only in the caleulated flood plain
lands, with no room for error or overflow during a storm event (more in hydrolo gy
section}, which is clearly one of the most overleoked and marginalized aspects of
this proposed project. '

LAFCO: Annexing agriculture lands via LAFCO prior to approval of this specific plan
seems a reasonable sequence of events, which is not clear in the DEIR. Fast-tracking
these projects with litile time to adequately consider the impacts of urban sprawl and an
expanding municipal boundaries / tax-base (which incidentally is much larger than other
adjacent cities) does not seem equitable -- especially without the LAFCO process
weighing in on the decision first. Given that a decision to approve this project would
potentiatly have such a large impact on the greater Sacramento area, Intelstate 80 traffic,
etc., this administrative process cannot be ignored. :

Biological Resources: As mentioned earlier, Blue Oak woodlands in the valley are
restricted to these creek's floodplain and are not present outside of this area in the
adjacent grasslands. Large and mature blue ozks cannot be replace or mitigated, yet a
significant amount will be removed and impacted by urbanization. No development
shouid be allowed within these oak woodlands, and at the least no off-site mitigation
should be allowed. The OS corridor should be greatly expanded to all of the areas where
‘and within these creeks converge (Kaseberg Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek) given the
rarity of resources in this area. The cumulative impacts of Sun City and other
- developments upstream have already impacethe stream's habitat. Species that are
threatened will likely become endangered or simply extinct from the area because they
are only found in certain areas. No formal survey has been conducted on the Federally
listed endangered tadpole shrimp (table 4.7-2), which is "very likely to occur in both the
WRSP Area and Remainder area” (4.7-17). This endangered species is the most
protected status. Whether the Fish & Wildlife Service waives a "take" of species, the
environmental damage is still the same -- a significant impact. The loss of rare plants,
amphibians, birds, grassland habitat, a great diversity of species listed in the DEIR - ali
have "significant impacts.” Surely all of this cannot be mitigated with the greatest
concern given to the environment. Likewise, destroying vernal pools by removing and
transplanting soi! to other mitigation sites in unproven. ‘Additionally, monitoring studies
of other mitigation banks have not been adequately addressed in this Draft EIR.

The cumulative impacts of losing enormous tracts of unfragmented open space,
grasslands, oak and riparian habitat have been enormous in Western Placer County and

- have not been adequately addressed here, given that Placer County is one of the fast
growing, if not the fast growing county, in California. Eight (8) specific plans have been
approved in the last 20 years in Roseville, which are essentially cities within cities, and
have had huge impacts on former grassland habitat. Vernal pools and grassland habitat
from adjacent cities as well as County areas, such as Rocklin, Lincoln, and future projects
such as Placer Vineyards and areas north of the project area must be further delineated
and quantified to understand the impacts to the area as a whole.

Finally, this project area does not adequately consider the impacts of compromising a -
county-wide Habitat Conservation Strategy and Plan (HCP), which is currently shaping

Sean Booth, Geography Professor, Sierra College
- page 2
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up. It's plan is expected to be decided upon by 2004, and consideration should be given
to this plan before any approval of the WRSP. The County HCP is researching and
seeking broad-scale effort to protect the remaining oak woodlands, grasslands, wildlife
corridors, etc. based on science, GIS analysis, and other studies. This strategy is
attempting to prevent further fragmentation of {andscapes in Western Placer County
while identifying growth opportunity areas. This project does suggests adjacent areas for
a future HCP area, but ignores the fact that this project area, unique and 51gmf1cant could
be critical to this HCP success.

Hydrology: The open space corridors along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek have
not been changed since the initial proposal, yet the amount of area to be disturbed is

significant and "very similar to the prior land use plans” (4.12-2). My greatest concern =~ ==

for this project is that is develops directly over the confluence of many streams with little
regard to flooding and water quality concerns. The DEIR, for example, does not make
~clear how peak WRSP discharge would proceed or occur before watershed peak, thus
reduce the potential for flooding. Retention basins that stair-step up this watershed would
only be a mechanical fix at best and would seriously alter the natural characteristics of
the stream and adjacent environment by creating stagnant water ponds, localized _
flooding, and would seriously hinder future efforts to restore habitat and perhaps fish
migration efforts. With so few passages and places for anadromous fish to spawn,
perhaps this Creek could be restored in the future. We know that the adjacent watershed
of Dry Creek does have anadromous fish spawmng runs.

