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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I85

Response I85-1:  The project does not propose access to Clark Tunnel Road to the south.  Alternative 5
in the DEIR addresses the impacts associated with access via Clark Tunnel Road  (see Section 16.1).

Response I85-2:  The project has incorporated “rural” features into its design to comply with the Placer
General Plan (1994) and Placer County Rural Design Guidelines (1997).  Refer to Response I4-322
which describes these features, and discusses the project as it relates to the General Plan’s policy of
“maintain[ing] the rural. . . character of the County.”  As noted on page 3-15 of the DEIR, the Applicant
proposes closure of Clark Tunnel Road at the southern boundary of the project site.  If approved, vehicles
from Bickford Ranch would not have access to Clark Tunnel Road leading into the Penryn community.
Alternative 5 analyzed in Chapter 16 of the DEIR discusses the impacts of continued use of Clark Tunnel
Road under three scenarios.  All three scenarios result in an increase in traffic on this road and require
substantial improvements due to safety issues.  Per this analysis Clark Tunnel Road would operate at an
acceptable level of service under all three scenarios.

Response I85-3:  Comment noted.  The Applicant proposes to close Clark Tunnel Road at both the north
and south entrances to the project site.  Some portions internal to the project would be abandoned and
other parts would be converted to Bickford Ranch Road or a pedestrian path in Tower Park.

Response I85-4:  Because of the current alignment of Clark Tunnel Road to the south, it is infeasible to
widen the roadway.  Alternative 5 in the DEIR did not consider widening of Clark Tunnel Road south of
the project boundary.

Response I85-5:  See Responses I85-4 and I4-68.  No improvements are proposed, so no funding is
necessary.

Response I85-6:  See Response I85-4.  No improvements are proposed, so there is no construction
schedule.

Response I85-7:  See Response I85-4.  No improvements are proposed, so no additional right-of-way is
required.

Response I85-8:  See Response I85-4.  No improvements are proposed, so no plans are necessary.

Response I85-9:  See Response I56-11.

Response I85-10:  Section 16.1 of the DEIR includes Alternative 5, which includes sub-alternatives with
varying access via Clark Tunnel Road.  The analysis does not identify significant impacts at the
intersections listed by the commentors.  Therefore, no improvements are proposed as part of the
Alternative.

Response I85-11:  See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2.

Response I85-12:  See Response I4-99.

Response I85-13:  See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2.

Response I85-14:  See Master Responses GW-1, GW-2, GW-3, and SWQ-1, and Response I85-16.  The
Summary Table on page 2-23 of the DEIR refers to Impact HW-4, which deals specifically with potential
groundwater contamination at the former Bickford Ranch headquarters area, which is not a part of the
proposed project.  This is discussed on page 11-8 of the DEIR.  The DEIR preparers would agree that if
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this mitigation measure were purported to be the sole mitigation for potential groundwater impacts caused
by the proposed project, it would indeed be ludicrous.  The aforementioned Master Responses summarize
the mitigation measures for potential impacts to groundwater quality identified in the DEIR.

Response I85-15:  For reasons described in Master Response GW-5, no testing of surrounding wells will
be conducted.

Response I85-16:  As discussed in Master Response GW-1, the golf course Chemical Application and
Management Plan and Water Quality Monitoring Plan (CHAMP) requires semiannual sampling of
surface and groundwater and annual reporting to the County and the RWQCB.  More frequent monitoring
and immediate reporting to those agencies is required in the event that specific action levels are exceeded.
The RWQCB is empowered by the California Code of Regulations to require additional assessment by a
professional environmental consultant and remediation of groundwater contamination that may be
indicated by the monitoring program mandated by the CHAMP.

Furthermore, the detection of any pollutant in groundwater above the water quality criteria set forth by the
State of California, either within or surrounding the proposed project is required by law to be reported to
the RWQCB.  As stated above, it is the responsibility of the RWQCB to determine the source of the
contaminant, the responsible party, and to provide the necessary enforcement actions necessary to ensure
that groundwater remediation is performed by the responsible party.

Response I85-17:  The Applicant will not establish an escrow account for unknown potential future costs
associated with speculative future contamination.  The DEIR identifies several mitigation measures for
preventing contamination of surrounding water wells, as described in Master Responses GW-1, GW-2,
and SWQ-1.  See also Response I85-16.

Response I85-18:  The Applicant will not be required to obtain and maintain an insurance policy as
mitigation requirement.  See Response I85-17.

