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generation. The only way to address this deficiency is to incorporate an analysis of AM peak hour
conditions into the DEIR,

Table 1 | _
Peak-Tlour Trip Generation Estimate’ . :
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A
e “ .. the methods presented here can be put to use until such time as a revised Mapual

becomes available.” [As noted above, that occurred in 1985, followed by subsequent
revisions in 1994, 1997, and 2000.]

s “This report comprises the first set of interim materials which will be distributed pI‘lOI' to the
publication of a new “Highway Capacity Manual” in the mid 1980’s. These interim materials
- are intended for application by HCM users in the 1980-1982 period.”

35B-5

It is clear from these statements that the “interim™ procedures documented in Circular 212 have
long ago outlived their usefulness and, thercfore ‘have been superseded. Thus, thelr use in this
analysis is inappropriate.

3. Standards of Significance and Level of Service Thrésho!de — Intersection and roadway
operations are typically described in terms of “level of service” or LOS. Levels of service range
from LOS A (representing free-flow conditions) through L.OS F (indicating substantial congestion

- and delay). The DEIR generally calls for intersections in Roseville to operate at LOS C or better.

According 1o the Circular 212 document, the highest volume/capacity (V/C) ratio associated with
LOS € is 0,80 (1.e., operation at 80 percent of capacity). Attachment A contains Table 7 from the
“Critical Movement Analysis” section of Circular 212, which documents the V/C ranges
applicable to each level of service at slgnahzed mtcrsectlons :

In contrast to this, as documented in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR, the City of Roseville has arbitrarily
adopted a value of V/C = 0.81 as the highest value for LOS C; none of the other V/C ranges has
been modlﬁed

This arbitrary revision to the range of V/C values associated with LOS C abviously has the effect
of allowing a greater number of intersections to operate at LOS C or better. This has substantial
implications with respect to the ability to conform to the City’s adopted level of service policy. |
That policy (Policy CB-1} states: 358-6

Maintain a level of service (LOS} “C* standard at 70 percent of all ugnakzed
mremectmn.s and roadway segments in the City during the p.m. peak hours.

The intersection analysis retied heavily on this policy to determine whether significant jmpacts
would occur. In fact, the “Transportation and Cnculatmn analysis includes the following
statement:

The City's level of service policy allows the City Council to take action to accept
degradation in the level of service of one or more of its signalized intersections from the
levels identified in the 2020 CIP as long as 70 p- ent or more of the total Szgnahzea'
intersections in the City would operate ar LOS C vr better.

Although the report does not address the 1mp11cat10ns of operation of less than 70 percent of the
~ signalized intersections at LOS C or better, presumably additional mitigation would be needed (or
+ the City would be required to modify its level of service policy further).

Using the City’s modified V/C range for LOS C, the report consistently finds that 70 percent of
the signalized intersections will continue to operate at LOS C or beltter, even after addition of the
traffic associated with the WRSP and the SOI Amendment, and, therefore, excuses degradation of
certain study intersections to LOS D or worse.

b
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However, review of the level of service summary tables presented in DEIR Appendix K indicates
that different results would be found if the standard definition of LOS C were used (te, a
maxiomm V/C ratio of 0.80). Table 2 summarizes the results of that review for the cumulatwe
conditions analysis (year 2020). (Note that in certain cases the revised figures presented here dlSO
retlect miscounts in the DEIR,)

Table 2
Revised Analysis of Signalized Intersections Operating at LOS C or Better!
2020 Without Project | 2020 + SOI Amendment Area 2020 + WRSP Area
Level of Service No. % - No. No. %
1LOSA-C 103 - [168.9%° 116 111 70.2%
LOSD 27 18.0% 25 23 14.6%
LOSE 14 0.3% 17 17 10.8%
LOSF 6 4.0% 9 . _ 7 4.4%
Total 150 100.0% 167 100.0%. 158 100, 0%
Note:

' Reflects generally- accepteci definition of LOS C as having a maximum volume/capacity ratio of

0.80, rather than the 0.81 value arbitrarily adopted by the City of Roseville
Fails to conform to City of Roseville General Plan policy calling for 70 percent of signalized
intersections to operate at LOS C or better

According to this revised analysis, neither the 2020 ‘Without Project scenario nor the 2020 + SQI
Amendment Area scenario would conform to the City’s General Plan level of service policy. The 35B-6
2020 + WRSPF Area scenario meets the minimum requirement of the policy, but by a very small
margin,

A similar process was undertaken with respect to the Kaiser Expansion scenario documented in
Chapter 5 of the DEIR. The results of that assessment are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3
Revised Analysis of Signalized Intersections Operating at LOS C or Better'
Kaiser Expansion Scenario

2020 Without Project | 2020 + SOI Amendment Area 2020 + WRSP Area

Level of Service | No. "No. ' % : No. %
LOSA—C 102 [ .68.0% 113 ST ] 109 [ 69.0%
LOSD 24 | 16.0% 28 16.7% 24 15.2%
LOSE 18 12.0% 17  10.2% 19 12.0%
LOSF 6 4.0% 9 5.4% 6 3.8%

Total 150 100.0% 167 100.0% 158 100.0%
Note '

Reflects generally-accepted definition of LLOS C as having a maximum volumeﬁcapamty ratio of
0.80, rather than the 0.81 value arbitrarily adopted by the City of Roseville

Fails to conform to City of Roseville General Plan policy calling for 70 percent of signalized
intersections to operate at LOS C or better :
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This assessment reveals that none of the three scenarios would meet the City’s minimum
requirement for operation at LOS C or better. Further, even after mitigation of the SOI Q5B -6

- Amendment s¢enario (which would improve three additional intersections to LOS C), 69.5 percent!
of the signalized intersections would be at LOS C or better, thereby failing to conform to the C1ty 8
General Plan policy. _ _ —d

4. Roadway Segment Impacts — As noted above, City of Roseville General Plan Policy CB-] calls for
maintaining . . . a level of service (LOS) C standard at 70 percent of all . . . roadway segments in
the City during the p.m. peak hours.” However, the DEIR includes no analyms of AM or PM peak 35B-7
hour operations on the City’s roadway segments. Thus, it is impossible to discern whether the
proposed project conforms to this requirément. : ‘

—d

5. Assignment of Project Traffic ~ The DEIR repeatedly makes statements such as the fellowing:

“. . . the traffic volume forecasts are not based on a simple layering/adding of
assumed profeci-generated traffic volumes onto the 2020 Without Project traffic volumes.
Rather, the City’s travel demand model is used to predict how travel patterns would
change if assumed land uses are added to 2020 land uses. The travel model redistributes
trips and can cause fraffic on some roadways to decrease and cause changes in “critical”
traffic movements at intersections, sometimes at intersections some distance from the SOI
Amendment Area.”

This is a reasonable statement, which could be readily accepted if not for the results of a detailed
review of the traffic volume projections contained in the analysis report, as described below.

Within the context of this analysis, it is important to recall that the WRSP area is projected to
generate a total of 110,341 daily trips. Combined with the SOI Amendment area, a total of
209,223 daily trips are projected to be added to the roadway system in and near the project area.
Further, the DEIR states (on page 2-24) that:

“. . . the WRSP anticipates a grid system that would channel wraffic in ¢ northeast ~ |35B-8
~ direction toward Highway 65 and, ultimately, Interstate 80.”

DEIR Tabie 4.3-15 summarizes the expected daily traffic volumes and levels of service on

~ Highway 65 and Interstate 80 both with and without the proposed project. The traffic volume
information in that table is presented in Table 4, along with a summary of the incremental volumes
on the various freeway segments studied.

This analysis reveals that the SOI Amendment area, with its daily trip generation of over 209,000
vehicle-trips would add a net maximuimn of 1,800 daily trips to 1-80 and 1,300 daily trips to SR 65,
even though the project road system is intentionally oriented so as to direct traffic to those
regional roadways. In fact, one segment of I-80 would have lower daily trafﬁc with
implementation of the SOl Amendment project.

- With regard to the effects of the WRSE and its 110,000 daily trips, minimal increases in traffic on
the state highways are again projected. On I-80 between Riverside Avenue and Douglas
Boulevard, a reduction of 1,000 daily vehicles is projected. Similarly, daily traffic reductions are
projected for both sections of SR 70/99 that were addressed. Based on this, it would appear that
the solution to traffic congestion on SR 70/99 and portions of I-80 would be to increase the size of

3
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the proposed project even further. Doing so, according to the City’s travel demand modcl wouid
apparently result in even lower volumes on those facilities.

In short, it is clear that the traffic projections derived for this analysis are necither reasonable nor

realistic. It is simply not credible to state that a project of the magnitude addressed here would
have such a minimat anact on the State highway system near the sue

o

Table 4
Projected Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes on State Highways'
2020+ S0OI .
2020 Amendment Area® 2020 + WRSP?
Without Increase 1 Increase.
Project | Projected or Projected or
Facility Segment ADT Volume | (Decrease) | Volume | (Decrease)
i‘i Co.Lineto Riverside | 00500 | 202700 | 1800 | 201400 |  s00
gﬁg‘"“de Ave.to Douglas | c7 00 | 167.100 (300) 166,400 | (1,000)
1-80 gguglas Blvd. to Eurcka 159,800 | 160,300 500 159,900 100
Eureka Rd. to SR 65 1.80,900 181,800 000 181,900 1,000
SR 65 to Rocklin Rd. 116,900 | 117,100 200 117,000 100
gfj{lf"‘a to Pleasant Grove | o5 250 | 77 400 1,300 76,300 600
Pleasant Grove Blvd. to
SR 65 Blue Oaks Blvd. | 75,300 76,200 200 75,500 - 600
Blue Oaks Blvd. to Sunset | o) 450 | g5 709 400 82,500 200
Blvd.
North of Riego Rd. 28,800 25,000 200 28,700 (100)
SR 70/99 - - .
South of Riego Rd. 52,500 | 52,800 300 51,300 (1,200)
‘Notes:
' Reference: Table 4,3-15, page 4.3-62 in DEIR
> Daily trip generation: 209,223
Daily trip generation: 110,341

Table 4.3-16 provides similar information for the freeway ramps in the vicinity of the study area.
That information further reinforces the need to question the traffic volume projections as, again,
substantial reductions are shown at certain key ramps, and even the largest increase in traffic fails
lo approach the level of incréase expected in conjunction with a project generating over 209,000
daily trips.

| 35B- €
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The point is further made through an examination of projected traffic volumes on the roadway |

system adjacent to the SO! Amendment and WRSP areas. Selected findings from that
investigation include: '

» Baseline Road (the southern. project boundary) west of Walerga Road: Reduction of 5,100
vehicles per day (VPD);

o Baseline Road (the southern project boundary) east of Watt Avemue: Rcduction of 1,600
- vehicles per day (VPD);

¢ PFE Road west of Walerga Road: Reduction of 600 VPD;
»  Walerga Road south of PFE Road: Reduction of 200 VPD;

e  Woodcreck Oaks between Blue Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard: Reduction of
1,000 VPL; '

¢ Yoothill Boulevard between Junction Boulevard and Baseline Road: Reduction of 1,.600
VPD; ' .

+  Toothill Boulevard between Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Juﬁction Boulevard: Reduction of |35B - 8
1,200- VPD; : : :

¢  Washington Boulevard south of Roseville Parkway: Reduction of 1,900 VPD; and
* Washington Boulevard south of Diamond Oaks Road: Reduction of 2,400 VPD,

Clearly, reductions in daily traffic volumes are pervasive throughout the study area. In fact, it is
impossible to discern where the 209,000 daily trips were assigned.

The standard response to a comment of this sort involves a discussion of trip diversion and the
“bumping” of previously-assigned trips to alternative routings, based on estimated travel times.
This is only a valid response if surplus capacity is available in the relevant corridor(s). If such
surplus capacity is not available, the result will be the spreading of the peak hour traffic beyond
the assumed one-hour period. As such, the potential for peak spreading must be addressed in the
“analysis.

At the samo time, however, the City of Roseville traffic model should be subjected to a third-party
peer review, as it appears that, while the model might have adequately replicated existing traffic
volumes as a part of the calibration/validation process, the model seems to perform much less well
when called upon to assign future traffic associated with major land use changes.

6. Level of Service Results — Previous comments have addressed the outdated nature of the
intersection level of service calculation methodology employed in the analysis and the
questionable traffic assignment provided by the City’s traffic model. Among the findings reported
above is the tendency of the analysis to suggest that the addition of over 209,000 daily trips to the
local roadway network will result in substantial reductions in daily traffic on existing roadways.

This questionable characteristic of the analysis is also apparent when reviewing the intersection 5358 -9
level of service results. For example, review of the cumulative scenario calculations reported in |
Table K-2 of Appendix K reveals that addition of the traffic associated with the SO Amendment
area will result in improved operations (i.e., a lower V/C ratio and, in some cases, a better level of
service) at 58 of the 167 interscctions analyzed for that scenario; that is, almost 35 percent of the
study intersections are shown to operate better than undér “no project” conditions. Addition of thex /
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- WRSP-generated traftic is shown to cause 57 of the 158 intersections analyzed under that scenario
“to improve, representing over 36 percent of the study locations.

Because of the nature of the Circular 212 intersection level of service methodology, the only way
that these intersections could improve is to have lower traffic volumes, Obviously, reduced traffic
in the face of 110,000 to 209,000 new daily project-generated trips is extremely unlikely and leads
to the conclusion that the analysis has substantial flaws.

7. Intersection Level of Service Standards of Significance — The standards of significance
employed in the analysis are delineated on pages 4.3-32 and 4.3-33 of the DEIR. With regard to
signalized intersections, the standard generally calls for operation at LOS C or better.

However, for intersections that operate at worse than LOS C (i.e., LOS D or E) under “no project”

conditions, a significant impact occurs if the intersection level of service is degraded by one or|

more level of service category (e.g., from LOS D to LOS E or LOS E to LOS F). Such a standard
would allow the critical traffic volume at an interscction to increase by as much as 10 percent
before the intersection is defined to have a significant impact. For example, an intersection with a
V/C ratio of 0.91 (LOS E) would not be defined as having a significant impact until the projected
V/C ratio increased to 1,01 (LOS F).

In contrast to this, under certain circumstances, the defined standard of significance would resuls
in a significant impact at an intersection where the V/C ratio increases by only 0.01 (representing a
one percent increase in the critical traffic volume). Using the V/C ratio thresholds used in this
analysis, that would occur if the intersection had a V/C ratio of 0.81 (LOS C, according to the City
of Roseville; see comment 3 above) under “no project” conditions and the project traffic caused
the V/C ratio to increase to 0.82 (LOS D), '

The standards of significance should be modified to include a more meaningful criterion

addressing exacerbation of unaccepiable conditions. Typically, such a standard would state that,

for intersections operating at LOS D, E, or F under “no project” conditions, a project-related

increase of 0.01 or 0.02 in the V/C ratio would be defined as a significant impact, and would
_ therefore require mitigation at that location. . :

As presented, the standard of significance provides an advantage to finding intersections operating
at unacceptable levels of service under “no project” conditions. A particular deficiency of the
standards used in this analysis relates to intersections operating at LOS ¥ (i.e., over capacity, with
high delays and long queues). There is no lower level of service category, so the intersection
cammot be degraded by a level of service category. In fact, such an intersection can never be
identified as having a significant impact under the standards applied to this analysis, which means

that the worst intersections may never get fixed. Thus, from the point of view of those who will|"

be required to mitigate project-related impacts, there is no better finding than that an intersection
(and, ideally, all intersections) will be operating at LOS F under “no project” conditions.
According to the intersection level of service results summarized in Table K-2, six of the study
intersections escape the possibility of mitigation through this significant flaw in the analysis
parameters. '

It is interesting to note that a standard similar te that suggested here has apparently been applied to
the analysis of roadway segments. Page 4.3-64 of the DEIR states:

35B-9

358 -1C
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Although the SOI amendment would not cause any highway segment to degrade to LOS F.

it would add traffic to segments already operating ar LOS F, This increase would be
significant and unavoidable. [Emphasis not added.]

Page 4.3-65 contains a similar statement regarding the WRSP’s impact on state hi ghways.
It is unclear why such a standard is appropriate for roadway segments, but not for intersections. 50B - 10

In summary, inclusion of a standard of significance for intersectior level of service that addresses
exacerbation of unacceptable operations in a more meaningful fa,sh]on would undoubtedly result in
substantial additional significant impacts. :
- 8. Level of Service Calculation Worksheets — The DEIR does not provide the intersection level of]
service worksheets, only tables smmnari’zing the results of the calculations. This may be because
the calculations were conducted using a “post-processor” developed by the City to expedite the
analyqls process. Consequently, it is impossible to determine whether the assumptions employed
in performing the calculations are reasonable or whether errors have been made. 358 - 11

Similarly, the DEIR does not reveal the peak- -hour intersection volumes used in the ana1y31s
Thus, it is impossible to judge their reasonableness.

9. Traffic Volume Data — The report states that existing conditions traffic volume data was collected
in April and May 2001, approximately 2-1/2 years ago. In the ensuing time, Roseville has been
among the fastest-growing cities in the state. According to the State of California Department of
Finance, Roseville grew by 10.3 percent from January 2001 to January 2003, From 2002 until
2003, Roseville was the 24" fastest-growing city in California. Other cities near the proposed
project have also experienced rapid growth. For the year 2001, the California Department of
Finance declared the City of Lincoln the fastest growing city in the state (with a one-year growth
rate from January 2001 to January 2002 of over 28 percent; from January 2002 to January 2003,
Lincoln grew by another 15.8 percent). Rocklin was the fourteenth fastest growing city in the state

-in 2001 (with a one-year growth rate of 7.6 percent) and the _25“‘ fastest growing in 2002 (with a
growth rate of 5.7 percent). During that same time period, Placer County as a whole was the
fastest growing county in the state.

3SB-12

Directly associated with this growth in population has been a sizable increase in traffic volumes
throughout the area. Caltrans traffic volume data reflects this growth. A review of daily traffic
volumes on State Route 65 (SR 65) near the study area reveals that in the section of SR 65 south
of Sunset Boulevard, traffic grew by 11.8 percent from 1999 to 2000 (the last year in which new
counts were performed by Caltrans at that location). SR 65 volumes north of SR 193 in Lincoln
grew by 16.4 percent during that same time period.

In addition, it is unclear whether the traffic volumes reflect the extension of Fast Roseville
Parkway through the Stoneridge Specific Plan area or the completion of the Roseville Parkway
overcrossing at 1-80. Both of these roadway facilities resulted in substantial redistribution of
traffic throughout the City, which could affect the validity of the existing conditions intersection
level of service calculations. This question arises in part due to the V/C ratio and LOS presented
for the intersection of Sunrise Avenue/Roseville Parkway in Table K-1 — Existing Scenario.
According to that table, this intersection operates at LOS A with a V/C ratio of 0.59. Clearly, the
analyst has not been through that intersection in the PM peak hour recently, as the eastbound
Roseville Parkway approach rarely clears in a single signal cycle, the northbound left turn from

o
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-can be produced; however, a delay of over two-years seems excessive. Analysis of “existing plus

- Study Intersections — The DEIR “Transportation and Circulation” analysis reports the results of
- intersection level of service calculations at'up to 167 intersections within Roseville and a very

‘not necessarily stop at jurisdictional boundaries
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Sunrise Avenue to westbound Roseville Parkway has tremendous demand consuming an
mordinately Jarge pomon of the available green signal time, and the overall intersection probably
operates at LOS D.

Although we recognize that the focus of the analysis was on conditions in the year 2020 the
outdated traffic volume information employed in the analysis will directly result in
underestimation of the West Roseville Specific Plan’s short-term traffic impacts. We recognize
that a reasonable period of time is needed from the time traffic volumes are obtained until a report

prole{,t” conditions using current traffic volumes nught reveal additional impacts to be addressed
in that time frame.

limited number of intersections in wnincorporated Placer County. However, the selected
intersections outside the City limits may not fully reflect the proposed project’s impacts, which do

For example, consider that the analysis reveals a significant impact at the intersection of Sierra
College Boulevard/Douglas Boulevard, at the eastern boundary of the City of Roseville. [t is
highly likely that a portion of-the project-generated traffic will be using Douglas Boulevard
through unincorporaled Placer County to travel to/from Folsom, El Dorado Hills, and other

35B-12

locations to the southeast. A recent study of projected conditions in Southeast Placer County 358 - 13

revealed that up to 70 percent of the traffic on Douglas Boulevard east of Sierra College |

Boulevard in the future will constitute external trips (i.c., they will both begin and end outside that
study area). Thus, the WRSP/SOI Amendment analysis should be expanded to evaluate the
impacts of the proposed project on the following intersections in Placer County:

s Douglas Boulevard/Cavitt-Stallman Road;
* Douglas Boulevard/Seenc Avenue;
* Douglas Boulevard/Barton Road;

» Douglas Boulevard/Auburn-Folsom Road; arid
* Auburn-Folsom Road/Eureka Road.

Unsignalized Intersection Impacis — The study ignores the potential impacts of the proposed
project on unsignalized intersections (except those that are presumed to be signalized in the
future). [s it realistic to expect that no unsignalized intersections will have significant impacts as a
resull of the proposed project? Are there really no unsignalized- mtersections that should be
conmden,d as part of this analysis?

Regulatory Setting — Federal or State — Page 4.3-28 of the DEIR states that:

There are no known federal or siate standards that would directly affect the
transportation and circulation aspects of the SOI Amendment Area.

This is inaccurate. The State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans} has:
established levet of service standards for the facilities under its jurisdiction.

35B-14

35B-15
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13. Transit Standard of Significance — Page 4.3-32 of the DEIR presents the following standard of
significance relating to public transit:

Have q substantial negative impact on transit operations, travel times, and/or circulation.

' ' 35B-16

It is unclear from this standard what constitutes a “substantial negative impact.” This criterion
should be clarified and/or quantified. Further, it is unclear how this potential impact area was
addressed. For example, it does not appear that a travel time study was conducted to determine
whether the proposed project would adversely affect bus travel times, This being the case, how
did the analysis determine whether such an impact would occur?

14. Study Scenarios — The cumulative impact assessment presented in Section 5.5.3 of the DFIR
includes a series of analyses incorporating the traffic associated with the proposed expansion of
the Kaiser medical complex (on the north side of Douglas Boulevard, between Rocky Ridge Drive
and Bureka Road). It is unclear why the Kaiser project is addressed in this section (rather than as
part of the year 2020 analysis previously discussed), although it may be because it has not yet
been approved by the City of Roseville, However, in light of the virtual certainty that the Kaiseri
project will be approved, it seems reasonable to include the preposed Kaiser expansion in the basic
analysis scenarios used in determining traffic impacts and mitigation measures for the proposed
project.

It should also be noted, however, that the same deficiencies identitied earlier with regard to the
tratfic analysis apply to the analysis of the Kaiser scenarios. These include the foliowing: _

35B-17
» The need to analyze the AM peak hour, in addition to the PM peak hour.

¢ The inappropriate use of the outdated Circular 212 analysis procedure.

o The arbitrary use of an artificial upper V/C boundary for LOS C incorrectly results in a
reduced number of intersections defined as having significant impacts.

» The assignment of Kaiser-generated traffic does not appear to be realistic, which results in
inaccurate level of service results at key intersections near the site. For example, consider that
addition of the Kaiser-generated traffic to the intersection of Rocky Ridge Drive/Lead Hill
Road {which is adjacent to the Kaiser sife} results in a questionable reduction in intersection
V/C at that location (from V/C = .89 under Cumulative No Project conditions to V/C = 0.85
under Cumulative With Kaiser Expansion No Project conditions).