With increase impervious cover, storm water events would spike water volume, likety
scouring the stream channel, increase erosion along the banks, and put toxins directly into
the stream. I see no explicit non-point source pollution plan for a buffer areas that would
naturally filter out toxins into the soil or vegetation. There has been no effort to.
determine the total amount of impervious cover. Much of the upstream is heavily
impacted by impervious cover (IC), which includes tuf and other non-paved surfaces.
Over 10% IC of a stream system is widely regarded as impacted (flooding, stream
incising, pollution run-off and mgmﬁcantly degraded water quality, etc.) and over 25% a
stream is "degraded significantly." Because much of the upstream is in the North

- Industrial, North Roseville, Del Webb, and portions of the Northwest plan area of
Roseville, this stream system is already likely to be impacted or degraded. Yet we have
no ideas in this DEIR of the cumnlative IC impacts. The "Remainder Area” for planned

- future development has significant concerns about the same issues, yet no land has been
set aside within this WRSP to mitigate flooding. If this project proceeds, curnulative
impacts within the Remainder Area must be addressed.

e~ 28 sz
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Response to Comment Lefler 27
Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

i2 Response to Comment Letter 27
Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment ]

This comment provides introductory text that indicales the scale of proposed project and suggests that
potential impacts could be avoided by relocating the proposed project to other arcas. The potential for
relocation of the proposed project to other areas, and the impacts associated with the alternate sites, arc
discussed in the Final EIR in Chapter 6 (Alternatives). This comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of
the commenter(s) will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding

whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 2

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-30 and in Impact 4.1-3 on pages 4.1-43
and 4.1-44 of the Final EIR, the WRSP Arca abuls a wastewaler treatment plant on the east, south, and
west sides of the plant. The WRSP includes a 1,000-fool buffer area on these three abutting sides of the
wastewater treatment plant site that prohibits residential development and will be restricted in other
uses. The uses allowed by the WRSP within this 1,000-fool buffer are more restrictive than uses allowed
by existing City Code, and no significant impacts with respect to proximity of portions of the WRSP area

to the plant have been identified in the Final EIR (refer to Impact 4.3-1),

Response to Comment 3

‘The commenter correctly indicates that the project site contains Prime Farmland, as discussed in detail in
Section 4.1 {Land Use and Agricultural Resources) of the Final EIR. Mitigation for impacts to Prime

Farmland is provided by conservation easements for the preservation of off-site agricuitural lands.

Response to Comment 4

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on pages 4.7-7 and 4.7-8 of the Tinal EIR, portions of
the site contain both oak woodlands snd riparian stream corridors. Potential bupacts lo oaks are
analyzed in Tmpacl 4.7-8, and potential impacts to riparian corridors and associaled vegetation are

analyzed inImpacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-9 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 5

The commenter correctly indicales thal, as described on pages 4.7-7 and 4.7-11 of the Final EIR, portions

of the site contain grasslands, vernal pools, and threatened and endangered species. Tolential impacts to
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grasslands are analyzed in Impact 1.7-6, to vernal pools arc analyzed in Tmpact 4.7-2, and to threatened

and endangered specics arc analyzed in Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-4, and 4.7-3 of the Final FiR.

Response to Comment 6

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on pages 4.12-6 through 4.12-8 of the Final FIR,
portions of the site are located at the confluence of creeks that experience flood cvents, Potential impacts
due to flooding of these creeks arc assessed in Impact 4.13-3, and have been found 1o be less than

significant after MM 4.12-4 has been implemented.

Response o Comment 7

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 4.8-5 through 4.8.7 of the Final EIR,
portions of the site contain areas of potential historical and cultural importance. Impacts to historic areas
within the 501 Amendment Area are analyzed in Impacts 4.8-2 and 4.8-4 of the Fina! FIR. Impacts to

cultural resources arc analyzed in [mpacts 4.8-1, 4.8-3, and 4.8-4 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment §

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-1 of Section 2 of the Final EIR, the site is
outside the current city limits in an unincorporated area of Placer County. This comment is
acknowledged and will be provided to the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding

whether to approve or deny the propaosed project.