Response I85-19:  Two sets of criteria, or action levels in response to groundwater monitoring results
have been established for the proposed project.  These action levels are discussed in Master Response
GW-5.  These criteria are established based upon criteria set by the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board in the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) (RWQCB, 1991).  Procedural
guidelines for the assessment and remediation of groundwater contamination are also set and enforced by
the RWQCB as described in Master Response GW-5.  See also Response I85-16.

Response I85-20:  The County retained Dames & Moore in part because of their expertise in geology,
geotechnology and hydrogeology.  Technically qualified registered engineers and geologists evaluated the
issue of environmental contamination of groundwater, and the data considered in the conclusions
presented are explained on pages 12-16 through 12-18 of the DEIR. It was concluded that mitigation
measures identified in the DEIR, particularly Mitigation Measure HW-F, would adequately reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level.

The DEIR was reviewed by the State Department of Toxic Substances Control, whose sole concern
expressed in Comment Letter A13 was that mine tailings be tested to confirm the conclusions regarding
toxicity reached in the DEIR (see Master Response HZ-1).  The DEIR was also reviewed by and
discussed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Placer County Department of
Environmental  Health (DEH).  Several meetings were held with DEH staff to review the information
included and conclusions reached in the DEIR.  The County has concluded that another opinion by
another specialist is not warranted.

Response I85-21:  See Master Response GW-4.
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Response I85-22:  The total detention/retention basin build-out capacity of 108 acre-feet would be
utilized for short time periods, if at all, and not on a continuous basis, as the comment implies.  The
detention basins would operate as flow-through structures during most of the runoff season.  Build-up of
sediment within the basins would retard infiltration to groundwater.

Response I85-23:  The Applicant proposes to irrigate a 308-acre golf course and estimates that to do so
would require about 2 million gallons of water per day.  This would be equivalent to about ¼ inch of
water per day of irrigation. To irrigate every day for 365 days (1 year), the equivalent amount of
precipitation over an area of 313 acres would be about 86 inches. However, standard practice is to irrigate
only during the dry season, during which turf grass requires, on average, about ¼ inch per day to remain
green.  If the dry season runs from April 15 to October 15, irrigation would amount to approximately
43 inches per year.

Response I85-24:  At an application rate of about ¼ inch per day, there would be no runoff from the golf
course because the water would be consumed by evaporation, evapotranspiration, and root zone wetting.
Therefore, no water from the golf course would flow in the ravines. Historically, the ravines have wet
season flow only. Therefore, the ravine detention ponds will be dry during the dry season. During the wet
season, the ravine detention ponds will normally be empty and will fill when the rate of runoff exceeds
the rate at which water flows from the detention pond. As the runoff rate diminishes, the pond will draw
down until it is empty. Detention ponds that operate in this fashion are commonly called “dry detention”
because they do not have a permanent or seasonal pool of water. Sometimes detention ponds are designed
to have a permanent or seasonal pool; in this case they are referred to as wet detention ponds.

Response I85-25:  Some of the water used to irrigate turf grass would evaporate into the atmosphere,
most would be consumed by the turf grass and released into the atmosphere by evapotranspiration, and a
small fraction would be resident in moist soil.  No runoff would be expected.

Response I85-26:  The Preliminary Hydrology Report (Civil Solutions, 1999) included in Volume IV of
the DEIR identifies the runoff and detention ponds necessary to meet Placer County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District standards.  Final engineering design of these facilities will not be completed
until after tentative map approval.  Prior to the approval of each final map, the County will require
approval of the drainage plans for the areas included on the final map to ensure that the post-project
runoff volume is less than the pre-project runoff volume.  Facilities will be constructed as they are needed
based on the phasing of project construction.

Response I85-27:  The presence of seasonal springs along some slopes of Boulder Ridge is discussed in
Section 12.1.2 of the DEIR.  The source of the spring water is most likely due to infiltration through
localized fissures in the Mehrten formation.  The origin of the infiltration is not necessarily through the
cap rock as suggested in the comment.  In fissure or fracture flow systems, determination of the water
supply to any one fracture depends on a great number of factors, and the source can be miles from any
one given point.  The presence of the springs only suggests termination of the fissures, or a geologic
contact with a different rock material which is less permeable.  In either event, the presence of the springs
is an indication that recharge of groundwater supplies by infiltration of local precipitation is rejected or
retarded by the geologic conditions at higher elevations of the site.