—_—

15. Assumed Roadway System — According to page 4.3-38 of the DEIR, certain of the roa.dvx«*?yﬁF

improvement assumptions are “. . . speculative in nature.” It is inappropriate to assume that
“speculative” roadways will be constructed and, they should, therefore, not be included in theS5B-18
-analysis. o T

16. Truck Traffic — As proposed, the WRSP includes over 1,250,000 SF of industrial developmegﬂ
The proposed industrial uses will undoubtedly generate substantial additional truck traffic, but the
traffic analysis apparently fails to account for the reduced operating characteristics of trucks (e.g.,35B- 19
slower acceleration, additional length, etc.). Appropriate revisions should be made to the level of|
service calenlations to account for the tracks” operational deficiencies. __’

17. Intersection Level of Service Interpretation — Page 4.3-47 of the “Transportation and Circulation”
section of the DEIR summarizes the results of the intersection level of service analyses for the 358 - 20

L
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2020 Without Project scena:rio, saying that it . . . would provide LOS C or better conditions for |
all hours of the day . . . at & specified number of intersections. [Emphasis added] This

statement is simply mcorrect No analysis has been performed that would address the adequacy of 35B-20
any intersection’s operations during all hours of the day. Only one hour was evaluated, that being
the PM peak hour. _l

. : o
Assumed Future Traffic Signals — Pagcs 4.3-52 and 4.3-58 list numerous intersections that will
require signalization under 2020 with project conditions (seventeen locations under 2020 Plus Full 358 - 21

- SOI and eight locations under 2020 Plus WRSP). Will the costs associated with installing these

19

20,

21

- segments by 1,300 vehicles, or by 1.4 percent.”

signals be borne by the project proponent?

Mitigation Requirements Beyond City of Roseville Boundaries - The “Transportation and
Circulation” analysis identified several significant impacts outside the boundaries of the City of
Roseville. In each case, the report suggests that, because the impacts and the needed
improvements are outside the jurisdiction of the City of Roseville, no mitigation is possible (i.e.,
the affected jurisdiction *may choose not to” implement the mitigation measure). This effectively
absolves the project proponent of mztlganon reqponsﬂjlhty for any impact outside the City of
Roscvxllc

As an alternative to this approach, a mitigation measure should be presented requiring that the 358 -22
City of Roseville enter into an intergovernmental agreement or memorandum of understanding
(MOU)} with the affected jurisdiction (whether that be Placer County, Sutter County, or the City of
Rocklin) under which the needed mitigation measures would be implemented. Such an agreement
would not be unlike the MOU between Placer County and the United Aubum Indian Community
to mitigate the impacts of the Thunder Valley Casino. As another example, consider the
agreement between the Cities of Rosevilie and Rocklin dealing with reimbursement of lost sales
tax revenue associated with the relocation of the Wal-Mart store from Rocklin to Roseville.

Cumulative Conditions Roadway System — The traffic analysis assumed that the City of |
Roseville’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) will be fully implemented by 2020, Given the

City’s well-documented revenue challenges, in combination with budget shortfalls at the state and 358 -23
federat levels, is the completion-of all of those projects reasonably certain? If not, the analysis
rust be modified to reflect a more realistic future road system.

Also, page 4.3-42 of the DEIR points out that approval of the WRSP will © clearly trigger the |
need to update the City’s CIP.” Will the project proponent be required to pay the cost of this 35B-24
update since its need is directly related to the proposed project?

Impacts on State Highways — Page 4.3-64 of the DEIR “[ransportation and Circulation” analysis
states that the SOl Amendment “. . . would increase the average daily traffic on state highway

In addition to simply not being believable (i.¢., that a project generating 209,000 daily trips would
only add 1,300 daily trips to the regional freeway system), this statement is not clear as to which
segment(s) will have this level of added traffic. How does this statement relate to Table 4.3-15,
which seems to be intended to illustrate the incremental project-related traffic on the state
highways? Also, with regard to the “1.4 percent” figure, is this 1.4 percent of the highway traffic
volume (which varies from one segment to the next) or 1.4 percent of the total project-generated
trips? -

35B-25
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A similar lack of clarity is demonstrated by the statement on page 4.3-65 concerning the volume:

of WRSP-generated traffic on the state highways: “. . . the WRSP would contribute only a smallgzp .06

fraction (less than one percent} of the traffic volumes on these highways.” Is this less than one
percent of the highway traffic volume or less than one percent of the WRSP-generated traffic?

22, Mitigation Measures on State Highways — The report (on pages 4.3-64 and 4.3-65) provides brief|
descriptions of certain actions that could be implemented to improve traffic operations on I-80 and
SR 65 (e.g., addition of high-occupancy vehicle lanes, ramp metering, etc.). The analysis
concludes, however, that . | . such improvements and measures should be resolved on regional |
level . .. These improvements could not be implemented by a single project.”

It should first be noted that the project addressed by the DEIR is not, in reality, a single project. 1t
is, instead, a compilation of numerous development projects that will be accomplished by a

number of developers and builders over some period of time. Those projects, taken together, will 358 -27

have a measurable adverse impact on the operation of the regional roadway facilities discussed
here. As noted in 'the DEIR, the SOl Amendment will generate over 209,000 daily trips and the
WRSP will generate over 110,000 daily trips.

Based on the magnitude of these development projects, it is not unreasonable to expect them to
make a meaningful contribution toward offsetting the regional impacts that are directly attributable
to those projects. Tn establishing the extent of that contribution, however, it will be necessary to
perform supplemental analyses to gauge the actual project-related incremental volume of traffic on
the state highways, as the analysis documented in the DEIR obviously understates the volume of
such traffic. ]

23. Transit Mitigation ~ Mitigation measure 4.3-8 (page 4.3-75) calls for payment of a “fair share” of?
additional transit service. First, it must be noted that payment of a fair share contribution does not
constitute full mitigation of a particular significant impact; unless full funding of the mitigation
measure is assured, no effective mitigation exists. '

In this particular case, however, a fair share contribution might be appropriate, given the obvious 358 - 28

fact that the project’s fair share is 100 percent. That is, without approval and development of the
propesed project, no demand for transit service exists in the area. Only with that development
does any transit demand exist. Thus, the proposed project would be the only contributor to the
cost of the additional transit service. Any such contribution should include the full capital cost of
the transit service (both initial costs and the costs of future replacement vehicles, etc.), as well as
all ongoing operating and maintenance costs associated with the service, in perpetuity.

24. Intersection Mitigation — Mitigation measures 4.3-1 and 4,3-2 call for payment of a fair share |
contribution toward certain intersection improvements. As noted above, payment of a fair share
contribution does not constitute full mitigation of a particular significant impact; unless full
funding of the mitigation measure is assured, no effective mitigation exists. In this particular case,

inclusion of the project within the City’s CIP might assure full funding of the remainder of the R5B - 2G

improvement costs. However, this is somewhat dependent upon the adequacy of the funding
sources assumed within the CIP. As pointed out in comment 16 above, the City is facing a
challenging future as it loses certain funding sources, and the state and federal governments are
also dealing with substantial financial difficuities.

© 25. Placer Parkway — Development of the project as proposed could effectively eliminate certain
- potential alignments for Placer Parkway, a proposed regional roadway connecting SR 65 with SR
o . 4
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. N
70/99. Although construction of Placer Parkway is not expected for several years, it is eritical that
decisions concerning the SOI Amendment area and the WRSP not be made in a vacuum, ignoring
the impacts of those decisions on a key regional roadway facility, The City should enter into a
cooperative planning process with representatives of the Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency (PCTPA) to ensure that local decisions do not detract from the ability to implement
regional necessities. 358 - 30
In lieu of this cooperative approach, the project plan should be modified to preclude development
within the potentiaf Placer Parkway corridors, as they have been defined by PCTPA. At such time
as a Placer Parkway alignment is defined, this prohibition of development in the corridors could
be terminated, if appropriate. :

' 26. Assumed Intersection Level of Service Results — All of the cumulative scenario level of service
tables include six intersections shown as operating at LOS C, but with no V/C ratio indicated.|
According to a footnote attached to these locations, the analyst has apparently simply assumed that
the intersections would operate at LOS C or better at buildout of the City, based on a belief that
the intersection will *. . . have relatively low ‘minor street’ volumes . . .” These intersections
include entrance/exit locations at two new Wal-Mart stores and a new Target store, as well as two
roadways apparently serving Hewleti-Packard. While the level of activity at the Hewlett-Packard 35B-31
site is unknown, it is safe to say that neither Wal-Mart nor Target represent the types of land uses
that will have low traffic volumes; if that were the case, a traffic signal would probably not be
justified. The arbitrary assumption that these locations will operate at LOS C or better must be

further explained or, preferably, a rcasonable attempt must be made to estimate the traffic volumes
at the intersections so that a meaningful intersection leve} of service calculation can be performed.

et

* Conclusion

Our review of the transportation and circulation analysis incorporated into the Draft Environmen;ﬂ
Impact Report for the proposed West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment |
revealed several issues potentially affecting the validity of the conclusions and recommendafions |
presented in that document. Further, our review indicates that the proposed project may have}
additional significant impacts on the environment beyond those identified in the DFEIR, particularly’

with respect to unacceptable levels of traffic congestion and degradation of intersection and roadway 358 - 32
level of service. These issues should be addressed prior to City of Roseville approval of the proposed

project and its related environmental documentation. o

We hope this information is useful. If you have questions concerning any of the items presented here
or would like to discuss them further, please feel free to contact me at (916) 783-3838.

Sincerely,

MARTIN, RIVETT & OLSON, IN

Neal K. Liddicoat, P.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer
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12 . Critical Movement Analysis
Deluy _ PLA NNING A pplications
Because delay will be the principal determinant of In these applicsations, an important reference work
‘signallzed intersection level of service in the new is that of McInerney and Petersen (3). The only :
HCM, Table 7 is included. The delay values given tabular material used is that found in Table 6 which !
are not yet an integral part of the Critieal gives a single value for the meximm sum of critical '
Movement Analysis procedure but are presented as an lane volumes, in vehiclaes per hour, agssuming
_ initial step in developing a range of delay values "average" traffic, slgnal, and geometric conditions,
" which can be related to intersection level of and Tdble 3, which is used to apportionm trafflc
service. The values of Table 7 do not teake into among several lanes.
account the cffset relationship between adjacent The focus of this tool is to allow for a rapid
signals. BSynthesis of data from a number of sources approximation of level of serviece. None.of the
_has been used to produce Table 7. HCM users may detailed individual adjustment factors need be
find it useful to comparé the table with locally applied to obtain & soluticn. The solution is for
cbtained de]_ay data, . typical average conditions and should not

-necessarily be used for detailed design or
operaticnal decizions.

Table 7. Defay and Level of Service OPERATIONS AND DESIGN Applications

; a
elay Range
ls'g:ﬂcg_f v}ﬁpégi}o (sgcsiwper geh.) A principal source used for developing this more
i detailed iation of Critical Movement Analysis
_ 1. 0-16. er and Fambro's 1977 paper (5). Many of the
A 0.00-0.80 0.0-16.0 concepts and values from this work have been revised
B 0.61-0.70 or extended to reflect work found in other source.
. _ --decuments,
—*._C 0.71-0.80 22.1-28.0 Table 6 pives the level of service standards
' ] 0.81-0,90 28.1-35.0 whilch apply to this detailed application. Previous -
E 0.91-1.00 15.1-40.0 sections contain descriptions of various adjustment
' ' i procedures and factors used. Table 8 provides a
F varies 40.1 or greater summary of these factors.
An explanation and exanples of the step-by-step
a n n : s rocedure | is iven under the heading of "USER
Measured as "stopped delay" as described in : D S _given er
Ref. {17). Delay values relate to the mean . APPLICATIONS" later in this section.

stopped delay incurred by all vehicles_entering
the intersection. Hote that traffic signal
coordination effects are not consideved and could

drastically alter the delay range for a given : Tabie 8. Summary Factors for . !
v/c ratio. Critical Movement Analysis '

Saurce: M. R. Railly (NCHRP Project 3-28), based

on a synthesis of various data. Element g Values

1. Capacity, per Yane 1800 pch
ideal conditions

. ) 2. Capacity, per lane 1500 wph
Summary average-to-good )

o ' . ' urban conditions
Table & contains a summary list of values used in

ritical 3. Green time Assumed as actual green

;h;mﬁiegggilzﬁg.applied aspects of the eri Pme plus change interval
' ime
Critical Movement Analysis: Strategy 4. PCE values for . 1.0 = passenger car or
' ) vehicle type motorcycle
Critical Movement Analysis can be used in two : 2.0 = truck or through
general categories of problems: PLANNING bus
epplications and OPERATIONS AND %ESIGN aps;ications. _ 5.0 = Jocal bus
In each case the fundamentals are & same.
However,c the level of detail is greater for 5. Peak Hour Factor 0.8 = typical, or use
‘OPERATIONS AND DESIGN applications: ;ggzﬁlengﬁ};g
Critical Movement Analysis is a tool to be used _
for study of the intersection as an operating whole. 6. PCE values for Left turns (see Table 3)
For specific analysis of & single approach, the _1eft and right Right turns {see Table 4}
procedure cutlined by the 1065 HCM (1) remains & ~turns ) _
valuable tool. . . 7. Lane Utilization Two lanes, volume divides
The key assumption in the technique is that . fu) . 52.5% / 47.5%

there is a coubination of lane volumes which must be . Three lands, volume in
accomnodated in 1 hour through the middle of a . heaviest lane s 35.5%
signalized intersection. The sum of these volumes, : of total
termed "critical volume™ by Capelle and Pimnell (2), ) .
cannot exceed the saturation flow characteristics of 8. Lane Width (W) 8.0-9.9 feet, W = 1.1
the intersection. In essence, 1800 pch would be 10.0-12.9 feet, W = 1.0
the meximum value under ideal conditions for the - 13.0-15.9 feet, W = 0.9 .

tical volume, with 1500 vph bemg an average -
33113 for typlcal conditions. P Source: W. R. Reilly {NCHRP Project 3-28).
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. & ‘ RIVETT Mr. Liddic athas24ycarscxpenenccmﬂleanalysxsofabmadmge
B " 0 L S 0 N of traffic engineering, parking, and transportation planning issues, for
' NS'U.LT 1 N.G ENGINEERS both public and private sector clients. He has been responsible for

. traffic engineering for many new roadway facilities. In addition, he has prepared the
traﬁc analys;s for inclusion in Prnject Study Reports for new roadways and freeway

RESARSN Siate Route 65/Sanset Baulevm-d Interchange, Placer C‘aunty CA Pm_lect Engmeer
¥ for the traffic operations study evaluating existing and fotre N , _
B changes in traffic expected as a result of the proposed
- SRE5/Sunset Boulevard Interchange. Both daily and peak.
B hour traffic opmnons analyses were conducted, as was an
. [ " analysis of the traffic impacts to the SR65 mainline.
T ' Coordination with Caltrans District 3 was required. " e
(.‘i;i: Engineer — 35005 _' .Chesmut Avenue Grade Separation, Fresno County, CA - Semur Design E.ngmeer for
By ’ I the traffic aperations study for the design of the 4-span, 434 foot long grade separation
structure -on Chestnut Avenue crossing over Golden State Boulevard and the Union
Pacific Railroad tracks. The project mcludc:d extensive, utility . relocation and
coordination with Union Pacific Razlmad. ,

: Exposition Baulevmﬂ Extension Traffic Analysis, Sammento CA ~ Prq]ect Eng;mm- for
g analysis of traffic operations caused by the extension of Exposition
Boulevard, under the railroad tracks, to comnect to SR 160 in the
City of Sacramento. The near-term and long-term “with” and

“without” traffic conditions were examined. Coordination with

§ Caltrans District 3- vmsreqmredanﬂnsmect

= Y’? - Statc Route 65/thney Boulevard Interchange, Placér County, CA —Project Manager
' for detailed taffic operations analysis addressing freeway interchange improvements in

sonthern Placer County.” The analysis incloded consideration of both near-term and

future traffic impacts of the proposed project. Because of the project’s potential impact
to SR6S, close coordiration with Caltrans District 3 was necessary. _

Skyline Road Project Study Report, Lassen County, CA — Project Manager for the
completion of traffic analyses associated with the construction of a new loop roadway
arotind Susanville in Lassen County, Based on estimates of future ‘traffic volumes, the

analysis identified the number of roadway lanes needed to serve both short-term and

N Tichioan

W Civil Engineer— 37605

long-term traffic demands.
Affiliations Foothill Boulevard at Stenner Creek, San Luis Obispo, CA
‘ ProjectEngnmm'forthan'aﬁicupcrauompomonofﬁmfast-u-ack-f
Institute of ' PS&EPa:kageforﬁmmplammenIofthmemrmerMP'
' ;nm:gw?"  culverts. The replacement structure is a 41 foot long: and 78 foot
wids, single-span, precast, prestressed concrete voided slab bridge.
American Society of :
. Civil Engineers Additional Projects Include:

o -ElF Grove Boulevard Master Plan, Elk Grove Loomis General Plan, Loomis .
» CSUS Bisycl_eﬂ’edesﬂwhn Study, Sacramento s Leisire Town Road Traffic Operations, Vacnwﬂe

o Twin Cities Road Traffic Operations Study, Galt = Kelly/I-5 West Traffic Iimpact Analysis, Sacramento
o Intermodal Facility Project Study, San Dicgo  « Downtown Pedestrian Studies, Los Angeles

- Semior 'I'rafﬁc Engm






Response fo Comment Letter 33B
Mortin, Rivett & Ofson, Inc. (October 24, 2003} (Atiachment fo Kopper, Ocfober 28, 2003)

Response to Comment Letter 35B
Martin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. {October 24, 2003) (Attachment to Kopper,
October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

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

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 2

This comment provides background information on the proposed project, summarizing the project
description information Lhat is listed in Chapter 2, Subsection 2.4, pages 2-7 through 2-9 of the Final EIR.
Specifically, it highlights the acreages and types of proposed land use for the WRSP area. The commenter
incorrectly states that no specific land use plans have been identified for the 50I Amendment Area. The
HIR preparer assumes, from the tollowing text, that the commenler’s intent was to describe the
Remainder Area, which is a part of the 5OI Amendment Area, and has no specific land uses currently

identificd for i,

The commenter correclly notes that the Draft EIR incorporates a transportation and circulalion analysis
that was conducted by DKS Associates. As shown in Section 4.3 of the Final EiIR, Tablc 4.3-10, and
page 4.3-34, the analysis assessed existing conditions and addressed potential impacts of the proposed
project on 150 signalized intersections within the City, and several intersections and roadways outside of
the City proper, under both existing conditions and 2020 conditions. This analysis concludes that that the
proposed project would result in Significant and Unavoidable impacls to several intersections and
roadway segmenls, and that mitigation measures would not be sufficient to lessen these impacts to less-

than-significant fevels.

Response to Comment 3

This comment contains gencral information and is not a comment on an environmental issue. Thercetore,

no further response is required.

Response to Comment 4

The tratfic operations impacls were analvzed for the p.m. peak hour because it represents the highest
hourly volume during a typical weekday. This volume is used to design tuture roadways and roadway
improvements becausce of ils regular weekday occurrence. As noted in the comment, the a.m. peak hour
trip generation for the project is lower than the P.M. peak hour. Because roadways are construcled with a

symmetrical number of [anes, use of the P, peak hour volume to measure project impacts represenls a
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reasonable worst case scemnario and minimizes the potential (o underestimate the number of {ufure lanes

r(zquired for the .slud_\_-' roadwa_\_-’s or interseclions.

Response to Comment 5

Refer to Response to Comment 29B-17 for a discussion of traffic model methodology.

Response to Comment &

The City’s LOS policy was developed in consideration of the City’s modified Gircular 212 analysis
procedures including the interpretation that LOS C extends to a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.81. This
interpretation was adopted by the City and included within the General Plan to balance the City’s desire
to provide acceptable traffic operations while minimizing physical impacts to the environment associated
with roadway improvements. 'This volume-to-capacity ratio was most recently restated in the City of
Roseville Capital Improvement Program Update Final EIR certified in September 2002, As the lead

ageney, the City is enlitled Lo adopl ils own standards of significance.

Response to Comment 7

Intersections are the critical nodes that connect and interconnect all individual roadway segments of the
system and are usually the critical elements in ensuring that the roadway system operates adequately.
Turther, the number of through lanes required at an intersection approach determines how many
through lanes are required on the commecting roadway segment. As a result, a separate road way segment
analysis in the Final EIR was not required. However, this does not imply that roadway segments were
not considered. As discussed in the Final EIR and for the reasons stated in this response, segments of
Blue Oaks Boulevard and Fiddyment Road have been identified as requiring six lanes to accommuodate

the proposed project. The Stale Highway System was also addressed on a segment basis.

Response fo Comment 8

With respect to trip distribulion, the traffic generated by the project is distributed (through use of a tratfic
model) throughout the regional and local roadway system, which adjusls the travel patterns of existing
trips and causes shifts in travel patterns throughout the Gity. The model represents a dynamic condition,
reflecting the inter-relatedness of trave! patterns and explaining why there are off-site impacts to

intersections that are distant from the project site,

More specifically, as the commenter quotes, and as stated on page 4.3-34 of the Final EIR: “It should be
noted that the traffic volume forecasts ave not based on a simple lavering/adding of assumed project-
generated traffic volumes onto existing tratfic counts. Rather, the City's travel demand model is also used

to predicl how travel patterns would change if the project land uses 13 added to existing or build-out land
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uses. The travel model redistributes trips and can cause lraffic on some roadways to decrease and cause
changes in “critical” traffic movements at interseclions, sometimes at intersections some distance from

the SO Amendment Area.

Theretore, when determining transportation and circulation impacts, the traffic volumes associated with
the 501 Amendment Area carmot be determined by simply adding the new volumes attributed to the
WRSP and Remainder Area. The Travel Demand Model does not simply add project-related volumes to
before-project volumes. When major land uses are added lo the model, the model redistributes trips
based on changes in regional land use. With changes in jobs and housing, people may change their
commuting patterns; therefore, when both the WRSP and Remainder Areas are added to the model,
some trips will remain within the new development. For example, if just the WRSP were built, a person
might live in the new WRSP area and commute to somewhere ¢lse in Roseville. That person would be
represented as 1rips between the WRSP and Roseville. The same holds truc if just the Remainder Area
were built. However, if the whole 50T Amendment Area were built, (WRSP plus Remainder Area), a
person might live in the WRSP, Area and work in the Remainder Area, or vice versa. That persemn would,
therefore, no longer be represented as trips between the WRSP or Remainder Areas and Roseville,
FProviding a mixture of jobs and housing can lead to a reduction in trips and trip lengths. The mode! takes
these factors into account and, therefore, does not mercly layer trips based on additional development.
Redistribution of trips causes changes in volumoes throughout the model network, including both

increases and decreases in volume on roadways.”

The commenter also asks about the availability of surplus in the roadway system. The Cily’s exisling
roadways system has surplus capacity to accommodate the project and, where such capacity is no!
available, mitigation measures have becn developed to increase the capacity (refer to MMs 4.3-1 and 4.3-2

and refer also lo Response to Comment 35-44 tor a discussion of mitigation for roadway impacts).

Impact 4.3-3 in the Tinal TIR acknowledges the adverse impact of the proposed projecl on regional
roadways such as Baseline Road, SR-65, and T-80. The significance of this impact would not change if
projected volumes were higher. Further, the project by itself cannot be expected to mitigate this impact
independently because no flnancing program exists o collect the project’s fair share contribution of
improvements or the remaining fair-share from other projects or contributors. Recommending the
development of an improvement program for regional roadwav improvements js a good idea, but cannot
be relied upon as mitigation because agency approvals necessary to develop such a program have not

been granted at this time. As a resulf, this impact was considered significant and unavoidable.

Congistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Final EIR fully discloses this impact and the problem

associated with providing adequate mitigation. The Final EIR will contain this response, which provides

Topenowiite Spanific o 307 493 Ameadrient
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additional information about the uncerfainty of predicting future conditions. Nevertheless, the
contribution does not reach a level that would conslilute the project being solely responsible for

mitigation.

I the Specific Plan is approved, the City will also require more detailed analysis of traffic operations as
individual developments within the Specific Plan advance to implementation. This approach allows the
City the flexibility to make changes to the roadway system in direct response to the specific land uses

that will be developed within the Specific Plan at the time they are implemented.

Response to Comment @

The commenter refers to 2020 conditions plus the SOl Amendment area. Under this scenario, Westside
Drive would be extended to Baseline Road and both Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Blue Qaks Boulevard
would be extended to Westside Drive. These new roadways would create new routes for project and
non-project tratfic to flow through Roseville to Sacramento County. With the tull 501 Amendment area,
Fiddyment Road would be widened by two additional lanes from Baseline road to north of Blue Oaks
Boulevard. An improvement in the volume/capacity (V/C) ratio does not necessarily mean that the
overall tralfic volume at an intersection has decreased, just that the inlerseclion is operating more
cfficiently. The commenter is correct that the Improvements in the V JC ratio between the 2020 without
project scenario and the 2020 plus SOI Amendment Area scenario may be duc to reductions in traffic
volumes. Changes in fravel patterns caused by the redistribution of travel and new travel routes may
also reduce the critical volumes at an intersection but still account for an overall increase in volume at the
intersection. The commenter notes that 58 of the intersections would have a better V/C ratio with the full
SOT Amendment arca than under No Project conditions. Yet 26 of those improve by only 0.01 and 44
improve by 0.03 or less. Henee, the projected improvement in the V/C ratio between these two future

scenarios does not, in itself, support the conclusion that the analysis is flawed.