Response to Comment 9

The commenter correctly indicates that, as described on page 2-6 of Sectiom 2 of the Final EIR, the site is
within the MOU transition area. This comment is acknowledged and will be provided to the decision-
makers for review and consideration when dectding whether to approve or deny the proposed project.
Refer also to Response o Comment 27-12 for a discussion of the land use designations in the MOU

Transition Area.

Response to Comment 10

As reflected in Scction 2.5.2 (Project Description, T.ocal Area Formation Commission) of the Final EIR, the
project includes the annexation of the WRSP Area into the City’s jurisdiction. As reflected in Section 2.3
{Project Objectives) of the Final EIR, Project Objective 2 specifically states that the WRST would “provide
the logical and orderly extension of the Cily of Roseville in a manner compatible wilh surrounding land
uses, while complementing the pattern and intensity of existing development in the City and providing
new benefits to the City.” Refer also to Response to Comment 20-14 for a discussion of urban sprawl and

Impacts on agricultural land.




Response fo Comment Letter 27
Sean Booth (October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 11

Refer to Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion of Placer Parkway alignments.

Response to Comment 12

Existing and adjacent land uses were considered in the cumulative impact analysis for the proposed

project, which is found in Section 5.5 of the Final EIR.

The City/County MOU was developed to foster cooperative fand use planning between the City and
County in an unincorporated portion of Placer County known as the “Transition” arca. The Flacer
County General Plan provides the oxisting gencral plan Jand use designations and zoning for the
Transition Arca. The WRSP Area is not currently within the jurisdiction of the City of Roscville.
However, the project does propose to annex the area into the City’s jurisdiction. Following annexation,
the project would change the general plan land use designations and zoning for the WRSP Area to
accommodate the proposed uses. No specitic changes in the general plan land use designations and
zoning are proposed for the Remainder Area at this time. The MOU does not establish land use or zoning

designations,

As discussed in Impact 4.1-4 (Conversation of Agricultural Land to Developed Uses), which is provided
in Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agriculiural Resources) of the Final FIR, a total of 22.4 acres (out of a total of
40.2 acresy of Prime Farmland would be converted to urban ases. The entire arca of Prime Farmland
located on sile occurs as an “island” located in the northeast corner of the project site, surrounded by
urban uses to the cast and soulh, with no contiguous farmland to the north or west. Mitigation has been
provided to reduce this impact to the maximum extent possible, including the provision of 30-foot
setbacks that would separate agricultural lands from development, and the off-site acquisition of

conservation easements.

The commenter also mentions that the project site has been traditionally sct aside as perimeter lands.
While the area is located adjacent 1o the City, and in that regard functions as perimeter lands, it has never

been designated as an area that would not, or could not, be developed in the futurc.

Land Use compatibilily was analyzed in Impact 4.1-1 (Potential Incompatibility of Internal T.and Uses) of
the Final EIR, and the development of a high school and regional sports park was delermined to be an

apprnprialu 150,

The commenter correctly notes that a wastewater treatment plant is located adjacent (o the project site,

The Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTD) is currently within the City's jurisdiction.
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With respect Lo potenbial nuisances associated with the PGWWTP, and as discussed in Impact 4.1-1
{Potential Incompatibility of Internal Tand Uses), which is provided in Section 4.1 (Land Use and
Agricultural Resources) of the Fimal TR, a 1,000-foot butfer has been established within which no
sensitive uses, such as residences of school facilities, could be provided. In fact, the nearest school

structure is located over 1,900-feet from the PGWWTP.

Discharges from the PGWWTP must comply with all prevailing water quality laws and regulations that
prevent the discharge of untreated sewage into waters of the United States. This issue was discussed and
evaluated in the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft Environmental

Impact Report (WWMT EIR}, which was prepared by Environmental Science Associates in Mav 1996.

Tssues related to public safety, such as police and fire prolection or hazardous materials exposure, are
addressed in Section 4.10 (Public Services) and Section 4.9 (Hazardous Materials and Public Safety) of the
Final EIR, which concluded that adequale public safety could be provided with the implementation of all
identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all established laws, regulations, and/or

guidelines.