Response I85-28:  See Master Response GW-3.

Response I85-29:  See Response I85-16.

Response I85-30:  As described in Master Response GW-1, Mitigation Measure HW-F will be revised to
require a minimum of eight monitoring wells.  See also Master Response GW-5.
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Response I85-31:  See Comment Letter A7, Comment A7-9, from PCWA.  The water line will be sized
to have the capacity to deliver domestic water to the community.  See also Master Comment WS-1, No. 1,
No. 2, and No. 6 regarding available water supply.

Response I85-32:  Placer County has no designation of “heritage” trees.  However, the Placer County
Tree Preservation Ordinance protects any “tree” that is defined as “a tall woody plant native to California,
with a single main stem or trunk at least 6"dbh [diameter at breast height], or a multiple trunk with an
aggregate of at least 10" dbh.”  “Digger” pines (Pinus sabiniana) are exempt from the ordinance.  The
ordinance also protects all trees in riparian areas regardless of size and trees designated as “landmark
trees” by resolution of the Board of Supervisors.  Trees protected under this ordinance may be removed,
but a tree permit and mitigation for the lost tree are required.  See Master Response B-7 for a description
of the mitigation requirements for removal of trees protected under the ordinance.

Response I85-33:  See Response I4-133 regarding habitat fragmentation on site and around the site.  Also
note that Appendix C of the General Plan designated the Bickford Ranch area for development.  See
Master Responses B-17 and GP-3 for a discussion of Appendix C and other General Plan policies.

Response I85-34:  The Bickford Ranch site currently provides movement corridors within the site, but
wildlife movement through the site and the surrounding region is limited (see Responses I4-133 and
I4-385).  Development of the site will further reduce wildlife movement on-site (see Response I48-7).

Response I85-35:  Portions of the Bickford Ranch site would be considered significant ecological
resource areas as listed under General Plan Policy 6.C.1., including vernal pools, intermittent streams,
blue oak woodland, and riparian areas.  These resources are identified and discussed in the DEIR (see
pages 13-2 through 13-23).  Significant impacts to these resources are evaluated in the impacts section of
the DEIR (see pages 13-28 through 13-41) and mitigation to reduce the significance of the impacts, as
possible, is provided in the mitigation section (pages 13-48 through 13-57).  Policy 6.C.1 is addressed on
page 13-44, which refers to the rest of Chapter 13.  Also see Master Response B-17 for a discussion of the
interpretation of General Plan policies for this project.

Response I85-36:  See Master Response B-10.

Response I85-37:  The Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance is available at the Placer County
Planning Department.

Response I85-38:  See Response I4-211.

Response I85-39:  See Response I85-32.

Response I85-40:  The water supply pipeline referred to on page 13-23 is the off-site potable water
pipeline connecting to existing PCWA potable water distribution pipelines.  It is not an irrigation canal
pipeline.

Response I85-41:  The proposed oak planting areas are indicated in Figure 7.5 on page 7-13 of Appendix
A3 (Draft Bickford Ranch Specific Plan) in Volume II of the DEIR.  A more specific planting plan has
been added as Figure B7-1 of this FEIR. See also Master Response B-10 for a discussion of the existing
and proposed tree densities in the tree planting areas.

Response I85-42:  See Master Response B-10 for discussion of the tree planting densities and tree
survival goals.
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Response I85-43:  The commentors are correct in stating that oak trees on the site are a development
constraint.  The proposed project has been designed to avoid the majority of oaks on the site, and in
particular most of the dense, healthy oak woodlands occurring on the slopes of the ridges.  Also see
Master Response B-6 regarding the significant unavoidable impact on oaks and Master Response GP-3
regarding planned development of the Bickford Ranch site.

Response I85-44:  See Response I4-217.

Response I85-45:  See Master Response B-6.

Response I85-46:  See Master Responses GP-1 and GP-4.  Development density and site constraints
pertaining to protected oak trees and required open space are discussed in Chapter 4 (Land Use) and
Chapter 13 (Biology) of the DEIR.

Response I85-47:  Each of the project components have been evaluated for consistency with applicable
Placer County General Plan policies and Appendix C Development Standards. All known project
inconsistencies are identified in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  Project impacts, and their level of significance,
are discussed in the appropriate DEIR chapters for each subject area—specifically, Chapters 7 and 13
contain the policy discussions of roadway levels of service (page 7-35), setbacks (page 13-42), protection
of large natural habitat and wetland areas (page 13-43), and tree removal (page 13-46). The following are
supplemental responses to issues raised by the commentors.