Response fo Comment 10

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines defines a potentially significant impact with respect to traffic as
including an increase in traffic, which is substantial in rclation to existing traffic. The City of Roseville
has developed standards of significant for determining what constitutes a “substantial” increasc that are

consistent with the Cily's policy on level of service (LCS).

As discussed in Response 1o Comment 35B-6, the City's LOS policy was developed in consideralion of
the City's modified Circular 212 analysis procedures including the interpretation that LOS C extends o a
volume-to-capacily ratio of 0.81. This interpretation was adopted by the City and included wilhin the

General Plan (o balance the City’s desive to provide acceptable traffic operations while minimizing
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Martin, Riveit & Olson, Inc. {October 24, 2003) [Attachment to Kopper, October 28, 2003)

physical impacts to the environment associated with roadway improvements. This volume-to-capacity
ratio was most recently restated in the City of Roseville Capital Improvement Program Update Final EIR
certified in September 2002, which identities that a significant impact would cccur if an intersection
degrades from LOS I to a lower level of service (E or F) or if the project would result in an increase in the

percentage of intersections meeting LOS C at P.M. peak hour to fall below 70 percent.

Interscctions are the critical nodes that connect and interconnect all individual roadway segments of the
system, and are the crifical elements in ensuring that the roadway svystem operates adequately, The
number of through lanes required at an inlersection approach determines how many through lanes are
required on lhe connecting roadway segment. As a result, a separate roadway segment analysis in the
Final EIR is not required. However, this does not mean that roadway segments were not considered. On
the contrary, as discussed in the Final EIR, segmenls of Bluc Oaks Boulevard and Tiddyment Road have
been identified as requiring six lancs to accommodate the proposed project. The impacts to the State

Highway System were also analyzed on a segment basis (refer to Final EIR, Table 4.3-15).

Response to Comment 11

Appendix K of the Final ETR includes all of the intersection LOS projections and intersection volume to
capacily ralivs. Pursuant to Section 15147 (Technical Detail) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR
summarizes the more than 900 pages of work sheets, which are kept in the City’s files and are available

for review.

Response to Comment 12

Refer to Response to Comment 20-94 for a discussion of traffic projections.

Response to Comment 13

The intersections in Granite Bay where additional analysis is requested are located 8 to 11 miles away
from the project site via the Cily of Roseville’s roadway syslem. Appendix K, page b of the Tinal ETR
indicates that Douglas Boulevard at Folsom Road would operate at LOS B with the project. The travel
forccast indicates minimal changes in traffic volumes on Granite Bay roadways due to the proposed

WRSP. Therefore, additional analysis of the requested intersections is not warranted.

Response fo Comment 14

The City’s adopted LO5 standard is based on the aperalion of ifs signalized jntersection. Additionally,
unsignalized intersections within or in the vicinity of project were evaluated on page 4.3-38 of the Final

EIR to determine whether signalization of the interseclion would be required by yvear 2020. More delailed
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analysis of traffic operalions at unsignalized intersections in the vicinily of the project may stil] occur as

individual developments within the Specific Plan advance to implementation.

Response to Comment 15

The standards of significance used in the Final EIR to identify impacts on the portions of SR-65, SR-70/99
and T-80 that are within the project study area are consistent with the fevel of service "E” standard for
those roadway segments in Caltrans” Transportation Concept Reports. While these standards were not
listed under Regulatory Setting, they were used in the traffic impact analvsis. The regulatory section will
be revised in the Final FIR to acknowledge the Caltrans Transportation Concept Reports for SR-65,

SR-70/99, and T-80.

Response to Comment 16

Circulation impacts as a result of the project are fully analvzed in Section 4.3 (Transportation and
Circulation) of the Final EIR. With respect to the transit analysis, a travel time study for transit vehicles
could not be conducted because development within the WRSP and associated roadways does not vet
exist. Nonetheless, il was assumed that transit vehicle travel times would be expected to increase as a
resuil of expanding Lhe boundaries of the City and the fransit service area. As idenlified on page 4.3-76
through 4.3-78 of the Tinal EIR, a poltentially significant itapact to transit operations could occur duce to
the fact that a limited amount of resources {i.c., buses) would be expecled to cover a larger avea in the
future. Accordingly, the City expects to incur higher operating costs to cover a larger service area,
disproportionate to the expected TDA revenues generated by development of the project. As identified
on page 4.3-78, mitigation has been proposed to require that the WRSP to fund its fair share of transit

costs. Absent the WRSP, there are no current plans to serve the area in the short or long term.

Response o Comment 17

Ag stated on page 5-24 of the Tinal EIR, “The City has received an application for a proposcd expansion
of the Kaiser Medical Center focated om the northwest corner of Douglas and Turcka Boulevard., While
expansion of that center was assumed in the development forecast used to evaluate the 2020 CIP (which
is the basis for the 2020 No Project Scenario), a recent larger proposal for the expansion indicates that it
would generate more trips than assumed in the CIP analysis. This section discusses traffic-related
impacts on the City roadway systemn under a cumulative scenario that assumes expansion of the Kaiser
Medical Center with and without the WRSE and 501 Amendment Area.” The cumulative impact analysis
that assumes the larger Kaiser Medical Center includes mitigation measures, where feasible and
appropriate. In fact, page 3-32 of the Final EIR states that “Potential improvements bevond 2020 CIP

improvements, shown in Table 5-6 as recommended mitigation measures, were identified for five of the




Response to Comment Letier 358
Martin, Riveit & Olson, inc. (October 24, 2003) (Attachment fo Kopper, October 28, 2003)

eleven impacted intersections. Several of these measures, arc identical to measures identified in Chapter
4.3 because they would be required for the SO Amendment Arca, even if The Kaiser Expansion were not
developed. Implementation of these improvements would provide a level of service as good or better
than the 2020 P'lus Kaiser Expansion No Project scenario at these five intersections (refer to Table 3-6). No
feasible improvements were found at six of the affected intersections, which is the same as that identified

under the 2020 Plus Full SOT Amendment scenario evaluated in Scclion 4.3 of Chapter 4.”

Refer to Responses to Comments 35B-1, 35B-2, 35B8-3, 3513-5, 33B-6, 33B-8, and 33B-9 for a discussion of
the issues Lhat the commenter summarizes in this comment, but for which more detailed comments were

previously raised.

Response to Comment 18

Refer to Response to Comment 20-95 for a discussion of roadways in Lhe Remainder Area.

Response to Comment 19

‘The industrial development within the proposed project is projected to generate about 9,500 daily vehicle
trips, of which about 6 to 18 percent would likely be trucks trips. These rucks would use two available
truck routes, Blue Oaks Boulevard to SR-65 and Fiddyment Road to Baseline Road {refer to Figure 4.3-5
in the Final EIR}) to access the project site. The trucks from the proposed project’s industrial area would
represent only about 2 to 4 percent of the total volume on these roadways. The level of service analysis of
the major roadways in Roseville assumes a vehicle mix that includes trucks and adequately represents

the likely truck mix with the proposed project.

Response fo Comment 20

The commenter is correct that the LOS analysis was conducted for only one hour of the day, but this hour
is the M. peak hour, which has been shown to have the highest traffic volumes on roadways throughout
the City. As noted by the commentor (refer to Comment 358-4), the A.M. peak hour trip generation for the
project is lower than the P, peak hour. Tt is thus unlikely that any intersections that would operate at
LOS € or better during the P.M. peak hour would operale at T.OS D or worse during any other hours of

the day.

Response fo Comment 21

The project proponents are obligated through the development agreement Lo construct the traffic signals
idenlified in the WRSDP in conjunclion with the roadways. Traffic signals that serve public legs of an

intersection are funded through the Gily's Capital Improvement Program. The project proponents will be
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

obligaled, through the payment of traffic mitigation fees, to fund their proportionate share of all

remaining traffic sighals assumed at 2020, including those outside the vicinity of the project.

Response to Comment 22

Refer to Response to Comments 3-3, 53-4, and 23-5 for a discussion of funding for raffic improvements,

Response to Comment 23

The City of Roseville has consistently maintained a traffic impact fee program that does not rely on
outside funding sources to pay for the public road improvements necessary lo accommodate land use
development within the City. The cucrent traffic impact fee program was adopted by the City Council in
2002 as parl of the CIP update and provides full funding tor the City roadway improvements required to
accommodate currently entitfed development through 2020 (refer to pages 4.3-42 and 4.3-43 of the Final
EIR). The commenter does not provide any ovidence to support the claim that the Citv has “well-

documented revenue challenges” related to the traffic impact fee program.

Response to Comment 24

This comment does not comment on an environmental impact and, therefere, docs nol require any

response.

Response fo Comment 25

Refer to Response to Comment 338-8 for a discussion of traffic impacts.

Response to Comment 26

Refer to Response to Comment 353B-8 for a discussion of traffic impacts. The Lext in the Draft EIR refers to

the percent of total trattic voluine on the state highway.

Response fo Comment 27

Refer to Response to Comment 35B-22 for a discussion of funding for regional roadway improvements.
The trip gencration of the WRSP and (ull 50T Amendment area shown in Table 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 refers to

daily vehicle trip ends, not daily vehicle trips,

Response to Comment 28

Operation, Maintenance, and Capital costs for transit in California are paid primarily through the
Transportation Development Act (TDA}), which creates in cach county a local transportalion fund (1LTF)
for the lransportation purposes specified in the Act, which are first and foremost to provide public iransil

service. Revenues o the TTEF are derived from the Vi-cent sales tax collected statewide. The Y cont i
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Response to Comment Letter 358
Martin, Rivett & Olson, Inc. (October 24, 2003} (Attachmen! to Kopper, October 28, 2003)

returned by the State to each county according to the amount of tax collected in that county and
distributed to each local agency based on population. As staled in the Final FIR, the expected TRA funds
to be generated by the plan area would not fund 100 percent of the anlicipated fature transit services for
the plan area. As such, the mitigation measure identitied in the Final EIR will augment the TDA funds to

provide full tunding, i.e. 100 percent, for anlicipaled transit scrvices,

Response to Comment 29

Refer to Response to Comment 35B-23 for a discussion of funding of roadway improvements.

Response to Comment 30

Refer to Response to Comment 5-2 for a discussion of Placer Parkway alignments,

Response to Comment 31

At the time Draft EIR was being prepared, the intersections identified in this comment were not designed
or constructed. The Cily of Roseville requires that lane configurations at all new signalized intersections
be designed Lo maintain a minimum LOS standard of C. As these adjacent sites develop and the City will

require specific geometry to ensure that they function at LOS C or better.

Response to Comment 32

This comment conlains general concluding information regarding the transportation and circulation
analysis for the proposed project. Because no specific comments have been raised, no further response
can be provided. The comment is acknowledged, and the opinion of the commenter will be provided to
the decision-makers for review and consideration when deciding whether lo approve or deny the

proposed project.
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Comment Letter 35C

Carol W. Witham, botanical consulting
14 37th Street, Sacramento CA 95816
(916) 452-5440, cwitham@ncal.net

October 27, 2003

William D. Kopper

Attorney at Law

417 E Street

Davis, CA 95616

Subject: West Roseville Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Kopper,

As per your request, | have reviewed various sections of the above réferenced_DE!H pertaining to |

vernal pools, rare and endangered vernal pool species, and wetland issues.

I am a consulting biologist with a specialty in vernal pool ecosystems. | am considered an expert
in vernal poot plant taxonomy and have extensive first-hand knowledge of the endangered plants
and animals of vernal pools. | serve as chair of a technical advisory committee for a Habitat
Gonservation Plan focused on vernal pools in south Sacramento County and | serve on the US
Fish and Wildlife Service’s vernal poo! recovery team. | am on the facuity of a continuing legal
education course on wetlands and often lecture in University of California upper division and
“graduate courses. My consulting work has included studies of naturally accurring and artificially
created vernal pocls throughout central and northern California. | have edited a volume of peer
reviewed papers about vernal pool ecosystems and am a frequent reviewer of other consulting

and professional works. | am currently engaged as the head taxonomist for a UG Davis grant- -

tunded research project intended to classify vernal pool vegetaticn throughout California. A copy
of my resume is also attached to this letter. ' :

The following comments are based on my knowledge of the weiland and endangered species
resources in the vicinity of the proposed Project and my layman’s understanding of the resource

- protection laws and their associated public process. |

s The DEIR fails to fully disclose the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the propdsea_

project in a fashion that fully informs the pubtic of the environmental consequences of the
proposed project. B

o Information related to the distribution and density of rare and endangered vernal
poci species is not provided in the document. Where are the listed branchiopod
occurrences with respect to the specific plan and openspace design? Where are
the special-status plant occurrences with respect to the specific planand
openspace design? Where are the spadefoots with respect to the specific plan

and openspace design. Exactly how much of these resources will be destroyed by |

development versus in situ conservation?

o Information related to openspace design, management and monitoring is not
provided in the document. What are the setbacks being proposed to maintain the
hydrological integrity of the aquatic resources to be conserved in the openspace?

H
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-and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESAs) will fully mitigate for the impacts to wetlands

.Comment Letter 35C

Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR
QOctober 27, 2003, Page 2 of 3

What protection measures will be implemented to prevent indirect impacts resuttinék

from the proximity to urban development? Mow wili rare and endangered species
be maintained in perpetuity in the open space? '
Merely complying with existing law and regulations is not in-and-of-itself adequate - _"1
mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The DEIR repeatedly
states that compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) no-net-loss policy and the state

and species. And yet, nowhere in the document is there a discussion of the “fully
mitigate”, “monitoring” and “funding” requirements of the ESAs. '

Proposed mitigation measures are inadequate 1o ensure no-net-loss of rare and ]
endangered species. - -

o Complying with the CWA no-net-loss palicy will not automatically resuit in no-net
loss of special-status plants as the DEIR implies. What specific mitigation
measures will be used to ensure that Dwarf Downingia and Legenere populations
are not diminished by the proposed project? How will this be monitored? What
adaptive management measures will be implemented if attempts to create new
populations in restored vernal pools fail?

Are there in sifu populations of Dwarf Downingia and Legenere in either the
openspace or on the proposed preservation site? How viable are these
populations? What measures will be taken to ensure their long-term existence?

o - Complying with the CWA no-net-loss policy will not automatically result in no-net-
loss of special-status branchiopods as the DEIR implies. What specitic mitigation
measures will be used to ensure that Vernal Pocl Fairy Shrimp and California
Linderiella populations are not diminished by the proposed project? How will this
be monitered? What adaptive management measures will be implemented if
attempts to create new populations in restored vernal pools fail?

Are there in situ populations of Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp and Catifornia Linderiella
in either the openspace or on the proposed preservation site? How viable are

-these populations? What measures will be taken to ensure their long-term
existence? :

o Translocation of Western Spadefoot to unoccupied stitable habitat does not
ensure the long-term survival of this population. How will the unoccupied suitable
habitat be determined? What specific mitigation measures will be implemented to
enstre that the translocated population actually survives in the new habitat? What
adaptive management measures will be implemented if the translocation faiis?

Are there in situ populations of the Western Spadefoot in either the openspace or
on the proposed preservation site? How viable are these populations? What are
the buffer zones being proposed to ensure that the Western Spadefoot has
adequate grassland habitat for its adult phase? What measures will be taken to
ensure its long-term existence? '

The DEIR fails to disclose the potential environmental impacts associated with the
mitigation measures being proposed. How will restoration of 43 acres of vernal pools
impact the environment? What are the environmental implications of introducing Western
Spadefoot into unoccupied suitable habitat? How will the project ensure that this
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Comment Letter 35C

Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR
October 27, 2003, Page 3 of 3

translocation does not impact other special-status species or ecosystem processes?
¢« The DEIR fails to fully discuss and disclose the cumulative impacts of destroying and 7
fragmenting a high density vernal pool landscape in context with the other developments
permitted or being proposed in the Roseville or Placer County areas. .
» The DEIR fails 1o fully disclose the cumulative impacts with respatt to the Placer Legacy
NCCP/HCP. What are the cumulative impacts of this fragmentation and urban

development and will this proposed project preclude a viable conservation strategy for this

regional conservation plan? N
» The DEIR fails to discuss the implications of the recent final rule designating critical habitat

for 15 vernal pocl species. |s the proposed project site within the designated critical

habitat? Are either the proposed preservation site or restoration site within the designated

critical habitat? Will there be adverse modifications to the critical habitat as a result of this

proposed project? - ]
Note that during my reading of the DEIR. I briefly reviewed the impacts disclosed for other special-
status species and the proposed mitigation measures. These sections also do not fully disclose
the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and many of the mitigation
measures are simply complying with existing law or regulations. A true, good:-faith effort to
minimize impacts and then fully mitigate for those that are unavoidable has not been done by the
- project proponents,

In my opinion, the Western Roseville Specific Plan DEIR fails to adequately disclose
environmental impacts so that the public may be fully informed in order to comment upon the

- proposed project. | believe that a new draft Environmental Impact Reports, addressing the issues

raised above, should be required and re-circulated so that concerned citizens have the

- information necessary to understand the environmental impact of the proposed project and its

Pt

proposed mitigation measures. '

Sincerely,

) Carol W Witham
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Statement of Qualifications

Summary of Related Experience

Publications

through the University of California at Davis by the Packard Foundation. Over the past decade and a half,

- with restoration subcontractors, construction monitoring, mitigation monitoring, mitigation parcel acquisition

Comment Letter 35C

Carol W, Witham, botanical consulting
1141 37th Street, Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 452-5440 (voice and fax) _
email: eswitham®@ncal.net —_

Extensive field experience in plant taxonomy and floristic survey methods. Familiar with many California
and Nevada plani communities including their rare, threatened and endangered plants. Experience in wetland
delineations, avoidance and mitigation planning plus habitat restoration. Experience in T&E wildlife
surveys; holder of Section 10(a) permit to survey for and collect vernal pool crustaceans. Extensive
experience in numerous aspects of vernal pool ecology.

Quantitative field sampling of vernal pool vegetation currently for an academic research project funded

similar quantitative field sampling of vernal pool vegetation has been conducted for a large public utilities -
project as well as numerocus other public and private concerns. Projects have included project design,
identification and mapping of rare plants, data analyses, mitigation/restoration plan recommendations, Haison

recommendations, plus supervision and training of all botanical support. personnel,

Rare, threatened and endangered plant surveys for public and private concemns in a variety of habitats
throughout central and northern California and Nevada. Field mapping, mitigation and species conservation
guidelines preparation. Numerous focused plant surveys to determine the current distribution, range and
threats to some of our rarest species. T&E animal surveys in many of these localities. :
Wetland delineations and quantitative field sampling of wetland communities for a large public utilities
project and for public and private concerns in central and northern California, _

Quantitative field sampling of riparian vegetation along Bishop and Pine creeks in Inyo County and Mill
Creek in Mono County. Refine field sampling protocol. Supervise botanists and technical field support
personnel. Mapping, data analyses, interpretation and reporting on a public utjlities FERC mandated
monitoring project.

Wetland management plans for several wetland mitigation proposals. Review proposed wetland
management or mitigation plans; provide alternative recommendations and propose monitoring guidelines.
Conservation easement baseline documentations for several conservation easements on both natural and
agricultural lands. Projects inctude ficld surveys for special status plants and animals, detailed parcel
mapping to include biological as well as physical attributes, and description of parcels for easement purposes.
Scientific writing and graphics design for a fifth grade science curriculum project based on the ecology of
vernal pools. Project includes writing species descriptions for plants and animals, curriculum module design
and testing, layout and production, plus web site design and maintenance. The curticulum is currently being
offered in 30 classrooms in Sacramento County and may be viewed at www.sacsplash.org.

Witham, C.W. (Ed.). 1998. Ecology, Conservation, and Management of Vernal Pool Ecosystems —
Proceedings of a 1996 Conference. California Native Plant Society, Sacramento California, 285 PpP-
Witham, Carol W. (Ed.). 1989, Jepson Prairie Preserve - field guide. The Nature Conservancy, San
Francisco, California. 67 pp.

Witham, Carol W. 1993. The role of vernal pools in the 1992 mass dispersal of Vanessa cardui
(Nymphalidae) with new larval hostplant records. J. Res. Lepidoptera 30(3-4):302-304.
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Honors & Awards | : A\ '

Other Experience - personal research and volunteer work

References available upon request.

 Member, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Vernal Pool Multi-species (Ecosystem) Recovery Team charged -

- County {1999-present).

Comment Le_tter 35C

Carol W. Witham
resume {contintied)

Gary Pichon Wilderness Preservation Award, Motherlode Chapter, Sterra Club 2001.

Member of the Year Award, Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native Plant Society, 2000.
Rare Plant Conservation Award, California Native Plant Soctety, 1996.

Rare Plant Conservation Award, California Native Plant Society. 1992,

Outstanding Volunteer Service Award, The Nature Conservancy. 1989.

Founder and coordinator of VernalPools.Org, a grassroots group dedicated to preserving the vemnal pool
landscapes of California. Qur current top priority project is eastern Merced County where the University of
California wants to build a campus and new town (2000-present). ' '

Extensive distributional analyses and habitat studies of the rare, threatened and endangered plants and
animals of California; rare plant and arimal reporting and mapping for a wide variety of taxa throughout
northern California and northern Nevada (1986-present). .
Discoverer of a new, as yet unnamed, species of annual Juncus in Shasta County, California (1992).
Long-term rare plant monitorin g for Fritillaria liliacen, Gratiola heterosepala, Tuctoria mucronata and
Neostapfia colusana in Solano and Yolo counties; Cordylanthus palmatus in Yolo County; Fritillaria
pluriflora in Colusa County; Orcuttia viscida in Sacramento County (various).

Habitat restoration: riparian woodland in Solano County (1987-1990); Nassella pulchra grassland in Solano
County (1992-1998); Darlingtonia fen in Plumas County (1989); vernal pools in Glenn, Solano, Shasta and !
Tehama counties (1992-1999). Habitat creation: vernal pools and Nassella cernua grassland in Yolo County |
(1987-2000). i :
Chairperson, rare plant committee and plant watch committes, Sacramento Valley Chapter, California Native]
Plant Society (1989-1995). :

with preparing a vemal pool multi-species recovery plan as per the Federal ESA, (1996-present).
Chairperson, technical advisory committee, Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan (1996-present).
Member, University of California Davis-The Nature Conservancy Joint Management Committee for Jepson
Prairie Preserve (1988-1991; 1994-present). S

Menber, technical advisory committee, CalFlora a non-profit group providing electronic information on
California’s plants (1999-present) ' :

Member, rare plant scientific advisory committee (RPSAC), California Native Plant Society state-wide
association (19935-present). ' _ :
Coordinator, web team, California Native Plant Society state-wide association (1999-present).

Member, publications commitiee, California Native Plant Society state-wide organization {1999-present).
Chairperson, legislative committee, California Native Plant Society state-wide organization (2001 -present).

Member-at-large, California Nevada regional conservation committee, Sierra Club California (2002-present). .

Designer and trail gnide author, self-guided interpretative trail at the TNC J epson Prairie Preserve, Solang
County (1991). : ' '

Occasional field trip leader for California Native Plant Society, Northern Nevada Native Plant Society, The

Nature Conservancy, and the Wildlands Program of the California Depariment of Fish and Game, the
American Land Conservancy and a variety of other conservation groups (1987-present).

Volunteer docent, Jepson Prairie Preserve, Solano County (1986-1990). Volanteer dacent trainer, Jepson
Prairie Preserve, Solano County (1991-present), Volunteer docent trainer, Mather vernal pools, Sacramento
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Response to Comment Lefter 35C
Corel W. Witham, Botonical Consulting (Ocfober 27, 2003) (Aitachment to Kopper, October 28,
2003)

Response to Comment Letter 35C
Carol W, Witham, Botanical Consulting (Ociober 27, 2003) (Attachment to
Kopper, Octcher 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

This comment conlaing general information and is not @ comment on an environmenlal issue. Therefore,

no further respanse is required.

