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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C1

Response C1-1:  Impact B-2 on page 13-28 incorrectly states that the approximate total number of
protected trees to be removed by the project is 11,700.  The total should be 10,653 trees estimated to be
removed for construction of the project, including residences and other components. Approximately 60
additional trees may be indirectly affected by installation of the off-site water pipeline, and these are not
included in the analysis as removed trees.  The impact summary statement included an estimate for
removal of trees within the proposed trail system, the water supply pipeline, sewer system pipeline, and
drainage system.  These areas are either already covered in the 10,653 estimate or have trees that will not
be removed by the project (i.e., within the trail system and off-site water pipeline) and the summary
statement erroneously included the additional trees.  The descriptive text in the impact discussion was
edited to omit these areas, but inadvertently the total number in the impact summary was not changed.

The first sentence regarding Impact B-2 on page I3-28 of the DEIR is changed to read:

“Approximately 10,653 native trees….”

Mitigation Measure B-A does not defer mitigation to the homeowner, but covers all required tree
mitigation based on construction of residences within the building envelopes identified in the
development notebook. Mitigation Measure B-A is clarified by modifying the fifth full paragraph under
the description of the mitigation measure on page 13-48 of the DEIR:

“…Monitoring of the replacement plantings will be conducted annually for a minimum of
five years to collect survival and growth data and provide photographic documentation of
tree growth.  An annual inventory and inspection of the growth and condition of all plants
will be conducted annually by a qualified arborist approved by Placer County…”

It should also be noted that the Applicant’s Oak Woodland Conservation and Revegetation Plan includes
a requirement for the Applicant’s registered forester to conduct or directly supervise an annual inventory
and inspection of the growth and condition of all replacement plantings.

Additional mitigation via payment into a fund is described under Mitigation Measure B-D and is only
required if the homesite is changed from that indicated in the development notebook and, as a result, more
trees are removed than those included in the estimate of 10,653.

Response C1-2:  All Mitigation Measures have been reviewed.  “Recommended” Mitigation
Measures T-Q, N-I, V-E, V-I, V-J and V-K have been changed to “Proposed,” and new Mitigation
Measure G-D has been added as “Recommended” to Impact G-5 (this is discussed in Master
Response PR-2).  Mitigation Measures V-I, V-J, and V-K have been slightly reworded to conform to what
the County now intends to require.  Additional mitigation has been added to Impacts V-1 and V-2 in
Response to Comments I4-293 and I4-294.  These changes are shown in Revised Table 2-2 in the
Introduction to this FEIR.

The following revisions to the DEIR are therefore made:

Page 7-34 is changed to read:

“IMPACT T-21: Safety concerns at two golf cart crossings on Bickford
Ranch Road

SIGNIFICANCE: Significant
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MITIGATION
Proposed: Mitigation Measures T-P (Provide signing and striping

on Bickford Ranch Road at the golf cart crossings); and
T-Q (Work with Placer County to define an acceptable
Golf Cart Crossing Plan)

Recommended: None
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Less Than Significant

Page 9-11 is changed to read:

“IMPACT N-4: Introduction of noise-sensitive receptors to a potentially
noise-impacted area

SIGNIFICANCE: Potentially Significant
MITIGATION

Proposed: Mitigation Measures N-D (Incorporate building setbacks
and noise barriers into the proposed project design); N-E
(Inform prospective buyers of potential rail noise
exposure exceeding 60 dBA Ldn); N-F (Implement
community park design measures to minimize potential
noise impacts); N-G (Inform prospective buyers of
potential community noise sources); N-H (Restrict the
timing and location of truck deliveries to the Village
Commercial Center); N-I (Require 6-foot block or
masonry walls along project roadways where residential
areas would fall within the 60 dBA Ldn contour); and N-J
(Restrict business hours of operation within specified
areas of the Village Commercial  Center)

Recommended: None
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Less Than Significant”

Page 15-7 is changed to read:

“IMPACT V-1: Alteration of viewsheds within the study area from rural
residences, residences in adjacent subdivision, and travel
routes

SIGNIFICANCE: Significant
MITIGATION

Proposed: Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading
techniques to blend with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges developments);
V-D (Apply selected lot restrictions); V-E (Retain hill at
the intersection of SR 193 and Sierra College
Boulevard); V-I (For all lots containing slopes of 30
percent or greater, record on final map and reflect in the
development notebook for such lots a slope easement at
the 30 percent slope starting point.  No building
envelopes or structures shall be permitted on the portion
of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or greater); V-J
(For all lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater,
structures and building envelopes shall be prohibited on
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those portions of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or
greater); V-K (For all lots containing slopes of 30
percent or greater, prohibit development on those
portions of the lot where slopes are 30 percent or
greater); and G-B (Prepare and implement a grading and
erosion control plan)

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation: Significant for views to Zone 1 and Zone 6; Less Than

Significant for views to Zones 2 through 5”
Recommended: Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions

to other areas of concern)
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Significant for views to Zone 1 and Zone 6; Less Than

Significant for views to Zones 2 through 5”

Page 15-9 is changed to read:

“IMPACT V-2: Reduction in visual quality within the study area,
resulting in strong project/setting contrast

SIGNIFICANCE: Significant
MITIGATION

Proposed: Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading
techniques to blend with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges developments);
V-D (Apply selected lot restrictions); V-I (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, record on
final map and reflect in the development notebook for
such lots a slope easement at the 30 percent slope
starting point.  No building envelopes or structures shall
be permitted on the portion of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater); V-J (For all lots containing slopes
of 30 percent or greater, structures and building
envelopes shall be prohibited on those portions of the lot
where slopes are 30 percent or greater); V-K (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, prohibit
development on those portions of the lot where slopes
are 30 percent or greater); and G-B (Prepare and
implement a grading and erosion control plan)