Response to Comiment 13

lmpacts associated with the development of the sports park and other active recrealionat facilities are
addressed in Impact 4.13-2 (New Sources of Light and Glare), which is provided in Section 4.13
{Aesthetics and Visual Resources) of the Final EIR and [mpact 4.53-5 (Citywide Park Noise), which isg
provided in Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Final EIR. Both impacts concluded that with the implementalion of
all identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all eslablished laws, regulations, and/or

guidelines, impacts would be reduced o a less-than-significant level.

As described in Seclion 2 (Project Description), the project proposes significant recreational opportunities
for passive recrcalional uses, as well as open space areas that are intended to support existing biological

TesOouUTces.

The oak woodlands and savanna referenced by the commenter are Jocated within the riparian corridors
along Pleasant Grove Creek and Fiddyment Park, which will be preserved as part of Lhe proposed
project, in recognition of the habitats. Fiddyment Park is proposed as a passive park, No manicured ball
fields or other such facilities are proposed within this arca in order to preserve this resource. Contrary to

the commaent, this area is proposed for hiking, picnicking, and other passive uses.
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Response to Comment 14

As reflected by Figure 4.12-2 (On-Site Drainage Tmprovements and 100-Year Floodplain), much of the
existing 100-year floodplain is localed within the areas proposed as permanent open space. The analysis
on pages 4.12-43 through 4.12-48 in Section 4.12 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater) indicates
that with the implementalion of all identified mitigation measures and/or compliance with all established
laws, regulations, and/or guidelines, impacts associated with upstream and/or downstream flooding

would be reduced to a less-than-significant level,

Response to Comment 15

It the project is approved by the City of Roseville, a formal sphere of influence amendment and
annexation request would be forwarded to LAFCO to initiate their consideration of the proposal before
this project could proceed. The City would pre-zone the property until such time as it is annexed. As
mdicated in Section 2.5.2, on page 2-66 of the Final EIR, TATCO will consider several items prior to
implementalion of the proposed project, such as the adequacy of public services and utilities to support
the proposed development, as described in a Municipal Services Review report, and Lhe fiscal impacts of
the project. The fiscal impacts of the project are described in West Roseville Specific Plan Fiscal Impact
Analysis (MuniFinandal, September 8, 2003). Refer also to Response to Commenls in Letter 6 for a

discussion of LAFCQ actions,

Chapter 4 (Environmental Analysis) of the Final EIR rully cvaluates environmental impacts related to
development of the proposed project, including the amending the City’s sphere of influence to include
the entire project site and annexing the WRSP Area into the City’s jurisdiction. Furthermore, CEQA does
not require a fiscal analysis as part of the environmental review process {Section 15131 {a} of the CEQA

Cuidcelines: Economic or soctal effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment).

Response to Comment 16

The commenter is correct in noting that, as discussed on page 4.7-7, and analvzed in Impact 4.7-8 of the
Finai EIR there are approximately 80 acres of bluc oak woodland in the WRSP Area, occurring primarily
within the vianity of the contluence of Pleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek in the Fiddyment
Ranch portion of the WRSP Area. The largest concentralion of this community is located in the central
castern portion of the Fiddyment Property, north of existing Phillip Road. Impacts to oak trecs, as slaled
in Lhe Tinal EIR on page 4.7-55, could be as high as 325 individual trees, or approximately 3,812 inches.
Sherl-term impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the temporary loss of mature vaks
within the area. However, long term impacts would be less than significant due to the extensive

mitigation plantings, approximately 43.6 acres would be planted, with 150 trees per acre, or 6,840 total
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trees, that would occur wilhin the arca of Tleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek. The trees would

mattire and replace The value of the trees that were lost as a result of the proposed project.

The commenter asks that no development be allowed within the blue oak groves to preserve them in
their current state, and that no off-site mitigation be allowed. As stated on page 4.7-55 of the Final EIR,
the proposed project includes multiple measures to protect blue oak tress and preserve the majority of
the native oak trees at the site. Specifically, the WRSP proposes to minimize losses of oak trees by
designating approximately 685 acres of the WRSP Area in open space preserves along Pleasant Grove
Creek and Kascberg Creek and in proposed Fiddyment Park where the greatest concentration of native
oaks occurs. In addition, a dense grove of existing oak trees in Fiddyment Park would be protected.
However, removal of oak trees would be necessary to accommodate building footprints, roadways and
other project related facilities in the northern section of the WRSP. The significance of this removal has
been discussed in the previous paragraph. All oak tree mitigation would occur on sile in the oak tree
mitigation planting areas identified on Figure 4.7-7 (page 4.7-56} of the Final EIR. The open space areas

along Pleasant Grove Creek provide adequate land area for planting mitigation trees.