• Refer to Responses I4-12, I30-1 and I33-45 (buffer zones).

• If the project is approved, as proposed, and the Development Standards are adopted, the
County’s setback requirements under the current zoning would be superseded by the
minimum setback requirements established in the Development Standards.

• No construction is proposed within the 50-foot setback of any wetland.  Wetland
enhancement work will be performed up to a 10-foot setback, but this is not considered
“construction.”  All wetland enhancement work will be completed in compliance with
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit 26.  This will be clarified in Section 8.7.8 of the
Applicant’s Development Standards by deleting the reference to a 10-foot setback.

• The Specific Plan will limit construction of secondary residential units to lots greater than
one acre.  See Response I2-4.

• Refer to Response I4-311 (development on slopes).  The Placer County General Plan has
no land use designation of Open Space on the project site.  Appendix C Development
Standards include an open space requirement.  Open space areas are designated as shown
on Figure 3-3 of the DEIR and have been included in the various analyses elsewhere in
the document.

• There is no restriction on the number of residential communities that may be
developed—the Applicant proposes three.  The commentors may be referring to the
provision in Appendix C which allows for the development of “up to two mixed use,
pedestrian-oriented villages.”  Two “villages” have been proposed—one is located on
Bickford Ranch Road at Lower Ranch Road; the second is located within the Heritage
Ridge development.

Response I85-48:  Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider staff
recommendations and public input, along with the EIR mitigations (proposed and recommended), during
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hearing(s) on the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan.  If the Specific Plan is adopted (with or without
revisions), it will be considered a legislative action.  Therefore, future implementation (i.e., physical
development)  of the Plan must be legally carried out in accordance with its Development Standards.
Other requirements placed on the project would be spelled out in the Final EIR Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program.  Subsequent projects which implement the Specific Plan (e.g., Tentative Maps,
use permits, etc.) will require a public hearing and approval by the appropriate hearing body (e.g.,
Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, etc.) and would contain specific implementing conditions.

Response I85-49:  As mentioned in Response I85-48, Placer County hearing bodies will consider staff
recommendations and public input, along with the EIR mitigations (proposed and recommended) for the
project, during the public hearing on adoption of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan—this includes
consideration of proposed development along the canal corridors and slopes of Boulder Ridge.  The
Specific Plan, if adopted, is required to be consistent with the Placer County General Plan, including
Appendix C.

Response I85-50:  All known project inconsistencies with the Placer County General Plan and Appendix
C are discussed in Chapters 4 through 13 of the DEIR.  The identified inconsistencies, along with
recommended measures to ensure project consistency with the General Plan, will be reviewed and
considered at the public hearing.

Response I85-51:  See Responses I85-49 and I85-50.  See also Master Response GP-3, which discusses
the General Plan’s balancing the competing interests of preservation and growth.

Response I85-52:  Consistent with State law, a project Applicant may apply to the County for an
amendment to a specific plan, including the development standards.  Any action taken to amend the
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan will be subject to public hearings and approval by the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.

Response I85-53:  See Response I4-267 regarding the County’s interpretation of the General Plan with
respect to visual and scenic resources policies, and the specific issue of structures silhouetting against the
sky (skylining).  See Master Responses GP-3 and GP-4 for a discussion of the relationship between
General Plan policies and the development standards for the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area identified
in Appendix C of the General Plan.

Response I85-54:  See Responses I4-271 and I4-272.

Response I85-55:  The Placer County Planning Department and the Placer County Department of Public
Works have permit approval authority prior to construction.  Either one of these departments could be
contacted regarding premature construction on the lots.

Response I85-56:  Planting palettes are presented based on landform zones and are illustrated on Figure
1.2b, Plant Zones, in the Bickford Ranch Design Guidelines, Appendix A5 (Volume II of the DEIR).  In
addition, “lots with visual restrictions will be prevented from planting of non-native vegetation and tree
species that would grow to a height greater than 120% of the normal oak tree canopy height” (Bickford
Ranch Development Standards, Appendix A4).