Response to Comment 2

The commenter requests information regarding the distribution and density of rare and cndangered
vernal pool species, branchipod occurrences, special stalus-plant species, spadefoots, and description of
the level of impact to these resources The Final EIR has been prepared in (ull compliance with CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR addressed project-related direct
and indirect impacts, and Section 5 (CEQA Considerations) of the Final EIR addressed cumulative

biological impacts (pages 5-65 through 5-67 of the Final EIR).

Impacts to vernal pool species and their habitat are evaluated on pages 4.7-32 through 4.7-40 of the Tinal
LIR, Tmpact 4.7-2 addresses the loss of federally listed vernal pool crustaceans and their habitat and
MM 4.7-T (No nel loss of wetlands), MM 4.7-2 (Wetland proteclion policies), and MM 4.7-3 {(Vernal pool
crustacean policies) are included. The discussion references wetland delineations and surveys of the
property prepared for the project. Listed branchiopods are addressed in this section and in the discussion
of lmpact 4.7-3 (pages 4.7-40 through 4.7-42 of Final EIR). Impact 4.7-3 addresses loss of rare plant
population and includes MM 4.7-1 (Ensure no net loss of wetlands) and MM 4.7-2 (Wetland protection
policies) to reduce impacts. The commenter requests information on the occurrences of these species with
respect to the specific plan and open space design. The specific plan land use plan is described in the
Project Description (Section 2) and shown on Figtire 2-3 on page 2-11 and on the Schools, Parks and Open
Space exhibit (Figure 2-4) on page 2-15. The distribution of these species is described in the technical

sludies to the Final EIR, a listing of which 1s on pages 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 of the Final EIR.

The commenter requests intormation regarding special-status plant species. Table 4.7-2 lists spedial stalus
speaies potentially occurring in the WRSP. Impact 4.7-3 on pages 4.7-40 through 4.7-42 of the Final EIR,

analvzes impacts Lo special status plant species.

The commenter requests information regavding the locations of spadefoots with respect to the specific
plan and open space design. Impact 4.7-4 described on pages 4.7-42 through 4.7-45 addresses loss of
degradalion of habitat for western spadetoots, a special-slatus species, Figure 4.7-3 identifies potential

habitat for the western spadefoot and shows the known historic location on the project site of this
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Chapter 13 Responses fo Comments

specics. As noted on pages 4.7-42 and 4.7-44, the western spadefoot was not observed on sile du.ring
recent surveys conducted for this project, but has been observed on the site previously. Due to
occurrences nearby, past known occurrences on sile, and the presence of suitable habitat for the western
spadefoot within the WRSP, the Final EIR assumes the species to be present. The distribution of potential
habitat for the western spadefoot is shown in Tigure 4.7-3 of the Final EiR and described in the technical

studies Lo the Final EIR, a listing of which is on pages 4.7-1 and 4.7-2.

Response to Comment 3

Refer to Topical Response E (WRSP Open Space Management Plan) for a discussion of the manner in
which open space will be preserved and maintained in perpeluity. Refer also to Responses to Comments
7-5,7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 for a discussion of other components of the Open Space Management Plan that will
allow the effective preservation of the on-sile habitat. As required by MM 4.7-12, a 30-foot buffer is
required from cither the edge of the riparian vegetation or the top of the bank, whichever is greatesl and,
if necessary, the buffer will be enhanced by plantings of native species within the project site adjacent to

the drainage as compensation for tree removal.

Open space areas were designed {o preserve large high density vernal pool complexes and associated
uplands and to protect major drainages, riparian corridors, and vak woodlands within the WRSP.
Minimum vernal pool setback widths are 300 feet, which is wider than the 250-foot buffer width typically

required by the USFWS,

Specific management and monitoring measures are addressed in the West Roscville Specific Plan Open
Spuce Preserve Operation and Management Plan. Protective measures that minimize indirect impacts
include fencing, signage, surveys for special-status invertcbrates, yearly floristic assessments of
preserved vernal pools, and regular inspections by City staft to ensure thal fencing and signage arc in
place and that no unauthorized activities have laken place. Property Analysis Record (PAR) was used to

determine detailed costs to maintain the open space in perpeluily.,

Response to Comment 4

The proposed mitigation ensures a “no net loss” of wetlands, which is a policy supported by the federal
and State governments. In addition, impacts to biological resources were analyzed in Scction 4.7
{Biological Resources) of the Final EIR using thresholds developed in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guldelines. These impacts were determined to be significant prior to mitigation, and mitigation measures
to address impacls were developed as part of both the CEQA and Section 7 processes. The Section 7
process provides the formal mechanism by which federal agencies ensure that the actions they take,

including those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed speeics. A part of




Response to Comment Lefter 35C
Carol W. Witham, Bofanical Consulting (Qcfober 27, 2003) (Aftachment to Kopper, Qctober 28,
2003)

this process is the development of mitigation sirategies that assist in the survival and recovery of the
impacted resources. Independently, the CRQA analysis must determine whether the proposed mitigation
would reduce lhe significance of impacls to a Tess-than-significant level using the CEQA thresholds. This
determination was made independently of the Biological Opinion that was issued as part of the Section 7
process. In summary, the Tinal Biological Opinien, which was issued November 20, 2003, also concludes
that implementation of the projecl, with all identified mitigation measures, would not jeopardize the
continued exislence of a listed specics or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated

critical habitat.

As required by Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
will be prepared and adopted by the City of Roseville at the time of project approval to ensure that all

mitigation measures are implemented.

CEQA does not require a fiscal analysis as part of the enwvironmental review process (Section 15131 {a) of
the CEQA Guidelines: Ecenontic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environmicnt). Towever, with respect to financial feasibility of mitigation measures, the Specific Plan
contains a program of implementation measures (including {inancing measures) to ensure the provision
of al} infrastruclure, facilitics, public scrvices, andfor miligation measures that are necessary to stupport
the proposed development. These implementation measures are described in Section 11 {Implementation
and Administration} of the Specific Plan and Section 2.4.3 (Project Description, Implementation) of the

Final EIR.

Response to Comment 5

The commenter restates concerns regarding no-net-loss of rare and endangered spocies. Refer to
Respanses to Comments 35C-2, 35C-3, 35C4, and 35C-6 and refer to Topical Response E (WRSP Open
Space Management Plan) for a discussion of the manner in which open space will be preserved and
maintained in perpetuity. Reter also to Responses to Comments 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 for a discussion of
other components of the Open Space Management [Plan that will allow the effeclive preservation of the

on-site habitat.

The commenter does not indicate how the Draft EIR falls to disclose impacts or inform the public of the

environmental consequences of the proposed project. Therefare, no further response can be provided.

Response to Comment &

Restoration and preservation of vernal poals and other wetlands at the Yankee Slough and preservation
at East Sheridan will have a net benefit to the vernal pool landscape at those locations. The TUSFWS
determined that the oft-site vernal pool and wetland restoration and prescrvation areas al Yankee Slough

te Specifie U
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Chapter T3 Responses to Commentis

and the Tast Sheridan site were appropriate for such activilics. The Yankee Slough site is an area
impacted by historic agricultural activities (e.g. dry farming) and once supported a larger vernal pool
landscape. Restoration efforts on behalf of the WRSP will reslove the sile to its natural condilion and
enhance it through the introduction of addilional wetland resources. Existing vernal pools at the
restoralion site will be avoided by construction activily through conditions of approval and
implementation of a Restoration Plan. The East Shexidan sile will have 2548 acres of vernal pool

preservalion,

The commenter requests information about the environmental implications of introducing western
spadefoot into unoccupied suitable habitat. MM 4.7-4 (Relocate individual western spadefoots) requires
relocation of western spadefoots (if found) to protected areas of suitable habitat. As noted in the text of
the mitigation measure (page 4.7-69 of the Final EIR), the capture and relocation of reptile and amphibian
species from areas that will be disturbed to areas of unoccupied suitable habitat is a standard part of
USFWS and CDFG procedure for mitigating loss of habitat. Any relocation effort will be conducted with
consultation of CDFG to ensure that the habitat of the location receiving the western spadetoot is suited

for the sustainability of the species.

Response to Comment 7

Cumulative impacts to biological resources, incdluding vernal pools, are provided on pages 5-65 through
’ g

5-67 in Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Finat EIR.

Response tc Comment 8

The commenter incorrectly asserts that the Draft IR failed to disclose the cumulative impacts of the
project wilh respect to the Placer Legacy NCCP/HCP and the potential impacts of habitat fragmentation
and urban development. A discussion of this plan and its applicability to the proposed project can be
found in Impact 4.7-12 on pages 4.7-62 through 4.7-64 of the Final EIR, and also in Topical Response T
(City/USFWS MOU Compliance and Placer Legacy Coordination). The cumulative impact analysis
provided on pages 3-65 to 5-67 of Section 3.5 of the Final FIR addresses the potential regional cumulative
impacts of the proposed project, including the direct and indirect impacls of habital fragmentation and

urbanization.

The commenter also questions the project’s impact on the conservalion strategy of the Placer Legacy
Plan. The WRSP project is consistent with Conservation and Development Opportunity Alternative 2 of
the Western Placer County Draft Conservation Strategy Overview {(September 8, 2003). The West
Roseville Specific Plan and Sphoere of Influence Project is depicted within the Allernative 2 Development

Opportunity Arca. According {o the Draft Conservation Strategy Overview, the intenl of Development
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Response to Comment Letter 35C
Carol W. Witham, Bofuanical Consulting [October 27, 2003) {Aftachment fo Kopper, October 28,
2003)

Opportunity Areas is to show where growth may be more reasonably accommodated and may be
compatible with the Conservation Plan’s goals and objectives, taking into account the existing general
plans of the cities and the County, planned infrastructure, and the distribution of biclogical resources.
The Draft Conscervalion Strategy further states, “Some places within this area may be more suitable for

conservation and may be incorporated in on-site mifigation or impact avoidance.”

The proposed project is consistent wilh this approach. The highest value and most densely distributed
biological resources would be preserved on site in combination with a large off site preservation
component. Proposed off-site preservation areas were selected based on biological resource mapping
generated by the Placer Legacy HCP/NCCP project and guidance provided by state and federal resource

agencies.

Response to Comment @

Page 4.7-12 ot Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Final EIR indicates thal the USFW5S designated
critical habitat for vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, Refer to Response to Comment 17-2 regarding

critical habitat designation.

Response te Comment 10

Impacts to threatened and endangered species have been analyzed in Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-4, and 4.7-5
of Ihe Final EIR. The commenter offers no substantial evidence (as defined by Section 13384 of the CEQA
Guidelines) or explanation as to what data or rational was used to formulate this conclusion. Under
Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or narrative do not

constitute substantial evidence of an impacl {0 the environment, and no further comment is required.

The commenter correctly notes that mitigalion within the Draft EIR contaln measures to ensure
comphiance with existing laws and regulations designed to protect biological resources, The commenter
also questions the validity of this mitigation. The mitigation provided in the Final EIR is consistent with
Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A) and 15126.4(a)(4)(B), which requires an essential nexus between the mitigalion
measure and a legitimate governmental interest and that the mitigation must be roughly proportional to
the impacts of the project. The mitigation provided for impacts lo biological resources exceeds agency
standards in many cases. In those cases where the mitigalion mects agency standards or requirements,
lhose standards and requirements have been developed, in part, for the purpose of providing guidance
as lo proportionality between an impact and proposed mitigalion, cither on a general basis (e, "no net
loss” of wetlands) or on a project-specific basis (i.e., the Seclion 7 Consultation process completed for the
proposed project). Further, a requirement that the project complies with applicable environmental laws

or regulations may serve as adequate mitigation of environmental impacts (vefer to Leonoff v. Monterey
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County Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 1337, 1355, 272 Cal.Rptr. 372; Sundstrom v County of
Mendecing (1988) 202 Cal. App.3d 296, 308, 248 Cal Rptr. 352).

The commenter discussed “good faith” efforts regarding mitigation designed to minimize unavoeidable
impacts of the proposed project, and incorrectly states that the Draft EIR has not adequately done Lthis. In
preparation of the Dratt EIR, the City made significant efforts to minimize impacts, and then, when
necessary, miligate them. For example, in the vernal pool mitigation plan, impacts to vernal pools and
special status inverlebrate species have been extensively reviewed and mitigation has been accepted by
the agency responsible for implementing the Endangered Specics Act, which includes the USFWS. A
Tinal Biological Opinion dated November 20, 2003, issued in response to the Scection 7 process resulted in
an Incidental Take Statement. The Biological Opinion documents the numerous meetings conducted by
the resource agencics and Applicants to determine the magnitude of impacts and the designation of
appropriate mitigation. In addition, the CDTG also has the opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed mitigation for impacts to vernal pools and grasslands (i.e, review of the Operation and
Management Plan. A great deal of effort was put forth to develop mitigation that reduced impacts to the

lowest possible levels,

Response to Comment 11

The Draft EIR has been prepared in compliance with the substantive and procedural requirements of
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, which requires the disclosure of environmental impacts as part of a
public review process. Refer to Topical Response B {Adequacy of Public Review Period) and Topical
Response € {Adequacy of Drafll LIR) for a discussion of the many opportunities for public input and a

discussion of why recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment 12

This comment contains provides the commenter’s resumdé. Tt is not a comment on an environmental

issue, and no {urther response is required.
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Comment Letter 35D

Mark E. Grismer PhD
- Enginsering Hydrologist
7311 Occidental Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 823-0703
(530) 752-3243

16 October 2003
TO: W. Kopper Esq.
RE: Review comments on West Roseville Specific Plan DEIR water use and hydrology.

- The West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) DEIR con51ders the environmental i Impacts of
proposed development of a more-or-less rangeland area of 3162 acres west of the City of
Roseville into a residential and multiple use commercial region. The WRSP DEIR also
considers in part development of the entire area of some 5527 acres as well in terms of
impacts on watersheds, water use and wastewater treatment. I have reviewed Chapters 2
and 5 and sections 4.6 and 4.12 as well as appendices R and M. It is not clear how the

City of Roseville can simply amend/annex this area in their General Plan. There are™

several adverse, un-mitigable impacts associated with the proposed development that
- range from effects on traffic, biological resources, vernal pool fill and air quality issues

that will no doubt be raised by the concerned agencies and citizens. For example, loss of
some 40 acres of prime farmland should be mitigated in some fashion. Loss of vernal

pools and refated landscape features are very difficult to mitigate for, or otherwise replace
(hence the generally >1:1 replacement requirement), such that this too is a significant and
seemingly un-mitigable impact that needs closer inspection and review. Upgrading the
local wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) are also population growth inducing and
- suggest significant impacts in terms of WWTP capacity (i.e. plant footprint), solid waste
disposal and water supply. The proposed water demand information is inadequate too
support the claim of overall reduced water use in the new areas of the City of Roseville
- and in the WRSP, In addition, the proposed groundwater savings at Reason Farms lacks
adequate justification. Overall, real field data supporting the DEIR claims in the soils,
hydrology and water use areas is lacking. Here I focus on the proposed surface drainage
and water supply and related concerns that need to be addressed in the DEIR.

1. Watershed Impacts on Flooding, The proposed WRSP development will alter

the hydrologic response to some degree of the small creeks in the watershed.
Flood routing analyses combined with watershed studies upstream of the SOT area
suggest that sufficient detention/retention storage for flood water will be possible
to mitigate for possible downstream effects from accelerated runoff and greater
flood peak discharges. Much of this work is based on a 10 year old report from
the PCFC&WCD that in turn is based on earlier data still. While the proposed
development area is relatively small in comparison to the watersheds affected, this
1993 report should be updated with more currently available rainfall-runoff data
and the detention/retention basin designs re-examined. The region in which the
WRSP development occurs has already seen considerable development such that

_m.mJ

35D - 1

35D-2

35D-3



~ rates to groundwater. Only with such data can the potentlai adverse recharge
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operation/maintenance of individual storage basins across multiple jurisdictions T

requires a coordinated effort such that storm flood peaks from the various sub-
basins are “staggered” so as to minimize downstream flooding impacts. The
mechanisms required for such coordination should be discussed and/or evaluated.

Watershed Soils & Groundwater Recharge. The WRSP area soils ars™
primarily low infiltration rangeland soil types not typically associated with
groundwater recharge areas. However, presence of vernal pools and some
infiltration capacity suggests that there is indeed some recharge possible in the
arca. The vadose zone of the area should be evaluated (i.e. measurements and
data. collected using lysimeters, perform a soil-water balance with soil moisture
measurements in the rootzone, etc.) to determine average annual deep percolation

impacts of SOI development be determined. —
Water Supply Issues.. Water supply for residential/commercial development |
projects is an essential feature prior to evaluate as carefully and conservatively as
possible due to the widely fluctuating rainfall conditions in the western states.
Accurate assessment of water use has a direct cffect on water supply needs,
generation of recycled water and wastewater treatment requirements, all of which,
of course, have environmental effects. In the WRSP/SOI proposal, groundwater
will be used to supplement water supply during dry years and this adverse effect
will be “mitigated” through some “groundwater banking” achieved through land
fallowing of rice production at Reason Farms. However, there is no guarantee
that such “banking” will occur; there is no legal instrument, or suggestion of a
groundwater level monitoring trigger that will terminate groundwater pumping. —

The 1ev1sed water supply values were developed from updated water use |
ﬁgures based on “a Jimited amount of new data ... apparently indicat{ing)...
water demand ... can be reduced” (p.1-2 of Appendix R). This is not particularly
convincing text. Perhaps it suggests that the consultant, MWH, has reservations or
“limited” confidence in the City of Roseville data (or lack thereof). The reader is
given no information about how much data was collected, frequency of collection,
from what types of land use areas, what confidence the authors may have in their
dataset and so on. In order to bolster their assessment of decreased water use by
different land uses, MWH develops a comparison table of values of water use by
similar developments in the greater Sacramento area from which they determine
the means and standard deviations in water use to compare to that to be used for
the part of the City of Roseville and the WRSP. Such a comparison has little
meaning when there is no indication of confidence levels in any one of the figures
given in Table 2 {p.6 of Appendix. R). Given the fairly broad ranges in the data
for each land use category, a better approach o determining the WRSP water and
WWTP needs is:

a) Determine the “expected” (mean) water demand for each land use
type and area within a range of possible values for which there is a
certain confidence level. Identify large water use areas, or land uses
for which the range of possible values is too great, or confidence is
low, and re-assess data needs (i.e. acquire more data).
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b) Determine the cumulative “expected” water need for the WRSP and
SOI project area within a range of values of a pre-selected
confidence level of say 90-95%.

¢) Base DEIR water supply impact evatuation on the upper limit of
projected water needs from (b) so as to enclose possible range of
demand (i.e. revise/amend Tables 6 & 7 in Appendix R).

d) WWTP design and impacts should be revised to reflect changes in

' water demand outlined above. That is the current projection of 260
gpd/DU depends on land use and associated water use.

Mitigation of groundwater pumping through fallowing current rice
production at Reason Farms requires accurate assessment of the groundwater
“saved” following cessation of rice production. In Appendix M, the consultant
MW1I provides no information on how they determined current water use for rice
production and perhaps more importantly, how they selected the amounts
partitioned into deep percolation (i.e.. groundwater recharge), evapotranspiration
(ET) and runoff per acre fallowed. From Table 5.4, it appears that they assumed a
very precise value of 6.00 AF/ac water used for rice production. From where did

they develop this number? While this may be an approximate value for water use-

in flow-through rice production systems in northern CA, this may not be the case
for rice production at Reason Farms, Is there no pumping data available from the
present farming operation? Even more speculative is the partitioning of the
“applied” 6.00 AF/ac water into ET and runoff components. Based on ET" and
rain data for the region from the past 12 years, the average annual reference ET is
~50 inches and the average annual rainfall is ~17 inches, similar to the City’s
other consultant (Wood-Rogers Inc.) value of 17.5 inches. Rice production is
seasonal and results in ET water use similar to that for alfalfa if in year-round
production (not likely), or a maximum net ET demand of less than 33 inches/yr
though actual production values are typically much less. As such, the expected
water demand and that “saved” through fallowing as estimated by MWH may be
quite high and are entirely speculative. A field-based water balance of historic
and present operations at the Reason Farms rice fields should be conducted in
order to determine more precisely how much water can be “saved” to mitigate
groundwater overdrafting in the SOI area as development occurs. Combining
proper assessment of the groundwater “saved” with that for water use outlined in
(a)-(c) above will enable the water supply environmental assessment required in
the EIR process. Unfortunately, such an assessment alone does nothing to assure

that groundwater pumping as desired will not occur unless an enforceable -
regional groundwater plan is put into place. _ —

Presently, there is insufficient data in the DEIR, or provided by the City of
Roseville, to support claims of reduced municipal water use in Roseville or the
WRSP, or that Reason Farms groundwater pumping volumes can be “saved” to
mitigatc for water supply shortfalls. As such, the several thousands of AF of
water supply “generated” through municipal water conservation and rice land

fallowing can not be assured and alternative water suppllcb need to be identified

and evaluated.
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Mark E. Grismer

Professor of Hydrology and Agricultural Engmeermg
Departrnem of Land, Air and Water Resources
University of California =
Davis, CA 95616
{916) 752-3243 -

EDUCATION
Ph.D. - Agricultural Enpineering, Colorade State University (1984)
Study Emphesis: Groundwater Hydrology :
M.8. - Environmental Engineering, Oregon State University (1981)
' Study Emphasis: Hydrology and Water Quality
B.S. — Agricultural Engineering, Oregon State Umversny (1980)
Study Emphasts: Soil and Water Science
HONORS

Outstanding Teacher Award, Environmental Resource Sciences Major, Davis ( 1992)
Mined Land Reclamation Group Graduate Fellowship, CSU
Environmental Resources Center (1983) _
ASAE Student Honor Award, Oregon State University (1980}
: Honers Program, Oregon State University (1980)
High Scholarship Graduate, Cregon State University (1980)
Presidential Scholarship, Hamline University, MN (1976)

EXPERIENCE
Professor, Departments of LAWR. and Biological and Aﬂrlculmral Engineering, UC-Davis; 7/95-present.
- Associate Editor, ASCE Journal of Imrigation & Drainage Engr.; 7/94-12/96.

Master Advisor, Hydrology; 7/94-present

Graduate Advisor; Hydrologic Sciences; 7/92-present : a5D-9

Chair, Hydrologic Sciences Graduate Group, UC-Davis; 7/90-6/93.

Associate Professor, Departmenis of Land, Air & Water Resources and Agricultural Engineering, UC-Davis;

7/89-6/95.
As an associate professor, I have contmued wark as outlined below as wail as serve on additional coliege

_ and campus committees. These include chairing an undergraduate major review committee and chaiting

the Academic Senate and College Rules & Jurisdiction committees during a period of numerous rule
changes resulting from integration of Cooperative Extension into the College. Also, as chair of the Earth |
Sciences & Resources Graduate Group, I was responsible for transformation of this Group into the new
Hydrologic Sciences Graduate Group and the creation of Hydrology undergraduate teaching programs

{(new major and minor). My efforts in curriculum development aiso resulted in my chairing a graduate
education oversight committee for the College.

Ass:smm Professor, Departments of Land, Alr & Water Resources and Agricuitural Engineering, UC-Davis;

10/84-6/89,
In this capacity, | have had responsib :llty for instruction of 2-3 courses per year, support and supervision
of up to ten research staff and administration of several research grants. My research program considers
near surface processes such as infiltration, surface evaporation and irrigation management, as well as
various aspects of shallow groundwater including; vapor movement in unsaturated seils, iateral
subsurface flows, seepage from wastewater impoundments, groundwater modeling, soil salinity and
drainage of cracking clay soils, and regional modeling of shallow groundwater as affected by irrigation
and drainage (see publications). In addition to regular committee responsibilities, I served as Chair of
the Committee of Consultants on San Joaquin River Water Quality, Chair of a faculty position

gechydrology) search cornmmee and Chair of the mterdlsmpllnary Graduate Program of Earth Sciences
and Resources.
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H

Research Associate, Department of Agricuitural and Chemical Engineering, Colorado State Umversxty‘ 1/84—
5/84, '
As a resea:_'ch asscciate, 1 was r_es;:onsmle for compietion of contracts with oil shale processing
companies and consulting firms relative to the leaching of spent oil shales, This work involved
laboratory leaching column and hydraulic property studies, as well as, a conceptual mass balance
estirmate of drainage from spent oil shale piles in the field.