Response to Comment 17

As noted of page 4.7-2, the proposed project includes a total of 684.6 acres of dedicated open space. The
arcas designated as open space have been selected in such a way as to maximize lhe preservation of
biological resources. As illustrated in Figure 4.7-2 of the Final EIR, these dedicated open space areas
contain significant portions of the land surrounding Pleasant Grove Creek, Kaseberg Creek, and Curry
Creek, as well as other areas of significant biological value such as areas with high concentralions of
vernal pools and wetlands. Cumulative impacts of the proposed project, including camulative impacts to
Pleasant Grove Creek and Kaseberg Creek, are discussed in Section 5 (CEQA Considerations), on
pages 565 through 5-67. Over 1,800 acves of grassland habitat, and 118.5 acres of wetland and vernal
pool habitat, would be preserved in perpetuity by this project. Subslantial evidence supports the
conclusion in the EIR (and the Final Biological Opinion dated Novemboer 20, 2003) that the project will

not cause a significant adverse impact to a rare, threatened, or endangered species.

As stated on page 4.7-17 of the Final EIR, formal surveys were not performed Lo delermine the presence
or absence of the vernal pool tadpele shrimp (Lepiduries packardi) for the following reason:

Adthough specific sirveys for vernal pool [airy shrimp or vernal pood tadpole shrimp were not conducted for the

S Amendment, the species is very likely 1o occur in both the WRSE Arca and Nemaimder Area and is assumed

to be present thraughout the vernal pools on the project site.
Assuming presence is a common and approprialely conservative method of dealing with arcas that are
likely to have listed vernal pool crustacean species. Impact 4.7-2 on pages 4.7-37 through 4.7-40 assesses

the project-related impacts to all federally listed vernal pool crustaccans that have been identified, or are
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assumed to be present, wilhin the SOI Amendment arca, Miligalion measures and conservation cfforts
that have been developed through consultation with the USFWS are identified and discussed within

MM 7.4-1, MM 7 4-2, and MM 7.4-3 on pages 4.7-32 though 4.7-42 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 18

The Final EIR analyzes impacts to biological resources pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines; impacts associaled with a “take” of a sensitive species are addressed through the
Section 404 permit process (required by the USACE) and the Scction 7 Consultation Process (required by
the USFWS5}). As indicated in Section 4.7 (Bielogical Resources) of the Tinal EIR, not all impacts can, in
fact, be reduced to a less-than-significant level, Significant and unavoidable impacts would occur with

respect to loss of oak trees, for example.

Through consuitation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a “No Jeopardy” opinion has been
issued by the USTWS (as part of the Final Biological Opinion daled November 20, 2003, and included as
Appendix Y in the Final EIR), thal states impacts to vernal pools have been reviewed by the appropriate
agencies, which include the USACE and the USFWS, and mitigation has been provided to reduce impacts

to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment 19

The cumulative impact analysis provided in Section 5 (CEQA Considerations) of lhe Final LIR was
proepared in compliance with Sections 15065(c), 15130, and 13355 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires
that impacts associated with a proposed project together with other projects causing related impacts is
considered in a Tinal EIR. Specifically, cumulative biological impacts were analyzed in Section 4.7.4
{Biological Resources, Tmpacts, and Mitigalion Measures) of the Tinal EIR. The Placer Vineyards project,
as well as the previously analyzed and approved Specific Plans, were included in lhe cumulative analysis
for the proposed project, as reflected in Table 3-2 (City of Roseville Buildout Development Forecasts by

PPlan Arca).

Response te Comment 20

A full discussion of the Placer Legacy Opcen Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer
Legacy) and its applicability to the proposed project can be found in Impact 4.7-12 on pages 4.7-62

through 4.7-64 of the Final EIR.

Response fo Comment 21

The lext identified on page 4.12-2 of the Final EIR stales that, “As discussed in Chapler 4 of this EIR,

Environmental Analysis, minor changes have been made to the proposed fand uses for the WRSP since
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publication of the NOP. Overall, the total amount of open space increased by 34.9 acres, primarily along
the western boundary of the WRSP Area. However, the {olal amount of area 1o be disturbed is very
similar to the prior land use plan. The open space corridors along Pleasanl Grove Creck and Curry Creek
have not changed. For Lhese reasons, impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be reduced

relalive to the project described in the NOR.”