Response I85-57:  Visual screening and sight line buffering would be completed using both native and
non-native species.  Native evergreen species may include the native interior live oak and canyon life oak.
These species of oak are known to be moderate to slow growing.  To accelerate the establishment of
screen plantings, exotic species may be interplanted within the oak planting to achieve the desired impacts
from tree planting.  As the desirable species (live oaks) become established and of size, the nursery crop
plants will be selectively removed to provide a transition to the final desired species composition.
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Both evergreen and deciduous trees would be used in the planting program at Bickford Ranch. The native
blue oak would be a primary species for tree planting for two main reasons. First, the proposed project
would be planting more than 22,000 oak trees for mitigation and to establish younger age classes within
the existing oak woodland.  Approximately 67 percent of the total planting will be blue oak trees.
Second, the blue oak is the dominant native tree on the property and in the surrounding area.  It would be
heavily planted along the access roads and in areas where the native look is desirable.  The rounded
crown form and overall medium size visually blends with general character of the foothill region and the
open space areas that would remain following project completion.  Other species of trees and large scale
or tree-like shrubs would reflect this character.  Tall pointed crown trees such as canary island pine,
ponderosa pine and Douglas fir would not be used except for possible accent purposes.

Trees under consideration by the Applicant for landscape and screening purposes include selected acacia,
selected eucalyptus, ash, honey locust, stone pine, aleppo pine, English laurel, Chinese elm, hackberry,
mulberry, Chinese pistache, Carolina cherry, holly oak, pin oak and cork oak.  Some tree-like shrubs may
readily reach 20 or more feet in height.  In the landscape, shrubs of this scale often function as trees.
Large-scale shrub species being considered include bay laurel, Japanese privet, laurel, and photinia.

The final plant palette would include species from the above list plus others that are identified as desirable
based on overall landscape characteristics and intended planting location as determined in the final
landscape plans.

Response I85-58:  See Response A7-12.  Compliance with County policies is achieved if the proposed
project does not to break the skyline with “structures” that would be visible from roadways and
surrounding residential properties.  The water tank will be subject to the same restrictions that other
structures are subject to from a visual perspective.

Response I85-59:  An analysis of consistency with “specific development standards” contained in
Appendix C is found on pages 4-10 through 4-15 of the DEIR.  Proposed open space areas on slopes,
drainage ways and corridors are shown on Figure 3-3 of the DEIR.  See also Responses I47-2 and I3-18.

Response I85-60:  See Responses I4-311 and I85-59.

Response I85-61:  Appendix C Development Standard (c) requires that any development “set aside
significant open space areas and include corridors along canals.”  While canal corridors (as well as slopes
along Boulder Ridge, drainage ways, and major roadways) are areas intended for open space, Appendix C
does not suggest that they be reserved exclusively for open space (i.e., Appendix C does not prohibit
development from occurring along canal corridors).  See Master Responses GP-3 and GP-4 for
discussions on how the project’s consistency with policies will be evaluated within the context of
development intended by the General Plan and Appendix C.

Response I85-62:  See Responses I4-311 and I85-61.

Response I85-63:  See Master Responses B-12 and B-14 and Responses I85-74 and I85-75.

Response I85-64:  Ownership of open space is identified on Revised Table 6-6 in Master Response PR-1.
This table identifies that 476.8 acres of public natural open space and 52.1 acres of public open space
corridors are proposed to be dedicated to the County.

Public open space represents 27 percent of the site.  It has not yet been determined whether or not the
County will accept the open space.  See Response I93-65.  Please note that the Applicant’s plans identify
both natural open space and open space associated with certain outdoor recreational elements of the
proposed project, such as the golf course and parks.  The DEIR clearly makes this distinction in the
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discussion of the Open Space and Recreation Element on pages 3-7 through 3-10 of the Project
Description (Chapter 3) and on the Revised Table 6-6.

Response I85-65:  See Responses I85-64 and I93-65.

Response I85-66:  The commentors’ phrase “violate the 1994 General Plan” is understood by the EIR
preparer to mean “inconsistent with the General Plan” as intended under CEQA.  The project’s
inconsistency with General Plan is discussed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR.  See Master Responses GP-3 and
GP-4 for discussions on how the project’s consistency with policies will be evaluated within the context
of development intended by the General Plan and Appendix C.

Response I85-67:  The word “shall” is intended as mandatory rather than permissive.  Refer to Master
Response GP-3, paragraph 2, which discusses the inherent flexibility in some General Plan policies
containing this directive.