Research Assistant, Department of Agricuftural and Chemical Engineering, Coiorado State University; 7/81-
12733,
During this period, I completed classroom and laboratory studies toward the Ph.D. In the laboratory,
gamina ray attenuation methods were devised for simulitaneously monitoring water and salt movement in
relatively dry soils.

Research Assistant, Department of Agricultural Engineering, Oregon State University; 6/80-6/81.
In this year, ] completed coursework in hydrology, water chemistry, and adult education, as welj as, M.S,

thesis work related to fecal celiform contamination of Tillamook Bay from land application of dairy
wastes.

Engineer-in-Training, Oregon Soil and Water Conservation Commmission, stationed at The D.alles, OR; 6/79--
5/79. T _
As an intern, | worked with USDA-SCS personnel in the design, layout and inspection of sarthen
terraces constructed so 2s o limit hillside erosion.

CONFERENCE PUBLICATIONS '

Moore, 1. A, M. E. Grismer, 5. R. Crane, and J. R. Miner. 1982, Evaluating dairy waste management
systems' influence on fecal coliform concentration in runoff. ASAE Paper No. 82-4024.

McCullough-Sanden, B, L., T. K. Gates, and M. E. Grismer. 1986, Analysis of seepage in an on-farm
evaporation pond. ASAE Paper No. 86-2064, _

Grismer, M. E. 1987, Water vapor adsorption kinetics during constant-rate infiltration. ICIDA Conference,
Hawaii. January.

van der Tak, L. D. and M. E. Grismer. 1987 Trrigation, drainage and soil salinity in cracking soils. ASAE
Paper No. §7-2052.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Auntemated monitoring of remote soil sensors. ASAE Paper No, §7-2005,

Gates, T. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Stochastic optimal management of saline perched aquifers in
irrigated regions. Proceedings of Intemnational Conference on Groundwater Contamination: Use of
models in Decision-Making. Amsterdam, The Netherlands. October. :

Teod, 1. C. and M. E. Grismer. 1988. Drainage efficiency and cracking clay soils, ASAE Paper No. 8-
2588. December. ' '

Grismer, M. E. 1989. Drainage efficiency and drain water quality. In: . Proceedings of the Eleventh
International Congress on Agricultural Engineering, Dublin, Ireland. September. pp. 285-290.-

Grismer, M. E. 1950. Deep percolation, drainage and water quahty In: Proceedings of the ASCE National
Conf, on Irrigation and Drainage. July. pp. 355-362.

Lyons, T. C. and MLE. Grismer, 1992, Management of agncultural drainage poilution considering regional
cooperatlon

Grismer, M.E,, F. Karajeh and H. Bouwer. 1993. Evaporation pond hydrology. In: Proceedings of the
ASCE Nationai Conf. on Irrigation and Drainage. July. :

Bali, K. M. and M. E, Grismer. 1993. Measurement of muiti-phase flow in relatively dry porous-media.
ASAE Paper No. 932063. June. ' '

Bali, K. M. and M, E. Grismer. 1993. Calibration of dual-energy gamma systems for determining liquid
saturations during multiphase flow in soils. International Conf, on Physical Properties of Agnculmral
Materials, Bonn, Germany. Paper No. 93-1007. Sept. Also in Int'l Agrophysics 8:1-8.

Bali, K. M., M, E. GRISMER, K. 8. Mayberry and J, M. Gonzalez., 1994, Temporal and spatial variability
of infiltration in heavy clay soils. ASAE/ASCE International Summer Meeting, Kansas City, MO,
Paper No. 54-2044.

Bali, K.M. and MLE, Grismer, 1995 Management of suface irrigation systems in heavy clay soils. In:
Proceedings of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr., San Antonio, Texas. pp. 1590-94.
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Gulgens 1.C., 1E. Ayars, MLE. Grismer and L.S. Wllardson 1995, Irrigation/drainage practices for water
quality management. [n: Proceedings of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr., San Antonio,
Texas. pp. 927-931.

Ayars, LE, ML.E. Grismer and J, C ‘Guitjens. 1995, Water quality as a design criteria in irrigation and
dramage waler management systems. . In: Proceedlngs of ASCE Intl. Conf. on Water Resources Engr.,
San Antonia, Texas. pp. 932-936,

Gr:smer, M.E. 1996. Emerging concepts for management of sallmty and drainage in irrigated regions. in:
Proc. of N. American Water and Environ. Congress. Anaheim, CA. June.

Tod, 1.C. and MLE. Grismer. 1996. Efficiencies of drainage systems and improved water management. In:
Proc. of N. American Water and Environ, Congress. Anaheim, CA. June,

Bali, KM. and MLE. Grismer. 1996. Water management and jrrigation scheduling of sudan grass in clay
soils. In: Proc. ‘of N. American Water and Eviron. Congress. Anahe:m CA. June

REFEREED PUBLICATIONS :

Crane, 8. R, J. A. Mcore, M. E. Grismer and J. R. Miner, 1983. Bacterial pollution from agricultural -
sources: A Review Trans. of ASAE 26(3): 856-866 and 872, :

Moore, 1. A., M. E. Grismer, S. R, Crane and ]. R. Miner. 1983. Modelmg dairy waste management systems
influence on coliform concentration in manoff. Trans. of ASAE 26(4): 1194-1200.

- Tanji, K. K,, M. E. Grismer, and B. R. Hanson. 1985. Subsurface drainage evaporation ponds. Cal.

Agriculture 39(9-10):10-12. .

Grismer, M. E., D. B, McWhorter, and A. Klute. 1986, Determination of diffusivity and hydraulic
conductivity in seils at low water contents from nondestructive transient ficw observations. Soil Science
141:10-19.

Grismer, M. E., D. B. McWhorter, and A. Klute. 1986. Monitoring water and salt movement in soils at low
solution contents. Sotl Science 141:163-171,

Grismer, M. E. 1986. Nondestructive chservations of solution displacement in soils. Soil Science 141:185-
189.

. Grismer, M, E, 1986. Pcre -size distributions and infiltration. Soil Science 141(4):249-260.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Kinetics of water vapor adsorpnon on soils. Soif Science 143(5):367-371.

Gates, T. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Optimal management of saline water tables in irrigated regions. Cal.
Agriculture 41(3-4):20-21.

Grismer, M. E and R. C. Woodring. - 1987. Assessment cf lateral groundwater flows in the San Joaquin
Valley. Cal. Agriculture 41{3-4):22-23, :

Rashmawi, E. A. and M. E. Grrsmer 1987, Groundwater flows to the San }oaqum River. Cal. Agriculture
41(5-6):18-19.

Grismer, M. E. 1987. Vapor adsorption kinetics and vapor difﬁ:swny Soil Science 144(1):1-6. :

van der Tak, L. D. and M. E. Grismer. 1987. Irigation, drainage and soil salinity in cracking soils. Trans.
of ASAE 30(3):740-744, _

- Grismer, M. E. 1987, Water vapor adsorption and specific surface. Soil Science 144(3):233-236,
Grismer, M. E. and B. L. McCullough-Sanden. 1988. Evaporation pond seepage. Cal. Agriculture 42(1):4-5.
Grismer, M. E. and T. K. Gates, 1988. Estimating saline water table contributions to cotton water use, Cal

Agriculture 42(2): 23-24,

Grismer, M. E. 1988. Vapor transport during solution displacement in soils. Soil Science 146(4)215-220,

Grismer, M. E. 1988. Water vapor adsorptmn kinetics and isothermal infi Itration. Soil Science 146(5):297-
302.

Alemi, M. H, D. A. Goldhamer, M. E. Grismer, and D. R, Nielsen. 1988. Elution of selenium from
contaminated evaporation pond sediments. I. Environ.Qual. 17:613-618.

McCullough-Sanden, B. L. and M. E, Grismer. 1988, Field analysis of seepage from drainwater evaporation
ponds. Trans, of ASAE 31(6):1710-1714,

Grismer, M. E., L. C. Tod, and F. E. Robinson. 1988. Subsurface drainage system performance afier 20 years
of operation in the Imperial Valley. Cal. Agriculture 42(3):24-25.

Grismer, M. E., T. K. Gates, and B. R. Hanson. 1988, Irrigation and drainage strategies for salinity problem
arcas, Cal. Agriculiure 42(5):23-24.

Gates, T. K., R, J-B. Wets, and M. E. Grismer. 1989, Stochastic approximation apphed to optimal irrigation
and drainage planmng. J. Irr. & Drain. ASCE 115(3):489-503.
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& Drain. ASCE 115(2):258-287. - : o
Grismer, M. E., and B, L. MCCuIloygh-Sanden. 1989. Correlation of laboratory analyses of soil properties

' and infiltrometer seepage from drainwaier evaporation ponds: Trans, of ASAE 32(1):173-176. .

G:'*ismer, M. E. 1985, Seepage control from drainwater evaporation ponds. Cal, Agriculture 43(1-2):21-23.

Tanji, K. K. and M. E. Grismer. 1990, Evaluation of drainwater evaporation ponds. WRC Center final
repaort. S

Lima, L. A, M. E. Grismer, and D. R. Nieisen. 1990, Salinity effects on Yolo loam hydraulic properties.
Soil Science 150(1):451-453. . o

Grismer, M. E. 1990. Leaching fraction, soil saiinity, and drainage efficiency. Cal. Ag. 44(6):24-27.

Grismer, M. E. and T. K. Gates. 1990, Hydrologic aspects of saline water table management in regional
shallow aquifers. In: The Economics and Management of Water and Drainage in Agriculture, Ariel

* Dinar and David Zilberman (eds.), pp. 51-70. _

Grismer, M. E. and L C. Ted. 1991. Drainage of clay overlying an artésian aquifer: I Hydrologic
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Tod, I. C,, M. E. Grismer, and W. W, Wallender. 1991, Measurement of rigation flows through spiles.
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Grismer, MLE. 1992, Field sensor networks and automated monitoring of soil water sensors. Soil Sci.
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Response ic Comment Letter 35D
Mark E. Grismer, Ph.D. {October 16, 2003) {(Attachment to Kopper,
October 28, 2003)

Response to Comment 1

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

no further response is required.

Response fo Comment 2

The commenter is correct in noting that there will be significant and unaveidable impacts in the areas of
traffic, biological resources (including vernal pools), and air quality. In many cases, the commenter does
nol provide specific comments as to an environmental issue; therefore, where a comment is general, the
response, in tum, is general. Specific responses have, however, been provided to the greatest extent

possible.

While mitigation has been proposed, as described in Section 4.1 (Land Use and Agricultural Resources)
on pages 4.1-45 through 4.1-47 of the Final EIR, the loss of Prime Farmland cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. Refer to Response to Comment 35-32 for a discussion of conservation of prime

tarmland.

Mitigalion for the loss of vernal pool habitat has been approved by the USACE and the USFWS at a ratio
of greater than 1:1 (impact to replacement ratio) through the Section 7 Consultation process, which was
required as part the 404 permit process. As shown in Table 4.7-3 (Wetland Tmpacl Mitigation Analysis),
approximately 26.66 acres of vernal pools would be impacted, and approximately 94.81 acres of vernal
poots and vernal swales would be created and/or restored at on-site and off-site locations. Theretore, the

impacts of the project on vernal pool habilal are reduced Lo a less-Lhan-significant Jevel.

Page 5-5 identitics that the project would eliminate obstacles to growth which would be growth
inducing. Specifically addressed is the limited capacity of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment
Plant (PGWWIT). The WRSP would provide additional capacity at this facility. Further, page 5-1 of the

Final EIR acknowledges that growth-inducing impacts are signiticant and unavoidable.

The revised water demand factors are provided in Table 411-2 {City of Roseville Revised Unit Water
Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand |Without Project]). The
document that formed that basis for the revised water demand factors was provided in Appendix R

(Ulilities Technical Memoranda) of the Final FIR (Techwnical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Water Demand

Factor Revisions, Montgomery Watson Iarza, November 6, 2002). The water supply strategy was also
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fully described in Section 411 (Public Utilities) of the Tinal FIR and in Appendix R (Utilities Technical
Memoranda) of the Final EIR ({echnical Memorandum, Task 7—Water Supply Strategy, Montgomery

Watson Harrza, April 10, 2003).

The technical analysis regarding the groundwater impacts that might occur if the Reason Farms land was
relired 1s provided in Appendix M (Groundwater Impact Analysis), which contains the Groundwater
Impact Analysis for the Proposed Reasons Farm Land Retivement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June
2003). The groundwater analysis used conservative assumptions and relied upon modeling techniques
that are widely accepted in the industry. Refer also to Topical Response GG (Water Supply, Section IV) for

a further discussion of groundwater supplies.

The comment makes a general statement regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in the arcas of soils,
hydrology, and water use, but no spedific comments are provided. Therefore, no further respomnse can be

provided.

The commenter toes on to introduce specific commenls on lhe Draft EIR. Responses to these comments
§ i3

are provided in Responses to Commenits 35D-3 through 35D-8.

Response to Comment 3

A hydraulic study was prepared by Wood Rodgers in 2002 and updated to include land use changes
associated with the proposed project site. The Wood Rogers study relied upon the regional base model
thal is maintained and updated by the Placer County Flood Control District, a model thal is also
suppoerted by the agencies downstream such as Sutter County and Reclamation Districts 1000 and 1001,
The methodology used in the Wood Rodgers Hydraulic Study (Fiddyment-Westpark Property Master
Plan Drainage Analysis, Wood Rodgers, June 2003) has been reviewed and approved by PCFCD (refer to
attached letter dated July 31, 2003} and was also presented and accepted by allected communities
downstream of Placer County. The PCECD letter is provided in Appendix R ({Utilitics Technical
Memoranda) of the Final EIR. This same methodology and model is currently being used by the Tederal
Emergency Management Agency to update their floodplain study for the Pleasant Grove Creek
watershed. The PCFCD provides a regional role in coordinating all floodplain issues and impacts

assoctated with development in Placer County.

In addition, flooding impacts are addressed in Impact 4.12-2 (Increase in the Amount of Surface Runoff,
Which Would Exceed the Capacity of Existing Storm Drainage Systems and Increase the Fotential for
Downstream Flooding) and Impact 4.12-3 (Placement of Fill or Structures in 100-Year Tloodplain Could

Affect Water Surface tlevations, Which Could Tncrease the Risk of Flooding), which are provided in
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Section 4.7 (Hydrology, Water Quality, and Groundwater) on pages 4.12-37 through 4.12-42 of the Final
EIR.

Response to Comment 4

As indicated on page 4.12-16 of the Final EIR, approximately 89 percent of the soil cover in the WRSP has
poor infiltration capacity. The 11 percent of remaining soils are found along the drainages and creeks
{Pleasant Grove Creek and Curry Creck), which will remain as open spacce as part of the project, and will
continue to be a major source of the groundwater infiltration. Therefore, development of the WRSD to
urban uses would net result in a significant impact on ground water (Impact 4.12-3) and therefore, no

further tesling of the groundwater for infiltration rates is required.

The ground water modeling conducted for the WRSP did not rely on any groundwaler recharge; inslead,
passive groundwater banking, or in-fier recharge, through the fand fallowing of Reason Farms, and the
subsequent non-exiraction of groundwater, was considered. Given that Reason Farms has historically
been irrigaled with groundwaler extracted from beneath the property, the fallowing of the property will
reduce the volume of groundwater that would have been extracted from the basin cvery year but {or
fallowing the property. This is a common methodology for “banking” groundwater throughout the
Central Valley of California. The intemt of the City, as explained in delail in “Technical Memorandum 7:
Water Supply Strategy” (MWH, November 2002) (included in the Final EIR in Appendix R}, is to utilize
this banked groundwater in the WRSI area during periods of surface water deficiency. As is deseribed in
“Groundwater Impact Analysis for the Proposced Reasons Tarms Land Retirement Plan” (MWH, june
2003 — Appendix M of the WRSP Final EIR), over the 72-year hydrologic period evaluated, the volume of
water “banked” greally exceeds the volume of water extracted. Given that fn-licy recharge is the
proposed mitigation mechanism, the discussion of percolation rates in and around the Reasons Farms in
the context of this question is not relevant. In fact, any percolation that could occur on the site after
fallowing would provide an additional mitigation benetit as it was not considered in the groundwater
impact analysis conducted. Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply, Section IV} for a further

discussion of groundwater rechargoe.

Response to Comment 5

MM 4.11-2, which is provided on page 4.11-46 of the Final EIR, requires that: “As a condition of approval
of any Tentative Tract Map Tor the WRSP Area, and to supplement assured supplies, the City shall
ensure thal groundwaler in the amount ot 2,848 AF/vear is available for use in the WRSP Area in dry
years by reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms.” Therefore, the City is obligated to reduce
groundwater extractions in advance of any development within the project area. The City has acquired

an option on the Reason Farms property, and purchase of the property is expected to be completed by
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the fall 2004, Therefore, the City has committed to miligating water supply impacts on groundwater to a
less-than-significant level through the use of in-licu groundwater banking, and the mitigation measure is
in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a}2). Also, as desceribed in more detail in Topical
Response G (Waler Supply, Section TV}, the Final FIR concluded that fallowing at Reason Tarms would
be sufficient to compensate for the infrequent withdrawals required by the WRSP. Accordingly, it is not

necessary to monitor groundwaler levels.

In an effort to provide an accurate assessment of water use, as required to fully analyze the proposed
project, the City re-evaluated its existing water unit demand factors generated in 1993 to contirm their
appropriateness for use in the planning and analysis of this project. Refer Lo Topical Response G (Waler
Supply) for a detailed discussion of waler supply strategics and water supply analysis, including

modifications to the water demand factors.

Response to Comment 6

The revised water demand factors are provided in Table 4.11-2 (City of Roseville Revised Unit Water
Demand Factors and Existing and General Plan Buildout Water Demand [Without Project]). The City
collected a vear of water meter data for this study. Data collected from 8,057 residential accounts and 782
non-residential accounts was used lo generate the revised demand faclors. The document that formed
the basis for the revised water demand factors is provided in Appendix R (Utilities Techinical
Memoranda) of the Final TIR (Technical Memorandum, Task 1- Unit Wiler Demand Factor Revisions,
Montgomery Watson Harza, November 6, 2002). In addition, data from the City’s Urban Water Master
Plan that 15 relevant to the proposed project is provided in Section 411 (Public Utilities, Water) of the
Final EIR, and in the Water Supply Assessment, which was provided in Appendix 5 (Water Supply
Assessment [SB 610 and 221 Analysis]) of the Final EIR. Reter also to Topical Response G (Water Supply,
Scction T for a detailed discussion of data collecled as parl of the waler supply analysis, including
modifications to the water demand factors. In summary, the data collected includes actual water demand
data collected during a two-year period (based on water meter data) and a comprehensive review of
waler demand factors, and associated water demand, for agencies with similar waler use characteristics,

including water districts in Sacramento County, Placer County, and the Central Valley of California.

There are various methods that can be used to estimate water supply needs, and the commenter suggests
an altermate appreach to the water supply analysis. The method selected by the City is appropriately
conservative. No evidence s presented by commenter indicating that the City's method underestimates

demand,
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Response to Comment 7

The techmical analysis regarding the groundwalter impacts that might occur if the Reason Farms land was
retired s provided in Appendix M (Groundwater Impact Analysis), which contains the Groundwater
{mpact Analysis for the Proposed Reasons Farm Land Retivement Plan (Montgomery Watson Harza, June
2003). The groundwater analysis used conservative assumptions and relied upon modeling techniques
that are widely accepted in the industry. The concept of land fallowing is to cease rice production at

Reason Farms, thus bolstering the groundwaler basin.

Groundwater extraction for irrigation purposcs on Reason Farms was anecdolally reported Lo range
between 10,000 and 12,000 acre-feet per year (AF/yr); however, no groundwater extraction records were
made available from the owner of the property. Consequently, the volume of groundwater extracted was
estimated based on the 7.1 AF/acre per one crop rolation water duty ™ typicat for rice production in Placer
and Sacramento Counties resulting in an estimated total volume of applied of 6,483 AF/fvr. This waler
duty represents the volume of water applied to the field during the enlire cycle of rice production and

includes pre-ivrigation, flood-up, irrigation, and post-irrigation activities (e.g., soaking of stubbic). The

conservalive estimated volume of groundwater extracted for a single crop per year was used in the

groundwater impact analysis due to the lack of justification for the anecdotally reported higher values.

[t should also be noted that the “water balance” provided in comment [etter 28 includes two major errors.
First, the assumption that the total applied water (i.e., groundwater extracted) is limited to that volume
required to satisfy crop evapotranspiration (ET) (a value of 50 inches per year is cited without reference}.
As described above, additional volumes of water are applied (and hence, groundwater extracted) during
a single crop rotation. Second, the assumption that the average anmual rainfall amount of 17 inches per
yvear (no reference given) is available at the appropriate time to satisty crop El-requirements is also
incorrect. The majority of raintall in Placer County occurs in winter months that do not coincide with the

summer growing season for rice. Consequently, il is incorrect to reduce the applied waler requirement.
Refer also to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a further discussion of groundwater supplics.

MM 4.11-2, which is provided on page 4.11-46 of the Final EIR, requires that: “As a condition of approval
of any Tentative Tract Map for the WRSP Area, and to supplement assured supplies, the City shall
ensure that groundwater in the amount of 2,848 AF/vear is available for use in the WRSP Area in dry
vears by reducing groundwater extraction at Reason Farms.” Therefore, the City is obligated to reduce

groundwater extractions in advance of any development within the project area. The City has acquired

" Water duty is comprised of Aood-uyp, soaking and the cvapotranspiration losses tetaling 7.1 ARy per acre for one crop rotation. Seurce
- “Crop Water Use in Califormia: Bultetin 113-97
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an option on the Reason Farms property, and purchase of the property is expecled to be compleled by

the fall 2004,

Response to Comment 8

Refer to Topical Response G (Water Supply) for a detailed discussion of water supply strategies and
water supply analysis, including modifications to the water demand factors, the use of groundwater

resources, and waler conservation efforls,

Response to Comment ¢

Receipt of the commenter’s resume is noted and will be provided to the decision-makers for their review

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

TRADITION-PRIDE-PROGRESS

Planning Department
311 Vemon Steet
Rosaville, Califormia 95678-2469

WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Tuesday, September 30, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOI AMENDMENT AND WRSP: UTILITIES IMPACTS

ATTENDEES:
Commissioners: Daron Anderson, Larry Barkhouse, Sam Cannon, Chuck Cinnamon, Mike Menz
Staff: Derrick Whitehead, Kelye McKinney, Vance Jones, Dave Brown, Paul
Richardson, Nela Luken, Kathy Pease, Tom Habashi

NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Nela Luken, Derrick Whitehead, Kelye McKinney, Dave Brown

At their meeting of September 30,2003, the Public Utilities Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence
Amendment and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
Although no formal action was taken by the Public Utilities Commission, several comments were raised
by the Commission. The following represents the Commission’s comments on the Utilities Sections of the
Draft EIR. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City
Councit for review and consideration. Commissioners comments are identified in bold, and responses
are provided in normal text.

Commissioner Cinnamon:

s How do the backup wells work, does water from these wells need to be treated at the
treatment plant?

Response: With the exception of disinfection, groundwater typicaily requires litile water treatment.
There could be the need for some wellhead treatment depending on the local water quality. However,
our experience has been that disinfection is all that is required. This is accomplished at the well head
and then the water is injected into the water system for distribution.

« Will the developers pay for the cost of the San Juan Water Transfer and is there a difference in
the cost of this water from other City water purchases?

Response: The MOU with San Juan Water District specifies that the cost for the transfer of the water
is at the same rate as what we currently purchase ocur PCWA water supply allocation plus pumping
cost and minor overhead cost for San Juan coordination.
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Attachment 4
S Page 2
Comments frem September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commission Meeting

Is there any opportunity to spread the new unit demand factors to the NRSP (e.g. existing
City)?

Response: In essence the demand factors are used for existing development. They (existing
deveiopment) are the basis for the new demand factors. We used a statistical analysis to evaluate
demand factors using data that is now available to us that was not available in 1993 when the original
demand factors were calculated. Because demand factors were conservative in previous planning
efforts, there is available system capacity in city infrastructure to accommodate WRSP demand. The
reduction of these unit factors does not impact the abhility of the NRSP to build-out to the levels
anticipated within that specific plan.