Response to Comment 22

The hydrologic and hydraudic analysis provided for the public and agency review utilized models from
the Placer County Flood Control to delineate the 100-year floodplain for Pleasant Grove Creck and
tributaries. The 100-yvear Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain delineation was based on ultimate build-out
peak flow conditions and was required because the current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) do not
provide detailed floodplain delineation through the project limits. The delineation currently concludes at

the City ol Roseville-Placer County corporate limits near Fiddvment Road.

The hydrologic (ITEC-1} modeling results indicate detention within the WRSP is not recommended
because peak flows in the lower portions of the walershed without detention are accelerated prior to
peak flows tfrom the upstream watershed coinciding at the WRSP project location. Detention facilities in
place in the lower porlions of the Pleasant Grove Creck watershed would likely delay peak flows, in tum
polentially increasing flows downstream. This conclusion is consistent with the drainage resuits from the
North Roseville Specific Plan located upstrecam of the WRSP where no detention was required by the
Cily of Roseville. The WRSP Master Drainage Study analyzed 100-, 25-, 10-, and 2-year frequency peak

flow comparisons between pre-WRSP vs. post-developmenl conditions.

As indicated by Figure 4.12-1, which is provided in Scchion 4,12 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and
Groundwater) of the Final EIR, development on the WRSDP Arca would occur oulside of the PGC main
branch and its tributaries, and outside of the 100-vear floodplain. In addilion, upstream watershed

conditions were considered in the development of the 100-vear flood plain delineation.

Each outfall that drains the on-site development will discharge into a water quality facility (grassy swale,

sedimentation basin, oil/grit separator, etc.) to minimize waler quality impacts to the receiving waters.

An extensive lileralure review conducted as parl of developing the City's Creek and Riparian
Management and Restoration Plan did not idenlify any documented occurrences of stecthead or salmoen
in the Pleasant Grove Watershed {Roseville Creek and Riparian Management and Resloration Plan -
Existing Conditions and Assessment Report, Qctober 2, 2003). Similarly, there is no known evidence that
Curry Creek or any of its tributaries support anadromous fish. It is likelv that fish arc not present in the

Plcasant Grove walershed, including Pleasant Grove and Curry Creeks within the project arca, because
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there are comparably higher water temperatures and Klile to no spawning habitat (Merron, Pers. Com.,
11-19-03). Suilable habitat for the different life history stages of these fish species does occur in the Dry
Creek watcershed. However, the proposed design of the detention basins would not preclude restoration
efforts Lo support tish in the future. These basins have been designed to operate in a nalural state and
would only detain water during large storm events over a short period of time. Turther, the detention
basins have been included in the impact analysis for the 404 permit, and mitigation measures for impacts

to waters of the US, will be provided as part of the project.

Response to Comment 23

The City is finalizing a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit with the State for
municipal systems. The City has developed a Storm Water Management Plan (described in the
Fydrology Section of the Final EIR) that requires the City 1o meel various permit requirements to ensure
that non-point source pollutants are reduced. The City's SWMP is available for review on the City's web
site (www.roseville.ca.us). The NPDES Permit is also available for review on the State Regional Waler
Quality Control Board Website. Development projects within the WRSEP will be required to comply with
the provisions of the City’s permit, and provide specific design controls to ensure that nonpoint source
poliulants are reduced or climinaled. Examples of the types of measures that will be required can be
found in the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice
Handbook, New Development and Redevelopment, which include source runoff controls (ie., roof
runoff controls, efficient irrigation methods, storm drain signage, usc of pervious pavements and
alternative bujlding materials) and treatment controls (i.e., infiltration benches and basins, constructed

wetlands, delention basins, vegetated swales, water quality inlets, media filters, and separators).

Resporise to Comment 24

‘The comment provides information regarding levels of impervious cover and statements regarding
development in the upstream arcas of Pleasant Grove Creek. The comment queslions whether
cumulative 1C (impervious cover) was analyzed in the cumulative analysis of the Final EIR. The
cumulative analysis for hydrology and water quality is conlained on pages 5-91 through 5-104 of the

Tinal EIR and evaluates impacts to hydrology and water quality for development within the watershed.