Response I85-68:  The proposed mitigation measures for open space preservation are described in
Chapter 4 (Land Use Mitigation Measure L-A) and Chapter 13 (Biology Mitigation Measure B-Q) of the
DEIR.

Response I85-69:  The commentors’ opinion regarding open space is noted.  For clarification purposes,
in the absence of a specific plan, the project site is specified in the General Plan for land uses permitted
under the Rural Residential and Agricultural Timberland designations.  There is no General Plan land use
designation of Open Space on the site.  It is assumed the open space requirement the commentors are
referring to is that required in the implementation of a specific plan for the project site as described in
Appendix C, section (c).  No specific open space acreage requirement is contained within the Appendix C
Development Standards. The proposed open space component of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan is
described on page 4-11 of the DEIR.

Response I85-70:  See Responses I85-49, I85-66, and I85-68.

Response I85-71:  See Master Responses B-12 and B-17.

Response I85-72:  See Master Responses B-12 and B-17.

Response I85-73:  See Master Response B-12.

Response I85-74:  The commentors are referred to Figure 3-8 in the DEIR, which identifies a direct
impact on intermittent drainage 16 at the proposed golf cart path crossing, and identifies a buffer area
between the drainage and the fairway for hole #14.  The impact on the drainage is included in the total
acreage of impact to waters of the United States.  This impact acreage is included in the Section 404
permit received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to fill waters of the United States and will be
mitigated on site, as described in Mitigation Measure B-E.  Protection of adjacent wetland and riparian
areas during construction is provided in Mitigation Measures B-F, B-P, G-B, and H-D.  As noted in
Chapter 2 (Plan Modifications), hole #14 has been reconfigured and now includes a 50-foot setback from
the wetland.

See Response I11-2 for information regarding the Indian grinding rock resource.

Response I85-75:  The General Plan prohibits construction within 50 feet of any wetland.  The proposed
project does not propose construction within 50 feet of any wetland (golf course hole #14 has been
reconfigured to allow a 50-foot buffer).  Section 8.7.8 of the Applicant’s Development Standards is meant
to address wetland enhancement activity that may occur consistent with requirements under the 404
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permit for the property.  Such activity would include creation of swales to detain and clean water going to
wetlands (biofilters), creation of wetland marsh areas, or creation of lake fringe areas.  This will be
clarified in the final Specific Plan.

Response I85-76:  See Master Responses B-12 and B-17.

Response I85-77:  See Responses I3-18, I4-311, I85-49, I85-59, and I85-61.

Response I85-78:  See Master Responses B-12 and B-17.

Response I85-79:  See Response I85-75.

Response I85-80:  See Response I85-61.

Response I85-81:  The Placer County Board of Supervisors will consider the recommendations of the
Placer County Planning Commission regarding the imposition, or not, of the recommended mitigation
measures, during the FEIR certification process.  Reasons for rejection of recommended mitigation
measures, if any, must be clearly delineated in Board Findings adopted concurrent with FEIR
certification.  Once adopted, there is no procedural distinction between proposed and recommended
mitigation measures; all adopted mitigation measures will be implemented, as identified in the final
MMRP.

Response I85-82:  Actions to ensure that mitigation measures are carried out as specified are identified in
the MMRP included as an attachment to Volume I of the DEIR.  As discussed in the MMRP, most
mitigation measures are identified with various County permit programs, and must be completed prior to
issuance of the relevant permit.  For these types of mitigation measures, identified on pages 1 through 4 of
the MMRP, the action taken against the Applicant would simply be to withhold the permit until the
mitigation measure has been complied with.  In the instances of ongoing mitigation and monitoring
requirements, identified on pages 5 through 17 of the MMRP, the individual or organization responsible
for verifying compliance with the mitigation is identified.  Actions that could be taken if mitigation
measures are not completed include withdrawal of permits, fines, or legal actions.

Response I85-83:  The Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and the Placer
County Department of Public Works will review the post-development stormwater management program.
The Placer County Department of Environmental Health will review the Golf Course Chemical
Application Management Plan and the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan.  The Placer County
Department of Public Works will review the grading and erosion control plan.

Response I85-84:  All management plans and/or programs will be public documents.