What is the hurry with this project? Why not hold another PUC Meeting before the end of the
45 day review period?

Response: As has been the typical practice with past specific plan projects, the WRSP is being
provided the 45-day public review pericd as provided in the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition to the PUC meeting, opportunities to provide comments on utilities are also available at future
Planning Commission meetings on this project as well as the ability to provide written comments
through the 45th day of the comment period. It has been the City's practice to hoid all of the
Commission meetings during the 45-day public review period of the draft EIR in order to give as much
public comment opportunities as possible on the document and provide copies of those comments in
advance of the Planning Commission’s last meeting. The PUC Meeting {and other Commission
meetings) was scheduled to give the Planning Commission an opportunity to consider all comments
from the various commissions prior to their last meeting on the project.

The EIR seems like a good document however, there are some typing errors in the EIR.
Response: All efforts will be made to eliminate typographical errors in the Final EIR.

Will the developers help pay for Reason Farms since they will benefit from fallowing the land
causing no net impact to groundwater for the WRSP project?

Response: That possibility is being considered as part of the development agreement negotiations.

EIR Page 4.11.24: Says 7,042 ac/ftlyr and the water bar slide in the PowerPoint said 7,026
acfft/yr? Which is right?

Response: 7,042 ac/ft/yr is correct, the bar chart in the PowerPoint slide is a slightly earlier version of
this same data.

Is there a way to require the developers to pay the cost of the landfill expansion without
passing any of that cost on to existing rate payers?

Response: The cost for facility landfill expansion is included in the cost of our tipping fees. As we
understand it the County does not have a mechanism in place other than tipping fees to collect
revenue to expand the landfill or materials recovery facility. With the addition of the WRSP, the new
custemers will be paying their fair share of expansion costs through the tipping fee.

Can the City require one part of the City (e.g. WRSP) to do green waste collection and the rest
not?

Response: Yes. Also, we anticipate that over time the existing City will also be converted to a green
waste collection system. In fact by the time the WRSP builds-out this conversion may have already
been completed.
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Page 3
Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commisgsion Meeting

Did the City look at the impact of encircling the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the
Roseville Energy Park (REP) with development?

Response: Yes. The land use map was developed to maintain the 1000-foot non-residential
easement around the WWTP. Compatible land uses such as Industrial, Light Industrial, and Parks
were planned adjacent to these two sites. Also the high school was designed so that none of the
class rooms are located within the easement area. Further, the EIR for the REP will be evaluating the
proximity to the school and will handle any impacts through appropriate mitigation as a part of that
project.

EIR Page 6.1.24: Alternative 4 is less development than the proposed project but the impact
statement says that the solid waste impact is the same as the project, how can that be?

Response: The conclusion in Alternative 4 is incorrect. During the final document preparation and
error in a table for Alternative 4 was caught however, the conclusion was not restated. This will be
corrected in the Final EIR.

Commissioner Menz:

What is the Sacramento River Diversion project?

Response: This is a cooperative project lead by the Placer County Water Agency to construct a new
raw water diversion and treatment facility off the Sacramento River north of the confluence of the
American and Sacramento Rivers. Roseville is participating in the project.

Is the PG&E gas line within the WRSP sized to accommodate an additional 8,430 new homes?

Response: PG&E is a privately-owned company that will evaluate their current facilities and make
the required improvements to their system (including the new gas line} to serve all the neads of the
WRSP.

Since the City has no control over the expansion of the landflll/MRF and the expansion will
probably cost money, will that cost be passed on the existing residents of the City?

Response: The cost of landfill expansion is inciuded in our tipping fees. Our tipping fees are
included in our monthly solid waste rates to our customers.

Commissioner Barkhouse:

Will there be any incentives/funding available to underground lines?

Response: All new utilities except for the 60kv line wili be under-grounded. A joint trench will be
used for all dry utilities, which include gas, electric, cable, and telephone. The WRSP developers
have made a request to PG&E to underground the existing overhead lines along Fiddyment Road.

Commissioner Cannon:

What part of the WRSP is in the SBC territory?

Response: The project area north of Pleasant Grove Creek is within the SBC service area. Areas
south of the creek will be served by Surewest Telephone.
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Page 4
Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Ulilities Commission Meeting

How will the PUC comments be handlied?

Response: Comments made at the PUC Meeting will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for
their consideration prior to their action on the project. PUC comments will also be included in the
Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City Council for review and consideration.

Commissioner Anderson;:

The topic of unit demand reduction was discussed as an option by the City Council when the
initial direction to proceed was given.

Regarding the time extension, don’t have a lot of sympathy for a time extension, a Law office
can review and comment on the documents within the comment period.

What happens if a water source goes away?

Response: [t is really no different than if we were to lose a water source that we have now. It would
no doubt be of great concern to us. We would fikely approach the City Council with potential options
for handling that situation.

Public Comments:

Keith Wagner (representing Stephen DesdJardins) —

*

The overall size of the project seems too big to approve at once. City should consider
approving with an urban reserve component and evaluate the development as it occurs.

- Response: This is a decision for the City Council. The City’s evaluation of the project is based on

meeting the City's General Plan Standards and the Guiding Principles. Between May 1997 and March
1998, the City Council approved three specific plans within a 10 month time frame totaling 7,161 units
(Highland Reserve North, North Roseville, and Stoneridge).

A significant portion of the water supply is met through revised unit demand which should
be spread over the existing City instead of being given to the new annexation area.

Response: We do not think there is a need to do that as they probably won't use the water. We
used a statistical analysis to evaluate demand factors using data that is now available ¢ us that was
not available in 1893 when the original demand factors were calculated. Because demand factors
were conservative in previous planning efforts, there is available capacity in city infrastructure to
accommodate WRSP demand. The reduction ¢f these unit factors does not impact the ability of the
rest of the City to build-out to the levels anticipated within the existing General Plan.

The use of groundwater as it's proposed for the WRSP, is a departure from the City's past
practice of using groundwater only in emergency situations as a backup supply.

Response: The proposed use of groundwater for the WRSP does not change the City’s practice
regarding the use of groundwater. Groundwater is only planned for use in the WRSF consistent with
past policy, for backup situations in drier and driest years. Further, we have identified the use of
groundwater such that there is a no net impact to the groundwater basin as a mitigation.
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Comments from September 30, 2003 Public Utilities Commission Meeting

Would like the PUC tc have another meeting to address these larger issues due to the short
amount of time to review the documents between the time the EIR was released and the
PUC Meeting.

Response: As has been the typical practice with past specific plan projects, the WRSP is being
provided the 45 day public review period as provided in the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition to the PUC meeting, opportunities to provide comments on utilities are also available at future
Planning Commission meetings on this project as well as the ability to provide written comments
through the 45th day of the comment period. It has been the City’s practice to hold all of the
Commission meetings during the 45-day public review period of the draft EIR in order to give as much
public comment opportunities as possibie on the document.
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WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Thursday, October 2, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOl AMENDMENT AND WRSP: PARKS AND RECREATION

ATTENDEES:

Commissioners: Chair Gene Endicott, Vice Chair Tim Herman, Bob Smith, Maria Campos-
Vergara, Nick Alexander, John Vertido, and David Uribe

Staff: Mike Shellite, Paula Finiey, Vance Jones, Kathy Pease, Nela Luken, and Paul
Richardson
NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Nela Luken, and Paula Finley

At their meeting of October 2, 2003, the Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence
Amendment and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Although o formal
action was taken by the Commission, several comments were raised. The following represents the Parks and
Recreation Commission’s comments on the Parks and Recreation Sections of the Draft EIR and Specific Plan
document. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the City Coungil for
review and consideration. Commissicners comments are identified in bold, and responses are provided in norma
text.

Comments and Questions from Commissioners

Commissioner Smith:

s  Are the smaller pocket parks only in the Signature portion of the pian?

Response:  Yes, Sighature is proposing Pocket Parks in addition to meeting the required Neighborhood Park
dedication requirement as an amenity to their subdivisions.

+ Is primary parking for the sports park the 170 stail and 370 stall parking lots along Phillip Road?
Response: Yes. There is also a 450-stall parking lot is focated along Phillip Road.

Commissioner Campos-Vergara:

+ |s Fiddymeni House intended to be privately run?
Response:  No, it will be owned by the City and presumably run by the City, but this has not been determined
yet. The Parks and Recreation Departiment would like to develop a master plan for its operation.

+ Are all Pocket Parks intended to be developed the same?

Response: No, each have some common elements (e.g. turf areas), but each will be somewhat unigue.

Q167745276 o  FoxR16.7745129 « TDDR16.7745220 » wwworoseville.caus
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Paseos: Would like to make sure they're used. Are they lighted? Will they be behind houses? Wil
there be picnic areas? Like idea of being linked to schools. Want 1o make sure they're safe. Picnic
tables may not be great behind houses.

Response: Paseos will be lighted. They may potentially exist behind some houses, however the specific plan
design guidelines has critetia requiring them to always be open along one edge so they can be viewed by the
adjacent neighborhoods. Picnic tables may be included as amenities in some areas of the Paseocs.

Commissioner Herman:

CFD Services District: Want 1o make sure we have money to maintain parks in the future.

Response: Park maintenance is planned using CFD Services District. Pocket parks have same maintenance
funding source.

Will WRSP park plan be revenue positive to the City?

Response: There is an ahility to generate revenue through the operation of the soccer fields, pools, Fiddyment
House, and Fiddyment Park. However Fiddyment Park, due io if's passive nature, will nol have as much
operating cost due to natural concept.

General Comments:
o The project did a great job with the Parks Plan.
o The use of reclaimed water for the sporis park is great.
o Roseville City School District has indicated that the plan is to have schools when students are generated.

Commissioner Alexander:

&

Did we calculate how many acres of parkland the plan provides per 1,000 residents? It appears to be
about double - this is important for public to know. The mount of open space in the Plan is more than
anything the City has ever done.

Response: A calcuiation for the number of acres per 1,000 residents was not conducted, but the amount of
parkland significantly exceeds the City's requirement to provide nine acres of parkiand per thousand residents.

The region is locking to acquire open space. Here, this plan is providing it.

Pocket parks — if funding ever did dry up, how will we put homeowners on notice?

Response: It is a required disclosure in the CC&R'’s that each homeowner will sign when purchasing a home.

i suppeort the plan for following reasons:
o Exceeds General Plan standards for parks and open space.
Class | bike trails.
Revenue neutral - no impact to General Fund.,
incorporates Smart Growth land use.

O 0 0

Commissioner Vertido:

*

Are there any turn-key parks?
Response: Cnly pocket parks in Signature and Paseos in both Signature and Westpark.

Will parks be there with houses? How will park timing he determined?

Response: Park timing is dependent on payment of park fees so they will trail development. However, City did
a cash flow analysis of park financing which shows adequaie money to pay for parks in each phase of the project.

PiPrajects - All sers\1050d-00+10658-00 WRSPWMFEIRcommant istters\parks res mtg notes 10-2-03.doe
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« Can an off leash dog park be located in one of the Citywide Parks? Has this been considered in the

WRSP?

Response: The City would like to find an appropriate location for a dog park, but cannot commit to a specific
location at the park concept stage.

s General Comments:

o]

O
o
8]

Pocket Parks idea is nice — 1 wish | had them where | live.

It looks like this project really made something special.

I'm looking forward to Pasecs — I'm very excited about this concept.
| share the traffic concerns.

Commissioner Uribe:

+ What is the park timing for Regional Park?

Response: The City will focus first on joint use facilities with the High Scheol in the 1 phase.

» What is Fiddyment Park timing?

Response: There is not much development proposed in this park, primarily, picnic areas and walking trails.
Initial efforts will likely be directed at the Sporis Park.

+ |s there any way to incorperate a softball complex similar to Mahaney in the WRSP?

Response: There are some space limitations for this type of facility in the WRSP. The Cily did a survey to
determine what sports facilities were most desired by City residents, and soccer fields were a priority.

+ Is a swimming pool proposed?

Response: Only in conjunction with the High School.

+« Are impacts to wetlands and vernal pools geing to be mitigated?

Besponse: Yes, a mitigation plan is proposed and requires a Permit from the Army Corps of Engineers.

¢ General Comments:

8}

I'm excited about disc golt in Fiddyment Park.

Commissioner Endicott:

* Any concern about where the Regional Sports Park is located?

Response: No. Phillip Road will be between the wastewater treatment plant and the Sports Park, With respact
to aesthetics and proximity, it should work fine.

s Pocket Parks all the same shape, what’s the thinking behind shape?

Response: Pocket Parks are located at the main entrance into each subdivision, and the curved shape on one
end is a resulf of the anticipated street design. These parks will be designed much like Garboline Park so that all
houses face onto the park.

¢+ (General Comments:

o]

]
o
o]

| agree with previous comments that this is a well thought out plan.

| really like the idea that the City control it's borders with the buffer on the edge.

Feel that the placement of open space on the edge will help define how big City will be.

Would like to see the Village Center concept extended further into plan. it has pedesirian friehdiiness
and a sense of place. Hope that when a specific development proposals comes to Gity, they will hold
firm to the Village Center concepts.

I'm excited about Paseos and pleased to see alternatives to the car.

P\Projects - All Users\T10800-00+410858-00 WRSPWAFEIRWGomment leftersiparks  rec mig nates $0-2-03.dag
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Comments from October 2, 2003 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

| like that the park acreage dedication goes beyond the City's requirement.

| like the mix of housing types.

The Pocket Parks idea is appealing.

| have some concerns about traffic. Water issues are important.

I guestion the location of commercial locations on outer edges of the project.

0O GC OO0

Commissioner Campos-Vergara:

+ General Comments:

o Very impressed with number of soccer fields and other baliparks.

o Likes the smart growth component.

o Thinks the Village Center will be the magnat.

o This plan seems to have learned from past park planning experience in City.

Commissioner Smith:

+ General Comments:
o Thinks Signature and Westpark have done an ocutstanding job.
o City has also done a great job.
o | believe this is one of the finest Smart Growth communities.

Comments and Questions from the Public

John Taliman:

» Provided a Parks overview to the Commission.

David Larson;

¢ Moved to Roseville in December 2001. Currently serves as the Vice President of Blue Oaks

Neighborhood Association. He is familiar with parks construction in Diamond Creek being delayed due
to general fund constraints. WRSP would eliminate the need to use general fund for park maintenance.

Mary Circle:

= Preschool Director at St. John’s school. Church site faces this village green. Very excited about moving
the church to this location.

Dr. Bill Prinney:

¢ Headmaster ai St. John's school — Village center concept is like traditional town with smali town feel.

Romy Circle:

+ Supporis project.

Mary Lathrop:

s Supporis project. Very impressed with parks and open space plan.
Janice Markum:

+ Echoes comments made already. Expressed concerns with traffic that might be created by the West
Plan, but feels that the plan is well set up and that it might lessen the traffic.

PiProjects - All Users\10800-00+10853-00 WHRSPAFEIRormmeant |ettars'parks rec mig notes 10-2-03.dog
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Eric Wheeler:

+ Thinks effort of City o assume quality of planning is great. He is excited about prospect of good bike
trails.

Brad Curtis:

+ Stated that he was impressed by the West Plan and it ability to enhance the quality of life for the citizens.

PoProjacts - All Uisersi10600-00+4410853-00 WRSPWFEIR\comment letters\parks rac mig noies 10-2-03.doc
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WEST ROSEVILLE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING NOTES
Thursday, October 21, 2003

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR SOl AMENDMENT AND WRSP:

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

ATTENDEES:

Commissioners: Jerry Aplass, Chair, William Hoey, Vice Chair, Richard Hipkins, Kirpal Singh, and
Werner Kuehn

Staff: Rob Jensen, Michael Wixon, Vance Jones, Kathy Pease, Nela Luken, and Paul
Richardson
NOTES BY: Vance Jones, Rob Jensen, Nela Luken, and Kathy Pease

At their meeting of October 21, 2003, the Transportation Commission reviewed the Sphere of Influence Amendment
and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSFP) Draft Environmental Impact Report {(EIR). Although no formal action was
taken by the Commission, several comments were raised. The following represents the Transportation
Commission’s comments on the Transportation and Circulation Sections of the Dralt EIR and Specific Plan
document. These comments will also be included in the Final EIR which will be forwarded to the Gity Council for
review and consideration. Commissioners comments are identified in bold, and responses are provided in normal
text.

Comments and Questions from Commissioners

Commissioner Kuehn:

How does the project impact the traffic level of service at the intersection of Lincoln and Vernon Sireets,
whichi is not near the Plan area?

Response: Based on the land use plan, the traffic model redistributes automaobile trips throughout the City. New
housing and job centers in the project affect the overall circulation patterns Citywide, which can affect the level of
service at intersections not in the Plan area. Also, it's possible that some intersections’ L.OS operate right at the
threshold of a LOS change, so small fluctuations couid change an intersection from LOS C te LOS D, or vice
versa. In this case, Lincoln and Vernon Street will experience decreased tevel of service.

Near the Viliage Center, the paseo dead-ends. Would advocate having the Class | bikeway sysiem go
through the Village Center and also in front of the school sites on Market Street and Village Green Drive.

Response: A Class | bike path is provided off-street from the middle school on Parcel W-73 to the school and
park on Parcels W-75 and W-55. The Class | bike path will also have a controlled crossing along Bob Doyle
Drive. The perimeter of the Village Center is encompassed by designated Ciass Il bicycle lanes, including an
enhanced pedestrian/bicyclist crossing of Pleasant Grove Boulevard. The roads within the Viliage Center are
narrower and are intended io slow down fraffic speeds and encourage pedestrian use along the adjacent

Q167745276 o Fox 167745129 e IDDQ1ET7745220 e  www.roseville.ca.us
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Comments from QOctober 21, 2003 Trangportation Commission Meeting

sidewalks. Creating a Class | bicycle lane within the Village Center would greatly affect the street design and the
character of the streelscape.
Were traffic impacts to Sacramento County analyzed?

Response: Roadways in Sacramento County were included as part of the traffic modeling. No significant
impacts to Sacramento County roadways were shown. Sacramento County’'s LOS standard is “E”.

Commissioner Hoey:

Can Atlantic and Vernon Streets be modified to operate as one-way traffic to improve the LOS at Linceln
and Vernon Streets?

Hesponse: Doing this would go against the recent Vernon Street improvements that were recently constructed,
which were intended to slow traffic down in this corridor.

Was the traffic analysis for the West Plan consistent with the City’s typical traffic modeling for evajuating
roadways and intersections?

Response: Yes. The traffic model is the same model that has been used by the City since the late 198(s,
although it has been updated to keep it current. 1 is recalibrated every few years to verify it's accuracy by
comparing model predictions with actual traffic patterns. The findings of the calibration tests are that the model! is
conservative and provides a very accurate torecast of future traffic volumes,

General Comments:

o The Transit Plan should be updated to ensure that transit services are available to the Village Center
when that area becomes occupied by residents.

o Due to the conservative nature of the City’s traffic model, no longer has concerns regarding the level of
service impacts to the Lincoln/Vernon intersection, expressed in earlier comments,

Commissioner Aplass:

Will Riego Road stay as two lanes? Was the traffic analysis conducted with the assumption that Riego
Road is two lanas?

Response: Sutter County identified that Riego Road would need to be six lanes in 2020, based on predicted
traffic volumes with the South Sutter Industrial Plan. The six iane facility is needed with or without the West Plan.
The Sutter County industrial project is currently on hold. The City's traffic analysis prepared for the West Plan
assumed that Riego Road would remain with two lanes. The Waest Plan project does not change the leve! of
service on this roadway, as the road would remain at LOS F with, or without, the project.

Would like to see the option preserved for allowing gelf carts from Sun City to cross Fiddyment Road
and have access to the Village Center via Village Green Drive. Requested that the City design roadways
to be wide enough so that golf cart paths (like those in Sun City} could he accommodated on Village
Green Drive. :

Hesponse: The project propenents have not proposed a golf cart community in their project. The City has
significant safety concerns in allowing golf carts to cross Fiddyment Road at a standard intersection based on the
high speeds and unfamiliarity of motorists outside of Sun City to golf cart vehicles. However, should a design be
proposed to improve the safety of golf carts crossing Fiddyment {i.e. an undercrossing, overcrossing, or
enhanced intersection design), the Gity would be open to evaluating this in the future.

it sounds like the planning effort for Placer Parkway and the West Plan are going on at the same time.
Why would the City approve land use in an area that could potentially be used for the Placer Parkway
alignment? Wouldn’t it make more sense to hold off until the alignment was known?

Response: Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) has indicated they are in the early stages of
the environmental review for the Placer Parkway alignment and won't know for several years what the potential
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route for this roadway will he. PCTPA is not able to identify a preferred route because, acgording to the Federal
and State Funding programs, all of the alignments should be considered equally or future funding could be
ieopardized. The City has worked closely with PCTPA in this process and PCTPA has asked that the City's not
preclude “an alignment” for the Parkway in it's planning effort. The City has identified a potential alignment that
cuts across the northwest corner of Fiddyment Ranch, censistent with one of the alignment alternatives being
evaluated by PCTPA.

Commissioner Singh:

+ Does the City have the ability to program the traffic lights/coordinate the signals? Particularly concerned
with the intersection of Cirby/Riverside during evening rush hout.

Response: Yes. The City has the ability to coordinate traffic signals. The most recent signal coordination was
completed on Douglas Blvd., which achieved an approximaie 30% improvement in traffic flows. The City can
look into the programming for the Cirby/Riverside intersection.

Comments and Questions from the Public

John Enyedy. Member of RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions:

+ Reviewed key points of May, 2003, RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions report
¢ Asked that Transporiation Commission endorse the recommendation in the repori, specifically that the
City limit the number of intersections that operate at less than LOS C to 42 intersections.

John Murray, Westpark Associates:

¢ introduced himself and .John Tallman with Signature Properties as the project applicants
» Indicated that they were available to answer any questions that the Commission may have

Dick Eqgan:

» Resident of Sun City. Based on a report he had, pointed out that the intersections that operate at less
than 1.0S C, do so for less than 4 hours each day. Otherwise the intersections operate at LOC or better.
¢+ LOS issues are limited tc peak traffic periods, during the morning and evening rush hours.

Bob Smith:

« Was the widening of Interstate 80 included in the traffic model used to analyze the project’s iraffic?

Response: No. The traffic model assumed the existing number of lanes on [-80. The City only assumed
roadway improvements in the analysis (e.g. additional lanes) for adopted projects with a funding mechanism to
pay for them.

+ Was the widening of Baseline Road included in the traffic model used to analyze the project’s traffic?

Response: Yes, in part. Only the portion of Baseline Road in Placer County was assumed to be widened,
because there will be a funding mechanism available to improve this roadway.

»  Was Placer Parkway inciuded in the traffic model?
Response: No. Because ultimate funding for the Placer Parkway has not been identified, it was not included.

Mary Circle:

» Very excited about several aspects of the project, including the Village Center, bikeways, parks, and the
ability to walk through the Village Center between the various uses, such as the church and school.
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Scott Hightower:

Indicated that he is pleased to see that the City is growing, especially as part of a master plan.
Wanted to go on record as being in favor of the project.

Jim Viele, President of Sun City Board of Directors:

Are there any plans for a signal at the intersection of Rose Creek Road and Pleasant Grove Boulevard?

Response: Based on the projected traffic volumes along Pleasant Grove Bivd., there are no plans for a signal
because the predicted traffic volumes do not warrant a signal. The City would continue to monitor this
intersection and would work with Sun City to develop a traffic solution to this intersection should warrants be met

in the future.

Concerned that traffic will use Del Webb Blvd. as a shortcut between Blue Oaks Bivd. and Fiddyment
Road. What are the plans to mitigate this impact?

Response: Del Webb Blvd. was included in the traffic model for the West Plan project. The model shows
virtially no change in the traffic volumes on Del Webb Blvd. as a result of this project. The model assumes that
tratfic will flow on the roadways that are the most time-efficient to drivers. The model dees not predict that the
level of service along Fiddyment and Blue Oaks will be such that drivers will have an incentive 10 use Del Webb
as a shortcut between these arterials.

Would like to have a golf cart crossing at Fiddyment Road (to provide access between Sun City and the
Village Center via Village Green Drive).