Specifically, the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis provided for the public and agency review utilized
hydrologic and hydraulic models from the Placer County Flood Control District (PCFCWD) and
standards to analyze impacts to the Pleasanl Grove, Curry Creek, and tributaries within the specific plan
and downstream areas. The hydrologic modeling was based on early 1990 regional studies, but the

hydrologic models were updated to the Kinematic Wave and Muskingum-Cunge routing criteria
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required in the Placer County Stormwaler Management Manual. The modeling paramelers are consistent

with the Dry Creck watershed modeling parameters that were calibrated after the 1995 flood event,

Historical high water marks along Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creek are unknown and/or
unatlainable at this time. Therefore, roughness coefficienls through the main brarich and tributaries were
assumed based on field inspections and previous studies within Placer County. Additionally, City of
Roseville's staff recommended a conservative approach to delineating 100-year flooding Hmits to prevent
any fulure problems. Flooding from recent historical cvents (1986, 1995, 1997) has required the city to
construct flood projects within several existing subdivisions. This hydraulic analysis, therefore, assumes
roughness coefficients from .04-.07 in the Pleasant Grove Creek main branch, and roughness coefficients
from .06-.1 in the tributarics to account for un-maintained channel conditions with vegetative growth,
Land use designations currently are assumed out of the flood plain limits; however, the developed

condition exhibits proposed fill areas where the flood plain encroaches into the land use area.

The commenter's comments relate to the Pleasant Grove Creck watershed. The ITEC-1 analysis, prepared
to evaluate the hydrelogy conditions for the project, considers the cumulative development of the
watershed, including the development projects listed by the commenter (North Industrial, North
Roseville, D¢l Webb, and pertions of the Northwest plan areas of Roseville). The HEC-1 analysis was

used previously in evaluating project-specific hvdrologic conditions for these projects as well.

For the proposed WRSP and Remainder Area, the Master Drainage Study (June 2003) (Tables 6 and 7 on
page 22) prepared for the project considered the impervious surfaces of the proposed project and
assumed impervious surfaces for upstream development. The HEC-1 model, as described in the Master
Drainage Study, includes assumplions about the percentage of impervious surface for the Remainder

Area.

‘The comment incorrectly states that no land has been set aside within the WRSP to mitigate flooding. The
WRSPE includes 670 acres of open space preserves, along crocks, that provide flood control benefit. The
hydrologic (HEC-1) modeling results indicate detention within the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed is
not recommended because peak flows in the lower portions of the walershed without detention will
accelerate prior to peak flows from the upstream watershed coinciding at the WRSP project location,
Detention facilities in place in the lower portions of the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed would likely
delay peak tlows, in tum potentially increasing flows downstream. This conclusion is consistent with the
drainage results from the North Roseville Specific Plan located upstream of the WRSI where no
detention was required by the City of Roseville. T'he WRSP Master Drainage Study analyzed 100-, 25-, 10-
- and 2-year frequency peak (low comparisons between pre- vs. WRST post-development conditions to

determine this conclusion. The 100-year Pleasant Grove Creek floodplain delineation was based on
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pitimate build-out peak flow conditions and was required because the current Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM} do not provide a deteailed floodplain delineation through the project limits. The delincation

currently concludes at the City of Roseville-Placer Cotimty corporate Hmits near Fiddyment Road.

With the Westpark project Jocated at the headwaters of the Curry Creek watershed, hydrologic analysis
produced results indicating that detention basing are recommended at key locations to lessen

development peak flows to below pre-development conditions,

The Weslpark property proposes five detention basing within the property to mitigate peak flows. Two
of the detention basins, DBC-6 & DBC-8, would be located within the Curry Creek tributary in series (o
mitigate post project {lows in the largest portion of the specific plan, Three smaller basins are required to
mitigate peak flows in localized sheds. The hydrologic models in the Masler Drainage Study assumed
rectangular contigurations in order to define mitigation requivements, but the basins will be reconfigured
within the designated site plan area to provide the required mitigation. Additional information
regarding the proposed detention basing is included on pages 4.12-43 and 4.12-44 and in Figure 4.12-5 of

the Final EIR,
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