Response I85-85:  There will not be a public review period prior to finalizing management plans and
programs, although the performance standards for management plans and programs related to
environmental protection are included in this DEIR and have been made available for public review.  The
responsibility for review and approval of the management plans and programs rests with the appropriate
public agencies.  Where specific management plans will be used in considering issuance of other permits
or approvals for the project (such as a 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), the plans may
be subject to public review if required by such permit programs.  The public has provided comments on
the information in the DEIR relating to management plans and programs, and ancillary materials related
to management plans and programs provided in Volumes II through VI of the DEIR.

Response I85-86:  The Homeowner’s Association (HOA) will oversee mitigation related to the CC&Rs
during the operation phase of the project.  The HOA will be responsible for ensuring compliance with
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Mitigation Measure B-D.  Mitigation Measure B-F will occur during project construction, which will
require monitoring by a project biologist.  The project biologist will report to Placer County and
appropriate resource agencies, such as CDFG and USFWS.  The enforcement of components of the open
space plan (Mitigation Measure B-Q) will include CDFG, Placer County, and possibly other resource
agencies.  Specific lines of responsibility will be identified in the final open space plan.

Response I85-87:  Biological resources with proposed off-site mitigation include oak trees, vernal pools,
vernal pool fairy shrimp, and valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  Off-site oak tree mitigation is allowed
under the Placer County tree ordinance where it had been determined that adequate area onsite is not
available to accomplish all mitigation plantings.  Placer County supports off-site mitigation where very
minor impacts are proposed as opposed to larger areas of disturbance, where on-site mitigation would be
preferred.  The USFWS outlines requirements for off-site vernal pool fairy shrimp and valley elderberry
longhorn beetle habitat mitigation in programmatic biological opinions for those species (USFWS, 1995;
1996; 1999).  Mitigation Measures B-C (Implement off-site tree mitigation) on pages 13-49 of the DEIR,
B-H (Compensate for loss of vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat) on pages 13-52 and 13-53, and B-J
(Compensate for loss of VELB habitat (elderberry shrubs)) on pages 13-53 and 13-54 follow
requirements for off-site mitigation outlined in the tree ordinance and the biological opinions.

One of the primary ecological benefits of off-site mitigation for biological resources is the opportunity to
provide the affected species with a larger habitat area and surrounding ecosystem than is available on site.
Off-site mitigation for listed species generally involves the use of a mitigation bank, which provides a
large enough habitat area to be sustainable over the long term.  Preserved habitat areas must be large
enough to support a sustainable population of a plant or animal.  Small habitat areas that support small
populations are vulnerable to extinction because of the limited genetic variation and number of breeding
individuals in the population.  A large, genetically variable population is more likely to have enough
individuals that can survive and repopulate following a catastrophic event, such as above- or below-
normal temperatures, drought, and disease.  A small population could be decimated by the same event.

Also see Master Response B-10 for a discussion of off-site tree mitigation.

Response I85-88:  See Response I85-75.

Response I85-89:  By definition, the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan must be found consistent with the
Placer County General Plan.  The Development Standards, once adopted, may supersede the zoning code.
Inconsistencies with the General Plan have been identified in the DEIR.  The Applicant is requesting an
exception from the Department of Forestry, Chapter 7 – Fire Protection Article  1:1276.01(a), which
requires a minimum 30-foot setback for building and accessory buildings from all property lines on lots
over one acre and less than two acres in size (see footnote to Table  1.3 – Residential Development
Standards, in the Bickford Ranch Development Standards, page 1-3, in Volume II of the DEIR).  Placer
County does not require a variance where CDF has determined that the project meets the intent of State
law.  See Response I98-8.

Response I85-90:  The Applicant will not be allowed to violate the General Plan, or ordinances or codes.
Please refer to Response I85-89.

Response I85-91:  A specific plan is used to refine and implement applicable General Plan policies for an
area and is required to be consistent with the General Plan.  Development standards are developed by the
Applicant and were submitted as part of the proposed Bickford Ranch Specific Plan.  They have been
addressed in the DEIR and will be reviewed and considered, along with the rest of the project, at the
publicly-noticed Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors hearings. Recommendations for
changes, if any, to these development standards will be presented by the Placer County Planning
Department staff at these public hearings.
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Response I85-92:  The CEQA process is for the purpose of disclosing potential environmental impacts of
a particular project or program and suggesting mitigation that will reduce or eliminate those impacts.
There is no “public benefit” component to this environmental impact analysis.  See Response I27-1.

Response I85-93:  See Master Response PR-2.