Respense: The City has significant safety concerns in allowing golf carts 1o cross Fiddyment Road, given the
high speeds and unfamiliarity of motorists outside of Sun City to golf cart vehicles. See response to
Commissicner Aplass’ comment above.

Keith Wagner, representing Steven Des Jardins/Diamond Creek Partners:

*

Concerned with the projected traffic LOS impacts to the intersection of Blue Oaks Blvd. and Diamond
Creek Blvd. Although mitigation is identified for this intersection to operate at LOS C, it will likely drop
below LOS { before funds are collected to make the necessary improvements. Concerned with the
timing of the mitigation. Requested that the Transportation Commission recommend that the
improvements to this intersection be triggered before LOS drops below C.

Response: The roadway mitigation fees are projected to be collected over a 20-year period. The improvemants
at this intersection are not needed in the near future and may not be required in the next 5-10 years. Advancing
money to this intersection in advance of the need for the improvement would be delay funding for other needed
improvements elsewhere in the City Ultimately, the City Council establishes the priorities for intersection
improvements based on the fee generation and staff's recommendations.

Eric Wheeler:

Supports the Cily’s past traffic and roadway planning efforts, Roadways in the North Centrai Specific
Plan area were constructed well in advance of when they were needed (i.e. Roseville Parkway).

Jan McKinsey:

Concerned that traffic will use Del Webb Blvd. as a shortcut between Fiddyment Road and Biue QOaks
Blvd.

Response: The City's traffic model does not predict that Del Webb will be used as a shortcut between these
arterial roadways. See response to Jim Viele's second comment, above.
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+ Concerned that there will be no stop lights at any streets into Sun City.

Respense:  The City will continue to monitor the need for traffic signals at key access points fo Sun City, and will
work with Sun City residents through any future traffic problems that may arise. See response ic Jim Viele's first
comment, above.

s Concerned that there is no conceptual alignment for Placer Parkway shown on the Plan.

Response: PCTPA has not identified a formal alignment for Placer Parkway, and instead, has identified several
alternative alignments that will be studied in the next few years. The West Plan project does not preciude an
alignment for Placer Parkway.

Cheryl Moore:

+ Indicated that she has faith in the traffic planning efforts of the City because the City has done a geod
job so far.

Joseph Cruz, Representative for the California Alliance for Jobs:

« Commends staff and the applicants for their work and voiced his support of the project.
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
OCTOBER 9, 2003

MINUTES
Planning Commissioners Present: Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey
Huisking
Planning Commissioners Absent: Betty Sanchez
Staff Present: Paul Richardson, Planning Director

Nela Luken, Senior Planner

Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner

Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Rob Jensen, Public Works Dircctor
Scott Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer
Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Led by Commissioner Huisking

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville 95747, addressed the
Commission on the City’s Specific Plan processing procedures. He expressed interest in receiving a complete
set of planning documents pricr to any hearings to allow developers to send the information to their own experts
in preparation for the Planning Commission meetings.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:

IV-A. SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2003

IV-B. MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 25, 2003

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Clark, to approve the Consent
Calendar as submitted.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Huisking, Clark, Allen, Dugan, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain:

NEW BUSINESS

V-A.  WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (WRSP) — FILE #S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ (2-01,
SUBD 03-08, & SUBD 03-11. This request is for the consideration of: 1) a Sphere of Influence Amendment; and
2) Approval of the West Roseville Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General
Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision




Map and certification of a Environmental impact Report (EIR}. The West Roseville Specific Plan is located west of
Fiddyment Road and nerth of Pleasant Grove Blvd., in unincorporated Placer County. The request also includes
that the specific plan project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates
(1800 Placer Investors, LP), Bill Falik and John Murray, and Signature Properties {Roseville Fiddyment Land
Venture, 1.LC), Jim McKeehan and .John Tallman {Jones)

Commissioner Dugan asked to be recused from the discussicn and voting on the WRSP annexation due to a
conflict of interest. Chair Hoskinson granted his request.

Two subsequent public hearings for the WRSP are scheduled, but it is unknown if a quorum of commissioners will
be available on the scheduled dates. If a quorum is not available on a scheduled meeting date, the meeting wil
be continued to the following scheduled meeting time. Commissicner Sanchez will be given the videotape of the
October 9, 2003 meeting in order to be informed as to the Introductery Presentation of the West Roseville Specific
Plan.

Planning Director, Paul Richardson, introduced tonight’s presentation and introduced the project planners who will
give the presentation. Project Planner Vance Jdones and Administrative Analyst, Kathy Pease, presented the staff
report and responded to quastions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

Appiicant, John Tallman, Signature Properties, 1322 Blue Qaks Blvd., #100, Roseville, CA 95678, addressed the
Commission and responded to questions. He introduced himself and John Murray of Westpark Development
and indicated that he and Mr. Murray were available to respond to any questions.

The following residents spoke with comments:

Scoft Hightower, 1869 Hilmerton Circle, Roseville, CA 95747

Stephen Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA

Kathy McCalley, 1872 *unknown™ Drive, Roseville, CA

Mary Circle, 1017 Hillcrest Avenue, Roseville, CA (Citizens Adviscry Committee)

Susan Goto, 230 Diamond Oaks Road, Roseville, CA (Chair of Roseville City Schools, Board of Trusteos)
Jay Kinder, 16806 Meadowlark Way, Roseville, CA

There was discussion on the following:

LAND USE/HOUSING

»  Project includes Zoning Ordinance Amendment to increase iot coverage in R-1 districts from 40% to 45%.
This percentage limited to single story houses. This standard could be applied citywide. Two story homes
would remain at 35% maximum lot coverage.
Invitation of WRSP representatives and staff to address the Design Committee and request thair input.
Use of prime agricultural land in WRSP development.
High Density/Low Density range. What is the range used for each of the residential areas’
Minor density adjustments.
Police sub-station.
Senior housing project located within area.
Estimated buildout is 2020 which includes residential and indusirial. Residential build-out is estimated to be
10-15 years.
Options to amend specific plans if the market requires it.
o Phasing plans to control speed of development. Phasing documents are included with the development
agreement. Phasing documents are scheduled to be available by the October 30" meeting.
Concern with speed of county road systems that will ease the impact of the development.
« Urban reserve missing from WRSP. Not needed in this plan. Studies showed that with currerit phasing plan,
services are/will be adeguate to meet the needs of the entire project.
2

a & & % & o »



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Overview of proposed Wetland and Swainson’s Hawk mitigation strategy.

Native American historical sites. Pleasant Grove creek area is a sensitive area. Should discovery be made,
construction would stop and proper authorities would be contacted for investigation.

Tree preservation. Deavelopment conditions require set back of 50 feet from riparian corridor, Applicant will
be required to apply for tree permits prior to the removal of any trees and those will come before the Planning
Commission.

In favor of fand being developed as part of a master plan under the control of the City of Roseville.

CIRCULATION OVERVIEW ({traffic)

. & & » 9

With mitigation (page 4.3-61 EIR) Foothills and Blue Oaks would be at LOS C. Mitigation for Blue Qaks,
Fiddyment & Baseline includes widening and/or adding turning lanes. Diarmond Creek & Blue Qaks expand
from four to six lanes.

What is the difference between LOS F and LOS E? LOS C means you come to an intersection, minimal wait
red, turns green. LOS D means you might have to wait through a second fight. LOS E you will have to wait
two lights. LOS F significant traffic delays.

Consideration given to Watt Ave and connecting it with Placer Parkway. Provisions made for widening and
development of the four lanes to six lanes if needed. Depending on development of Placer Parkway.
Baseline/Walerga-Fiddyment corridor.  Attention being given now to improve and develop roadway in
anticipation of future planned growth. City is working with County on a regional fee program.

Pleasant Grove improvement at Woodcreek to Fiddyment will be widened to four lanes the entire route.

Light rail. Heavy rail being considered. Light rail very expensive. Heavy rail viable alternative. Can link with
light rail in Sacramento. Not in the near term discussion.

Pleased that roadways are wide. Diamond Creek widening limited by open space preservation area.
Approves of pedestrian corridors and overall plan.

Approves of forward planning.

Bike trails. Appreciation for forward planning on scheol sites, parks and recreation.

Circuiation element of plan. The commitment to mitigation goes beyond the financial. Almost $135 million in
traffic mitigation fees. Encourage commission not to impose drought tolerant landscape. WRSP is & unigue
develocpment. Acknowledged that developers are here to stay as part of this community.

Golf cart provision to cross Fiddyment from Sun City in order to reach new village center. It is being iooked
at, but due to safety concerns, no plan has been implemented.

Chair Moskinson closed the public hearing.

MEETING WILL BE CONTINUED TO THURSDAY, OCTOBER 23, 2003 AT 7:00 PM.

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to continue the mesting.

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen, t¢ continue to the
meeting of October 23, 2003. The motion passed unanimously at 9:10 PM.
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Approved 11/13/03

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 6, 2003

MINUTES
Planning Commissioners Present; Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey Huisking, Befty
Sanchez
Flanning Commissioners Absent: Reobert Cugan
Staff Present; Paul Richardson, Planning Director

Nela Luken, Senior Planner

Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst

Vance Jones, Project Planner

Brita MeNay, Deputy City Aftorney

Mike Shellito, Director of Parks, Recreation and Libraries
Russ Branson, Director of Finance

Patrick Chew, Fire Department

Derrick Whitehead, Director Environmental Utilities

Kelye MeKinney, Senior Civil Engineer, Environmental Utilities
Rob Jensen, Public Works Director

John Sprague, Economic & Community Services Director
Scoft Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer

Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - { ed by Commissioner Rex Clark

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None,

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Censent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:
W-A__MINUTES OF OCTOBER $, 2003

V.B._ MINUTES OF OCTOBER 23, 2003

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Clark, to approve the
Consent Calendar as submitted.

The mofien passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Huisking, Clark, Allen, Sanchez, Hoskinson
Nogs:

Abstain: Sanchez (minutes of Cctober 9, 2003)
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QLD BUSINESS

V.A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOI} AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #'S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02.0Z. RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12,
This request is for the consideration of: 1) @ Sphere o Influence Amendment: and 2) Approval of the West
Roseville Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General Plan Amendment,
Specific Plan Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and
certification of a Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The West Rosevilie Specific Plan is located west of
Fiddyment Road and north of Pleasant Grove Bivd.,, in unincorporated Placer County  The request also includes
that the specific plan project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates
(1600 Piacer Investors, LP), Bill Fatik and John Murray, and Signature Properties (Roseville Fiddyment Land
Venturs, LLC), Jim McKeehan and John Tallman (Jores) THIS ITEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE
MEEYING OF OCTORBER 30, 2003,

Planning Dirsctor Paul Richardson reviewed past WRSP presentation and introduced tonight's presentation for
the West Roseville Specific Plan. Projoct Planner Vance Jones, Administrative Analyst, Kathy Pease and Senior
Planner, Nela Luken, presented the staff réport and responded to questions.

Chair Haskinson apened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience,
FPUBLIC SERVICES
The following residents commented on this section:

Howard Rudd, Board President Placer SPCA, 3300 Douglas Blvd., 275, Reseville, CA 95678
Stephen Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, Ca 95747

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95678

Maurice Oppenhelm, 7689 Rosestone Lane, Roseville, CA 95747

Josh Jacoby, 805 Douglas Blvd., #122, Roseville, CA 95661

Robyn Raphael, 1292 Miners Way, Rassville, CA

Martha Riley, Friends of the Rosevitle Library, 714 Bell Lane, Roseville

Barbara Herndon, Assistant Superintendent, Rosevitfe City School District, Rosevilie, CA

Phil Oznick, 350 Diamond Caks, Roseville

Jim Walker, 2837 McCloud Way, Roseville. CA

Tammy Bradnik, 1047 Kensington, Roseville, CA

Willa Barr, 304 Hammili Ct., Roseville, CA

Christopher Grimes, Roseville Joint Union High School District, #2 Tiger Way, Rosoville, CA 95678
Fred Lohse, 523 Oak Street, Rosevilie, CA

There was discussion on the following:

Inclusion of a year-round off leash dog park

Request for more public hearings on the WRSP project prior to approvai

Lack of library facilities

Guarantees that developers will pay for schools

Financial impact on current Roseville residents for the development of new schools
RJUHSD agreement with developers and state agencies to fully fund high scheol in WRSP
Roseville Public Cemetery District and future needs

Address in DA the Library/Community Center

Funding of maintenance cost for the WRSP neighborhaod parks

Community Garden

Fire Station site and terms for providing such public services as written in DA
What current fire station will service this area

WRSP portion for funding the staffing of fire services

¥ ¥ & @ €& & 8 @ ¢ & x & %
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PUBLIC UTILITIES OVERVIEW

The following residents commented on this section:

L

Gavyle Gleasan, 6495 Sunset Blvd. West, Roseville, CA
William €. Capper, 417 £ Street, Davis, CA

Larry Buckle, 8349 Dalkeith Way, Antelope, CA

Dan Redding, Operating Engineers Local #3

Fred Lohse, 523 Oak Street, Roseville, CA,

Jack Wallace, 1116 Fairfieid Ave., Raseville, CA

There was discussion on the following:

B @ & @a *» & 9 & & ® 5 & & $ B
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Acquisition of water for the WRSP

impact of development on existing groundwater table

Impact of WREP use of ground water on surrounding rural residents and ranches

Concern that the Utilities Water study may be flawed or incompiete

impact of surrounding develapments on Roseville’s water table

EIR's lack of fully addressing sources of water during dry/drought years

Positive impact on locat econamy as jobs are created with the development of this project

Study additional impact of new development during dry years and compare with Roseville's actual use
Guarantees that current water contracts will be renewed before expiration in seven years

Negative impacts on existing City of Roseville residents to accommodate WREP water needs

Sighing of recycled water for public protection

Addressing use of groundwater by surrounding proposed development, i.e. Placer Ranch, DelaSalle
University, and Placer Vineyards.

City mitigations if the city loses water to the potential surrounding developments

Current Placer County policy on water supply

Community Recyeling drop off sites

Criteria for hornes chosen for the water moter/water uso study and analysis used to determine water use
projections

Water Forum negotiations and reliability

Developers requirement fo build four wells as mitigation to supply water during dry years when San Juan
Water District water is not avaitabie

Acquisition and mitigation measure of Reason Farms prior to development of WRSP for water conservation
Industrial use impact on water availability

Actual water use within city (32,000 acre feet) and firm supply {42,800 acre feet) with contracts options for
more water,

Past implementation of drought mitigation during the drought of 91and subsequent dry years

Four Current Water wells within the ity with the planned addition of 8 wells and the model used b
determine use of water in various areas of the city including projections for WRSP

Decreasing of ground water over the greater Sacramento region and increase of ground water leveis in
localized areas.

Purity and levels of current city well water

1991 was last time that the wells werg used to supply water to City of Roseville

Increase in well water use possible in the Westside of Roseville

Water use was projections

Water conservation measure of instant hot water; current option to buyer —make a requirement

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing and asked for a motion to continue the meeting.
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MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to continue to the
meeting of November 13, 2003,

The motion passed unanimously at 10:05 PM.

THE MEETING IS CONTINUED TO NOVEMBER 13, 2003




Approved 12/4/03

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 13, 2003
MINUTES

Planning Commissioners Present: Gray Allen, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim Hoskinson, Audrey
Huisking, Betty Sanchez

Commissioners Absent: None

Staff Present: Paul Richardson, Planning Director
Chris Robles, Senior Planner
Nela Luken, Senior Planner
Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner
Michael isom, Associate Planner
Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Russ Branson, Finance Director
Derrick Whitehead, Environmental Utilities Director
Kelye McKinney, Environmental Utilities Engineering Manager
Dennis Mathisen, Fire Marshal
Paula Finley, Parks and Recreation
Nura Tweten, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - | ed by Commissioner Dugan.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as listed below:

IV-A. MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 6, 2002

IV-B. TREE PERMIT — 561 NORTH SUNRISE AVENUE — NERSP PARCEL 15 (STONE POINT) - FILE # TP
03-63. The applicant requests approval of a Tree Permit to remove two native oak trees and encroach into the
protected zone of one other tree as part of infrastructure improvements for the Stone Point project.  Applicant:
Rick Beasley, Group 4 Development (Dour)

IV-C. TREE PERMIT — 200 ROYAL OAK COURT — WHISPERING CANYON, LOT 10 —~FILE # TP 03-64. The
applicant requests approval tc remove one native cak tree and encroach into the protected zone of two others on
Lot 10 of the Whispering Canyon subdivision. The subject property was not included in the master tree permit
approved for the subdivision. Applicant: Phillip Hince, G.B. Lincoln, LL.C (Isom)




IV-D. AFFORDABLE PURCHASE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT {APHDA) — 1501 SECRET
RAVINE PARKWAY (PHOENICIAN CONDOMINIUMS) — FILE # APHDA 03-03. The applicant requests
approvat of an Affordable Purchase Housing Development Agreement for Phoenician Condominium project. The
Agreement requires 57 (out of 322 total units) single-family condominium units to be affordable to 60 - 80%
median income households {househelds earning less than $47.850 gross annual income). The agreement is
required as identified in the Stoneridge Specific Plan. This action will also require the termination of the Affordable
Rental Housing Development Agreement, which currently identifies the same number and affordability leve! as
identified in the APHDA. Applicant: Larry John, Phoenician, LLC (Shonkwiler) THIS ITEM HAS BEEN
CONTINUED TO THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 20, 2003.

MCTION

Commissioner Clark made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to approve the Consent
Calendar as submitted.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Clark, Huisking, Alien, Sanchez, Hoskinson
Noes:
Abstain: Dugan {(minutes of November 6, 2003)

Commissioner Sanchez asked that New Business ltem VI-C be heard before Old Business.

NEW BUSINESS

VI-A. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT & VARIANCE — 234 PLEASANT STREET — FISHER SECOND UNIT —
FILE #S CUP 03-06 & V 03-10. The applicant requests approval of a Conditicnal Use Permit to allow a secand
dwelling unit in the Highway Commercial zene district. The applicant also requests approval of a Variance fo
reduce the setback and separation requirements for the second unit. Applicant: Chris Fisher (Baker)

VI-B. DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT. TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT,
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT, DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMENDMENT, AFFORDABLE PURCHASE
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, AND LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT — 611 BARBARA WAY (LADERA
VILLAGE) ~ FILE #8 DRP 03-26, SUBD 03-02, GPA 03-04, SPA 03-02, DAA 03-04. APHDA 03-13 & LLA 03-
41. The applicant requests approval of a Design Review Permit to construct 103 multi-family condominium units
including common areas and landscaping cn two (2) parcels totaling 4.5 acres; a Tentative Condominium Map to
create 103 condominium units with common areas; General Plan and Specific Plan Amendments o allow the
allocation of twenty (20) residential units to increase the parcel's unit allocation from 83 to 103 units total; a
Development Agreement Amendment to revise the Development Agreement previously approved for this
property; an Affordable Purchase Housing Development Agreement with concurrent cancellation of the previously
approved Affordable Rental Housing Development Agreement; and Lot Line Adjustment 1o adjust the interior ot
line between two (2) lots. Appficant: Mark J. Len, City Developers Corp. (Bruggeman)

VI-C. DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, & ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT — 121 NORTH
SUNRISE AVENUE (REVOLUTION SUPPERCLUB) - FILE #'S DRP 02-61, CUP 02-10, & AP 02-59. The
applicant requests approval of a Design Review Permit to construct a 15,174 square foot restaurant and nightclub
facility on a 0.2 acre parcel; a Conditional Use Permit to allow a nightclub use in the PD 156 zone district; and an
Administrative Permit for Parking Reduction to allow a 371-space reduction in the required parking for the project.
The parking reducticn would allow the facility to utilize existing parking within the Placer Village project during off-
peak hours. Applicant: Vanessa Norton, Burrell Consulting Group (Isom)

Asscciate Planner Michael Iscm presented the staff report and responded o questions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.



Applicant, Marcus LoDuca, Sandberg, LeDuca & Dellinger, 3300 Douglas Blvd, Roseville CA 95661, addressed
the Commission and responded to questions. He stated that he had received a copy of the staff report and was
in agreement with staff's recommendations.

There was discussion on the following:

s Pyrotechnic - fire concerns.
» Portion of the parking lot being set aside for valet parking.
s Special events in the evenings?

Chair Hoskinscn asked for a motion to approve the item.
MOTICN

Commissioner Dugan made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, tc adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration; adopt the four (4) findings of fact for the Design Review Permit; approve the
Design Review Permit with 106 conditions of approval; adopt the three (3) findings of fact for the Conditional Use
Permit; approve the Conditional Use Permit with 3 conditions of approvai; adopt the thee (3) findings of fact for
the Administrative Permit; and approve the Administrative Permit with 3 conditions of approval as submitted in
the Staff Report and modified below:

Conditional Use Permit
Add
2a. Pricr to the issuance of any permifs the operations plan shail be modified to prohibit the use of any

pyrotechnic special effects or displays, (Planning)

The moticn passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Dugan, Huisking, Sanchez, Allen, Clark, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain:

OLD BUSINESS

V-A. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOl AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #5 ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12. This
request is for the consideration of: 1} a Sphere of Influence Amendment; and 2) Approval of the West Roseville
Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a Generat Plan Amendment, Specific Plan
Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of a
Environmental Impact Report (EIR}. The West Roseville Spacific Plan is located west of Fiddyment Read and
north of Pleasant Grove Blvd,, in unincorporated Placer County. The request alse includes that the specific plan
project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Appticant/Owners: Westpark Assocciates (1600 Placer investors,
LP), Bill Fafik and John Murray, and Signature Properties (Roseville Fiddyment Land Venturg, LL.C), Jim
McKeehan and Jcohn Tallman (Jones)

Commissioner Dugan recused himself for this discussion due to conflict of interest.

Planning Director Paul Richardson reviewed past WRSP presentation and introduced tonight's presentation for
the West Roseville Specific Plan. Project Planner Vance Jones, Administrative Analyst Kathy Pease, Senicr
Planner Nela Luken presented the staff report and responded to questions.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/er audience.

Applicant, John Tallman, Signature Properies, 1322 Blue Oaks Blvd, Rosevile, CA 95678, and John Murray,
Waest Park Associates, 2130 Professional Drive, Roseville, CA 95661 addressed the Commission and indicated
that they were available to answer questions.
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WATER
The following residents commented on this secticon:

Steven Des Jardins, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA 95747
Sandra Saraceni, 6240 Qak Street, Roseville, CA 95678

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Kenneth James, 510 Bridle Court, Roseville CA

There was discussion on the following:

s Possible savings if double plumbing and recycled water was used.

Clarifying the term “options” when used in the context of the water usage.
Discuss cutcome if too much water is used.

Explanation requested cn why 54,900 acre-feet was used.

Requested that new information be phased

How will water be supplied to additional developments in the adjacent area of WRSP.
Fee payment into water diversicn into new developments.

Water usage reguirements

Quantity of water being taken from wells.

Has water been considered for Granny flats.

Aquifer storage and recovery status and the success rate

Recommend purchasing waste water supply.

Supplying own water.

Well water usage, usage in drought, well water concerns addressed, code read.
Location and testing of new wells heing dug.

» Encouragement of cutside developers to use recycled water.

FIRE
There was discussion an the foilowing:

» Why and when fire stations are constructed.

» Where fire station #8 will be constructed on the WRSP.

« Station 5 then Station 2 would currently service the WRSP until new station is constructed.
» Second truck {with ladder) needed with WSRF development.

+ Second battalion required.

PARKS & RECREATION

The following residents commented on this section:
Josh Jacohy, 805 Douglas Blvd., #122, Roseville 95661
There was discussion on the following:

Location of library and community center.

Off leash dog parks - 2 locations identified.
2-acre community garden has been proposed.
Recommend additional community garden.
Finance mechanism for library.



WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN VILLAGE CENTER
The following residents commented on this section:

Mary Circle, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Scott Hightower, 1869 Hillburten Circle, Roseville CA

Wendy Gerig, Reseville Chamber of Commerce, 650 Douglas Blvd., Roseville, CA 95678
John Shively, 1090 Main Street, Roseville, CA 95747

Implementation overview

Village center prioritizes pedestrian over vehicle

Signage type for village center.

Elaboration requested on grocery store development in village center.

Size of village green is approximate 4 acres.

Accommodation for bicycles in village center.

Concern of vehicle over pedestrian as project grows.

St Jehns Church and school voiced their support of WSRP and would like to anchor the civic center in the
village.