Significance After
Proposed Mitigation: Significant
Recommended: Mitigation Measure V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions

to other areas of concern)
RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Significant”

Page 15-14 is changed to read:

“IMPACT V-5: Inconsistency with Placer County General Plan policies
1.K.1, 1.K.6.d, and 1.O.3 requiring that new
development be designed to be compatible with the scale
and character of the area, avoid locating structures along
ridgelines and steep slopes, and minimize visibility
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SIGNIFICANCE: Significant
MITIGATION

Proposed: Mitigation Measures V-A (Provide transition areas and
buffers between residential development and natural
open space); V-B (Implement sensitive grading
techniques to blend with natural setting); V-C (Minimize
grading within Meadows and Ridges development); and
V-D (Apply selected lot restrictions); V-I (For all lots
containing slopes of 30 percent or greater, record on
final map and reflect in the development notebook for
such lots a slope easement at the 30 percent slope
starting point.  No building envelopes or structures shall
be permitted on the portion of the lot where slopes are
30 percent or greater))); V-J (For all lots containing
slopes of 30 percent or greater, structures and building
envelopes shall be prohibited on those portions of the lot
where slopes are 30 percent or greater) ); and V-K (For
all lots containing slopes of 30 percent or greater,
prohibit development on those portions of the lot where
slopes are 30 percent or greater)

Recommended: V-H (Apply selected lot restrictions to other areas of
concern)

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Less Than Significant”

Response C1-3:  No 100-year floodplain is present on the site as defined by the County-wide General Plan.

Response C1-4:  Page 3-27, third paragraph, is changed to read:

“Potential School District Boundary Change.”

Response C1-5:  The proposed project would now include individual wells to serve as domestic supply
for 12 Rural Residential Parcels.

Page 6-14, last paragraph, is changed to read:

“The project would include individual wells to serve as domestic supply for 12 rural
residential parcels.”

Response C1-6:  See Response C1-1.

Response C1-7:  The 21,200 trees identified in Mitigation Measure B-A of the DEIR (page 13-48) refers
to the oak trees to be planted.  This number is approximate, and the final number of oak trees will be
based on the 2:1 mitigation ratio identified in the Applicant’s revegetation plan.  The conceptual
revegetation plan also calls for planting of riparian and other species.  These plants would be in addition
to the oak tree mitigation..

Response C1-8:  The Applicant now agrees to include Mitigation Measure V-E as proposed.  This
change is reflected on Revised Table 2-2.  The Applicant has also now agreed to accept several other
mitigation measures as proposed.  These are listed in Response C1-2.
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Response C1-9:  The first paragraph at the top of page 15-12 explains how the proposed project is
consistent with General Plan policy 1.K.2.  The word “Consistent” was omitted from the first line; it
should have been included.

The top of page I15-12 is revised to add the following line:

“Consistent”
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C2

Response C2-1:  See Master Response SW-1. On-site retention storage would be provided in the
constructed lakes, which were evaluated as part of the proposed project.  As noted in Master Response
SW-1, the detention ponds would also serve to reduce surface run-off and as a result, could serve as
additional on-site retention storage in major storm events.

Response C2-2:  As noted by the commentor, the existing volumes at the SR 193/Sierra College
Boulevard intersection currently meet peak-hour signal warrants for the installation of a traffic signal.
The addition of traffic from the proposed project would add additional traffic to this intersection, further
justifying the need for a traffic signal.  The signal would likely be installed as part of the full list of Sierra
College Boulevard improvements, partially funded by the Applicant (fair share).  However, on this basis,
the timing of the signal relative to its need to avoid LOS violations is not assured.

Response C2-3:  The commentor suggests that the level of service for the northbound left-turn movement
at the SR 193/Sierra College Boulevard intersection would be worse if a higher speed on SR 193 were
used in the analysis.  The 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (Transportation Research Board, 1985)
used different “critical gaps” for higher speed on the “major-street” in the calculation of capacities at stop
sign controlled intersections.  The 1994 and 1997 HCMs, however, do not adjust critical gaps or
capacities for higher speeds on the major street.  The 1997 HCM notes that “although some previous
studies have shown factors related to major-street speed . . . drivers make their gap acceptance decisions
based on distance, and this results in a time gap that is independent of speed.”  For this reason, the level of
service calculations for this intersection do not require any adjustment.



This page intentionally left blank.

























This page intentionally left blank.



Responses to County Comments

S:\DEREK\Bickford\C1-C8.doc Page C3-1 November 13, 2000

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C3

Response C3-1:  The commentor has worked with the Applicant to revise the proposed language for fuel
reduction on the project site.  The revised language is attached to the Commentor’s later letter of
January 13, 2000, attached following the DEIR comment letter.  As noted in the letter, Placer County staff
and the Applicant agree to the revised language.  The open space areas subject to fuel reduction measures
are shown on Figure C3-1, and the open space fire access areas are shown on Figure C3-2.  The
“modified shaded fuel break” prescription described in the fuel reduction measures is shown
schematically on Figure C3-3.

The revised fuel reduction language has been reviewed by the relevant technical specialists proficient in
landscape architecture, planning, visual analysis, biology, forestry, water quality, and geology.  The
revised requirements do not change the analysis presented in the DEIR.
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