AIR QUALITY

The following residents commented on this section:
Sandra Saraceni, 6240 QOak Street, Roseville, CA 95678
There was discussion on the following:

¢ Possibly Himit number of building permits approved in a year
+ Light and glare pollution

DESIGN GUIDELINES
The following residents commented on this section:
Stephen Des Jarding, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Roseville, CA 95747

There was discussion cn the following:

Design principles for bridges with concerns over wildlife corridor size
Lighting standards for design guidelines

Design guidelines for roundabouts in the Village Center

Confirming that utitities are underground

Subdivisichs have remained the same

OTHER ITEMS

« Commissioners requested that they be advised of what documents to bring to next meetings
o RCONA approved to give a 15 minute presentation on traffic at Dec 4 meeting, water issues to be item 2.

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing and asked for a motion 1o continue the meeting.



MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen to continue New
Business Items VI-A and Vi-B 1o the meeting of November 20, 2003 and Old Business item V-A to the meeting of
December 4, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Sanchez, Allen, Huisking, Clark, Hoskinson
Noes:

Abstain: Dugan (excused)

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.
MOTION

Commissicner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Allen, to adjourn to the meeting
of November 20, 2003. The motion passed unanimously at 10:10 PM.



DRAFT

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
DECEMBER 4, 2003
MINUTES

Planning Commissicners Prasent: Gray Allen, Donald Brewer, Rex Clark, Robert Dugan, Kim
Hoskinson, Audrey Huisking, Betty Sanchez
Planning Commissionars Absent;

Staff Pregent: Paul Richardson, Planning Director
Nela Luken, Senior Planner
Kathy Pease, Administrative Analyst
Vance Jones, Project Planner
Jehn Sprague, Director of Economics & Community Services
Rob Jensen, Public Works Director
Russ Branson, Finance Director
Derrick Whitehead, Director of Environmental Utilities
Kelye McKinney, Senior Civil Engineer
Scott Gandler, Senior Civil Engineer
Brita McNay, Deputy City Attorney
Carmen Bertola, Recording Secretary

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - | ed by Commissioner Huisking

INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMISSIONER, DONALD BREWER

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chair Hoskinson asked if anyone wished to remove any of the items from the Consent Calendar for discussion.
Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion io approve the CONSENT CALENDAR as fisted helow:

IV-A. MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 13, 2003 & NOVEMBER 20, 2003

IV-B. AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT — 109 STERLING CT — SERSP
PARCEL 9C — { MAIDU VILLAGE IIl} - FILE # ARHDA-03-02. The applicant requests approval of an Affordable
Rental Housing Development Agreement {ARHDA) for the Maidu Village 1l Senior Apartments, Parcel 8C of the
South East Roseville Specific Plan. The agreement requires 61 of the 76 unit affordable senior apartment
complex be affordable to 50 — 60% of median income households. The ARHDA is a requirement identified in the
South East Roseville Specific Plan. Applicant: Lynda Timbers, Project Go (Shonkwiler)

MOTION

Commissioner Huisking made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Sanchez, to approve the
Consent Calendar with the amended minutes of November 20, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote;

Ayes: Huisking, Sanchaz, Allen, Clark, Brewer, Dugan, Hoskinsan
Nees:
Abstain: Allen {from minutes of 11/20/03), Brewer (from minutes of 11/13/03 and 11/20/03) Dugan (from

references to WRSP)



OLD BUSINESS

V-A. SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT {SOI AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN {WRSP) -
FILE #S ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12. This
request is for the consideration of: 1) a Sphere of Influence Amendment, and 2) Approval of the West Roseville
Specific Plan, a new 3,162-acre specific plan project which includes a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan
Amendment, Development Agreement, Rezone, Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The West Roseville Specific Plan is located west of Fiddyment Road and
north of Pleasant Grove Blvd., in unincorporated Placer County. The request also includes that the specific plan
project area be annexed to the City of Roseville. Applicant/Owners: Westpark Associates (1600 Placer Investors,
LF), Bill Falk and John Murray, and Signature Properties {Roseville Fiddyment Land Venture, LLC), Jim
McKeehan and John Tallman {Jones} THIS iTEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE MEETING OF NOVEMBER
13, 2003.

Commissioner Dugan asked to be recused from the WRSP portion of the Planning Commission meeting of
12/4/03 due to conflict of interest in regards to the WRSP.

Commissioner Brewer asked to be recused from the WRSP portion of the Planning Commission meeting of
12/4/03 due to his recent appointment to the Commission.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing on traffic and water issues as relating to the WRSP,
TRAFFIC:
PRESENTATION, RCONA ROSEVILLE TRAFFIC TASK FORCE:

* Ray Giles, 1217 Donahue Way, Roseville, CA. Past President Cirbyside Neighborhood Association, Current
President RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions,

« Patrick Timmens, 1113 Caragh Street, Roseville, CA., Woodcreek Neighborhood Association Chair, member
of RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions,

« James Kidd, 1939 Johnson Ranch Dr., Roseville, CA. Maidu Neighborhood Association, Vice-Chair RCONA
Task Force for Traffic Solutions

Fifteen-minute presentation outlining the RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions’ concerns with current traffic
congestion issues that would be negatively impacted with the development of WRSP without carefui management
and appropriate mitigation measures. Task Force urges support of Recommendation Number Two (2} under the
heading, Recommendations for Immediate Action, pg 4 from the report Solutions to Roseville’'s Traffic Congestion
Crisis, A citizens report on how we can protect our guality of life, property values and jobs, Prepared by the
RCONA Task Force for Traffic Solutions, May 2003,

THE FOLLOWING RESIDENTS SPOKE:

Frankie Reed, Russell Road in Auburn.

Stephen L. Pes Jardin, Diamond Creek Partners LTD, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville.
Brian Ray, Principal Engineer, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 610 SW Alder, Suite 700, Portland, OR 97205
E. Howard Rudd, 3300 Douglas Blvd., Suite 275, Roseville.

Jack Wallace, 1118 Fairfield Ave, Roseville

PUBLIC DISCUSSION CN TRAFFIC:

s Adequacy of WRSP Draft EIR and the current roadway conditions.

» Current rcadways ability to handle the growth and traffic that will ensue with the WRSP development.

» Commending the mitigation measures listed in the DEIR as relating to traffic and commending staff for their
work.

s Recommending Approval of WRSP.



Continuing impact of growth and development on existing Roseville residents.
In ten years, City has amended the General Plan and road intersections have dropped from 100% Level of
Service C to 70% of intersections functioning at Level of Service C.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON TRAFFIC:

Traffic Mitigation Fee Program designed to mitigate impact of development throughout the city, has heen in
place since 1989,

WRSP to he included in that fee program.

WRSP will pay the amount equal to the highest traffic mitigation fee until Fee Program is updated to include
WRSP. Amount of fee is approximately $2500 -~ $3000 per dwelling unit. Other programs designed to
improve Highway 65, Placer Parkway and Fiddyment Road. Total fees will be about $5000 per dwelling unit.

+ No improvements tied to project on Fiddyment Road between Pleasant Grove and Baseline.

+ Fiddyment Road is already in CIP.

+« Development pay's its own way with improvements.

« Recommendation to tie the widening of Fiddyment Road, from Pleasant Grove io Baseling, with approvat of
WRSP.

» Increase in traffic on Del Webb Bivd., if road is used as a cut-through.

» Recommendation that should Del Webb Blvd. drop befow LOS-C, mitigation will be evaluated with the Del
Webh Homeowners Association.

WATER:

THE FOLLOWING RESIDENTS SPOKE:

Stephen Des Jardins, Diamond Creek Partners LT, 130 Diamend Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville.
Terry Davis, Sierra Ciub, PO Box 3008, Auburn, CA 95604

Al Saraceni, 624 Oak Street, Roseville

Sandra Saraceni, 624 Oak Street, Roseville

Gail Gleason, 6495 Sunset Blvd West, Roseville

Phil Ozenick, 350 Diamond Oaks Road, Roseville

Jack Wallace, 1118 Fairfield, Roseville

PUBLIC DISCUSSION ON WATER:

EIR conclusions on water avaitability.

Amecunt of land use as it relates to supply of water.

EIR conclusicn on amount of ground water.

Current water wells and spreading of any contamination of current wells into ground water.
Pace of WRSP public hearings and email frem City Manager to Councl! regarding the WRSP.
Impact of project on non-Rosevilie Residents.

Residents located outside city limits 100% dependence on ground water.

Discussion of water as it relates to Guiding Principle #7.

Contract with San Juan Water District

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON WATER:

Review of Water supply under the Existing City General Plan buildout and estimated demand.
Identification of various basinsfaquifers,

Staff called upon regional expert, Davert Marshall, Montgomery Watson Harza, 777 Campus Commoens Drive,
Suite 250, Sacramento, CA 85825, for clarification on existing ground water basins.

» Confirmed the reliability of existing ground water supply.
* Addressed rural domaestic users of ground water.
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+  WRSP would have no long-term impact in the groundwater basin.
* No netimpact to ground water with the fallowing of Reason Farms.
* Addressed impacts to domestic users.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON WATER CONTINUED:

« Status of Reason Farms. Enforceable option to purchase Reason Farms. Expect to complete by end of 2004.

¢ San Juan Water District pipe condition.

« WRSP water use and effect on Western Placer County as well as all the communities that receive water
through San Juan Water District.

« Look at instalfing a parallel pipe from Folsom Dam to the split at San Juan Water District facilities.

= 75% and 25% cost split (25% focal) cost split for the pipeline expansion.

+ Future maintenance of infrastructure as a topic in the EIR.

Project Planner Vance Jones presented the remainder of the staff report, which comprised the Development
Agreement with Westpark Asscciates and Signature Properties and responded to questions.

Russ Branson, City of Roseville Finance Director responded to guestions from the Commission regarding the
financial aspects of the Development Agreement, beth capital financing (facility funding) and the operational
impacts.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION ON THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT.

High school timing.

Details in the School Agreement between the landowners and the school districts.

Landowners obligaticn 1o 100%+ 1o cover the cost of building of schools.

Affordable housing and assessed development fees.

Affordable houses assessed at lower rates and full priced houses make up the difference,

Where and how many of affordable units braken up into the phases.

Life of DA and terms of Mello-Roos. DA life is 20 years. Melio-Roos bonds 25 to 30 years, tax rights
$1200/unit.

+ Administrative Approval for Village Center commercial component.

+ Existing residences on Signature Properties as noted in DA,

Chair Hoskinscn opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

George Phillips, Attorney, 2308 Garfield Ave., Sacramento, CA, addressed the commission and responded to
public comments and questions from the Commission, for and on behalf of the applicants, Signature Properties
and Westpark Associates. George Phillips asked all these in attendance who were in favor of the project to stand.
Many stooed.

THE FOLLOWING PERSONS SPOKE:

Dick Egan, 165 Delta Breeze Ct, Sun City, Roseville.

David Larsen, 3220 Mr. Tamalpais Dr., Roseville, business member, Blue Oaks NA vice president.
Ron McKeown, 248 Cherry Ave, Auburn,

Sandra Saracini, water studies. Not in favor of the project.

Stephanie Austin, 1313 Plum Tree Lane, Penryn.

Marilyn Jasper, Chair, Placer Group Sterra Club, 3921 Dawn Dr., Loomis

Stephen Des Jarding, Diamond Creek Partners, LTD, 130 Diamond Creek Place, Suite 1, Roseville
Gail MacKenrcth, 7055 Chaparral Lane, Newcastle, CA

Claudia Starkey, 7175 Allen Lane, Penryn, CA

Tammy Brodnick, 1047 Kensington, Roseville

Ed Pandolfino, 5530 Defrose Ct., Carmichael, CA Sierra Placer County Audubon Society

Al Saraceni, 624 Qak Street, Roseville
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+ Erest Riley, Plum Tree Lane, Penryn
PUBLIC DISCUSSION ON WRSP DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT:

Reccemmend Approval of WRSP Development Agreement.

Project built in 4 phases.

Development will be built to high city standards.

Developers coordinate development with Ceunty in planning for two proposed college campus,
Developers agreed te pay fair share of light rail.

Urge commission to approve the WRSP project and forward recommendation to City Council,
Comments not in favor of the project and inconsistency with the guiding principles.

Discussed amount of effort analyzing the future impacts the development will cause.

Concemn on the impact project will have on the wildlife of the WRSP area.

WRSP is a positive move for Roseville.

Approval of the WRSP and the effect on the people and wildlife currently here.

WRSP does nct fully address the issues conceming the saving of the biodiversity and natural habitat needed
{o maintain diversity in the ecosystem.

Chair Hoskinson opened the public hearing and invited comments from the applicant and/or audience.

George Phillips, Attorney, 2306 Garfield Ave., Sacramento, CA, addressed the commission and responded to
public comments and questions from the Commission, for and on behalf of the applicants, Signature Properties
and Westpark Associates.

Chair Hoskinson closed the public hearing on the WRSP and asked for a motion to continue this item to the
Planning Commissicn Meeting of January 8, 2004.

MOTION

Commissioner Sanchez made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to continue ltem V-A,
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT (SOI) AND WEST ROSEVILLE SPECIFIC PLAN (WRSP) -

FILE #5 ANN 02-01, GPA 02-03, SPA 02-02, RZ 02-01, SUBD 03-08, SUBD 03-11, DA 03-11 & DA 03-12, until
the mesting of January 8, 2003.

The motion passed with the following vote:

Ayes: Sanchez, Huisking, Clark, Hoskinson
Nees: Allen
Abstain:

REPORTS/COMMENTS/COMMISSION/STAFF

NONE

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hoskinson asked for a motion 1o adjourn the meeting.
MOTION

Commissioner Clark made the motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Huisking, to adjourn to the
meeting of December 11, 2003. The motion passed unanimousty at  10:43 PM.






BYNOPSIS
CITY OF ROSEVILLE
CITY COUNGIL MEETING
CIVIC CENTER COUNCIL CHAMBERS
DECEMBER 17, 2003 - 7:00 P.M.

CALL TO GRDER: MAYQOR ROCKHOLM

ROLL CALL A4 Onuncdmembars Prosent OROZCO
RLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: [ &d by Counnfimembsar Hoogus MAYOR ROCKHOLM
Alt itarmys on the agenda will be open for publle comment before fingl astion B faken. Spenkers
are regussted to restric? gomments o the Hem az ¥ appears on the é?i;i,ﬂt‘:‘a srud stay within a flve.

mdnite time el The Mayor has the digeretion of Hnitlng the total discussion tims for an Ham,

RAEETING FROGEDURES: [TITY CLERK)

ey Clerk Sonig Orozco anmsunopd the precedares [or atlong

PR "% ?‘éu\ S {MAYOR BOUKHOLM)
1. - -?z‘s(‘?‘”}{; St wwti\*{“ ]
acirie Lttty Diractor
.%"é’"?%i’??i syt u B{;rder

i
E2Ee

i ;*;{;;ﬁiy«

Wednesday, Januane 7, 7001

CCOMMENTE: [TIME DIMITATION THREE (2 BINUTES, (MAYOR ROTHHOLE)

i%mom ey aedtresy the Counciimembers on Hems nat an this atrenda Plogse complete the "Speskiar Iindormating Sarg®
arvd progent # tp thy Gty Clork prior to the start of the meeting. Speakers shalt resirio? ther cominants 1o isgies that ars
vyithin i furkpbiotion of the Oy Gouncll and it their comments o three minutes per porson, The oty $me pilsceted for
Funlie Jomment s 25 minties. The Browsn Act walh cenlan exceptions, doos nof pormit the Gty Counged b dscuss of
toake aption on beyns that are not baled an the agenda,

fidd Ok Sreet. Roseville Rpoe{e 0
w053 & orall nitlabve pre

g for i fistne
slary.

J "

i,

i et

cagvifle, spofs on dalt indliafive proposed &
{?{;{;;:ééms,

f{mi?; a;{,z!:f?{f{“ }', f Rl

wppd
Flrwrisarnd




unoing 5 inciluds

34 vehicle repinosment by
fion unit i assist wilh 1t

*.%z“ & ater mounied
; ol o

ntyre Cheb Procram (FBED 1507
%‘zf n3 with summary of bids opsnsd
vl e the low bidder Gary Doupnik Mamz’wﬁzm oy
cunt of the award for each site o be & w '

43100 purchiase oplon, for Adventurs Gy

FOVING “‘E ACTHDRIZING THE CITY MANAGER ;
£ FTATH GARY DOUPNEC MG NG, (N0 SASUR4ZE). ty

ANG AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY 8ANA
CWITH GARY DOUPRPNIK MFGE NG HNo 3
tn NGAZET ~ Filg HFOL-02),

i"_,X%: ;EJ;%M It &,I’“‘m
sdoption, {Gouncl To

At Video Bleaming Systen
?&%ajﬁﬂa{?‘%?}i’i{ﬁ?‘%@ E’fw award 0 LK

3 AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER 7
HITH LR PINES CONSULTING, INC, (No 5420

aézd

Ea,fg zf’l%;‘;g»ﬁv%mi%é vzféa ?‘a from £
TG o Oy Glerk Prolessiongl Sorvicos

ITARN AMENDMENTS TO
T OBE BAMEDIA VTELY
ey and adogtion,  [Doungl Cormmunic

: aarve Madaein
?“z,zzmtt ¥ g"é ris Diractor
s hehalfof th

:?Z, ,.zm "‘f‘éz‘i

£2 iivi,zé..if'?i S RCOT
ERELLTE \wiéfi?)i%%“

adoption, (Counal Cormy

i

SIER z%& o the zﬁ.zz‘




o

Svnopas Dacember 17, 2003 Page

CHUSBAT APPIROYING AN/
E?"‘ii)M‘ﬂ(:\i LORER
ui'}.&ﬁ;’i«: -

' '-”H"'lf‘-“f‘ o and Anprecintion o Rick i%(:s,;
k;i(%f‘ HEMDATION &2"@%3 u”%‘f%é(‘%?%f? PLATIC

il Works Inspecior sngd best wishes on refirem
remend kmcheon), e U101

- %az £ {}‘ Czﬂ; ‘zz;,%m:i{m - it Boginseny

COCIRELE

FER AECT APPRDVING "?’?%E*f; ’Ii%
Teaf PUBLIC WHORK DHRECTORMTY BENOGINE
TOF THE CITY 035 ROSEVILLE . ‘o adootion, I_'L,{Ji!I‘;L"

'\F\

CAR

af:: & e.\*? ”%{} ?’%’?iiﬂ% E“f“*i;’”fg\é(‘ ?'E?‘;%f_..f_{f“ u%:
CPOLEE DEPARTM ?;*\i” ‘E LA
%r«f" TOEXEDUTE QOIS
ouni Communication '\i) B354

acial Tax Consultant Acreamant

PHO MO O3-854 APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THiE ¢
A SERVICE &GEF?%"F%%?%? W7 ?”lf HLORAIN Cu?\;&z; T
segxnead BASG0H0 an independent wrhan land STest
»‘RQG“‘ f;i”%é S anm {éa endan Biedis

' i siandard o %%“ze formation of s CFs

g Plan lan %

gowigrg, (Ne BASGUD
3301 - {Removed from Cos zs:::zz% ‘,aéa nls

bewiarainnciing

AR

Bl

RIS ’Ef\f M

gi's Asenciabing 4771411 &
~ Minan Regouroes Divactor §




by Counc Syndpsts Doccnde

TEOENUE R

) -;J'-.\i. Ly

<.1~.E{J‘L;-_.>-ut :, sua;f’“f“ri Commpnica

rucigre Fahebillstion Prolect - Ravised &Mﬁ{sdz’z’zs‘m 2 F?zs% \i’ar £
ion ModelManeen ierface - Memo fs i
il Uldites Director Dorrick 1L White 2;.&'2&%

RESGLUTIGN  NODRSES APPRE ?KEE\{ GOAND AU ’#«ét“*é‘z@ ¥ i--ic-' r:I?"W ] iki\;f% ﬁ?% T
EXECUTE A SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT
sdomats the updaling of asseis o the reh abéeziaié@;; i

endrmaent gost s BHLETY, Ty adontion, Councl Communes

‘g"‘jr's&)?si e,

sy Vonohes
Army for

k?@%*%&%m NOA013 AUTHORIZING CERTZ

AND DECLARING THIE ORDINANCE TO BRI

SEPROPRIATION MEASURE, far introg

arl

RESOLUTION  NGOGS584 APPROVING  ARD

.' XQCH?""‘ A SEKTH AMENDMENT WIT
foanher Program, for adoption, (Cour

SUTHHIZED THE OITY MANAGER 77
N ARRY g o the Rosevide Home
Wy R G708,

m *\rf_\JR’T_ 26

{;*g:iﬁi%ﬁf\i{;if !\?Q.r o1 TE M 1NAT NG
AGREEMENT W 'TH THE
SRESIFIG PLAN (1301 BE
FeaTy)

CHFEANANDE NOAGIR APPROVING AN AFF
AGREBMENT FOR BTONERIDGE 8PE
AUTHOR zf?é THE CITY MANAGER TG EXE
SEMALF OF THE OY OF ROSEVILLE, ?i}s B8 (3*‘%" {3
i 'r‘J

SORISIREG DEVELGRPUMEN
Phi}&‘\% CIARD «u’\i{'?
MAENT AGREEMENT

Fie 070301 & Q*’%iﬁ?ﬂ'

J" %§n€.€ AR

12004, frz”{




?“ff ;?(f._;%; (A "i{? =
ASUEE lor mirnduc

AT L

T

Remn from Accounding
et gte ! v%;i‘?“z e%z{, arnual approved of o2
A aopromiation, his sdisimney o

ORDINANCE
AND 5 e

RIZNG CERTAIN AMENDMENTS 70 THE 2000
JNANCE  TO BE  BAMEDIATELY  BFFECT Al
s aboducion and adoption, (Counck Communioation No B370 -

FURLIC HEARBSS:
20, Sphars of lnfus

yills Goeeifie Dlan Sonoral Plan Amendr
regnand, Large Lot Tamative Stubd
zzf*z'é [RICHARDSON)

1 Planning Grector Pad Ricterdgon raoun
. i e vescheduled af a lader date, {(Coural Oone

- L
e AT

B4 éf}mé“ %g’f«m
cortinuans
B RETL.

#, iy gt & o
tem continngd 10 o Inler vats

21, Rozsville Ushan Walo
Bemn from Watay U
racorenending cong
Cormmunicsion No 8377

o Plan QOWRMET Undete - INHITEHEAD)
¥ i B zor‘zmm?ai ZJ? 5 f ’3| Botor D
i"‘!dr‘if o he ro :

somernt Agreement JARFIDA S BMaadu
[‘-‘;PRA(‘ LB}
o Sharkedler and Economic & Community Seedices

rﬂr' MOS0 Eprs

3 w,‘,‘f?zﬁs"}?’?‘ﬁ??\é“
m‘%ﬁé,,}iw L’fi,i?z%:; PHASE

L HEUA

PL‘\%

R 5T ”‘ﬁ\» "‘
§ }:,z i

AUTHORIZING THE OITY
: 5{212 e :




jprember 17, 2003, Page &

prayichs

al souipmant, and will prepare oeneraie and
g citglion aoitess, There
e 1o ravie

fingg s BBAG
v uvl] retain §5

£ ;g}sa}w« ]

W

e Sehore of in
:ﬁiCh&Rﬁ‘%mﬂ‘e

e
mgneamerd of g } e&%-m; i ! i
w %"f%?fw‘“fﬁ m%‘*l 2 B %‘i&’zmm Commizsion, AL hig *“c},kak stafl will provids s Of

sing -}if {zf ;2:, mtam 5’*"‘% itle nenzs s : ‘“—-f%. Tha Dralt
B separaio

: &{5&3&?1(‘;{‘(5(,‘/‘«&%-‘ ]

oy %éc ?’fi - ?%:é «’éz}s~{33 ’%b

e £ mz’zzs:zmwz’zhw ;«zf’z;

foe Conoifinember Allsrd Burbed mambeor

’f.?f . ”'*’;;’5

Traindng Tower o Fim Cantain James

vy

fonce gl Safurtday, Deoamber 13,

neement Cergmony ~ Mayor Pro

sratn -

7 Swenrning i Clarenaony

st :“}2}3‘?; g




Y

CiNolion

o

fackmaned o g i