Response I85-94:  The commentors are correct in that all trails proposed by the Project Applicant are not
multiple use.  Sections 4 and 8 of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan describe the proposed public
pedestrian and bicycle path system.  As shown in Figure 8.11, approximately 19 miles of Class II bike
lanes are proposed throughout the Plan area, along with pedestrian pathways and equestrian trails.  The
proposed system will permit pedestrian and bicycle access to and from neighboring communities (via
Clark Tunnel Road), and provide potential linkages to future regional trail systems.  See Response PR-2.

Response I85-95:  See Response I85-48.  Specific implementation of Plan features are described in
Section 10 of the proposed Specific Plan.

Response I85-96:  The EIR preparer has no knowledge of how the Winchester project is being
implemented relative to the Final EIR prepared for that project.  Implementation of a project trail program
is conducted on project-specific basis within Placer County. Specific implementation of Plan features are
described in Section 10 of the proposed Specific Plan.

Response I85-97:  See Response I86-1 and Master Response PR-2.

Response I85-98:  See Revised Figure 3-7 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR and refer to Master Response PR-2
for a discussion of the revised project trail system.  Any additional changes to the configuration of the
project trail system would be identified through the public hearing  process.

Response I85-99:  A substantial portion of  Clark Tunnel Road within the project site (east of the
approximate entrance to the proposed Heritage Ridge Community) would be improved and renamed
Bickford Ranch Road, and would no longer retain its current gravel condition.  Class II bike lanes would
be constructed on Bickford Ranch Road, as described on pages 3-14 and 3-15 of the DEIR, and as
depicted on Revised Figure 3-7 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR.  See Master Response DEIR-3 regarding
approval of the Applicant’s proposal to close Clark Tunnel Road to the north.  See also Master Response
PR-2 showing the revised project trail system.  Clark Tunnel Road both north and south of the project site
would connect to Bickford Ranch bike lanes.

Response I85-100:  The Applicant has provided a multi-purpose trail connection from Bickford Ranch
Road to SR 193 via Clark Tunnel Road, as described in Chapter  2 of the FEIR and shown on Revised
Figure 3-11, Modified Equestrian, Pedestrian, Wilderness, and Bicycle Trail Systems.  This connection
will accommodate bicycles.  This connection is also provided to Clark Tunnel Road south of the project
area.  The County has not taken a position on staff’s recommendation that Clark Tunnel Road, north of
the project, be improved to a County standard.

Response I85-101:  See Master Response PR-2.

Response I85-102:  The DEIR evaluated the project trail system as proposed by the Applicant.  Erosion
associated with the equestrian trail system as originally proposed was not identified as an impact.  This
FEIR identifies erosion of the currently proposed wilderness trail as a potentially significant impact
before mitigation, because of the topography associated with the new trail system.  Mitigation is proposed
to mitigate this impact to a less than significant level as described in Master Response PR-2.



Bickford Ranch Specific Plan FEIR

S:\DEREK\Bickford\I85-I89.doc Page I85-12 November 13, 2000

Response I85-103:  Fence construction details have not been finalized.  Perimeter fencing will be
constructed to be visually open as depicted on Figure 14.4 of the Applicant’s Design Guidelines. The
fencing around the site boundaries would be 3-strand wire with metal post fencing, similar to what
currently exists on this property and much of the surrounding properties.  Most animals would be able to
pass freely under, through, or over this type of fencing. The view fencing depicted in Figure 14.5 of the
Applicant’s Design Guidelines is intended to provide security for the Heritage Ridge residential area in
places where it abuts the golf course.  The golf course would not be entirely fenced with view fencing and
thus would allow animal passage at night, although not likely into the small lot residential units in
Heritage Ridge.  See also Chapter 2 of this FEIR regarding the Applicant’s current plan for perimeter
fencing, and Response I68-10.

Response I85-104:  Page 4-12, paragraph I of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan (1999) states that “[t]he
golf course and driving range will be. . . available initially to the public; however, the Heritage Ridge
Homeowners Association may eventually restrict public access.”  See Master Response DEIR-3 regarding
the approval process, and Response I2-8 regarding the project’s inconsistency with General Plan policy
on gated communities.

Response I85-105:  Tower Park would occupy an area of 3.7 acres in the uppermost portion of the Clover
Valley Creek watershed. Water would drain through the park because it is located in a valley. Bickford
Ranch Road borders the western side of the park. To construct the road, fill would be placed at the base of
the valley and a culvert would be constructed so that water flowing through the park can pass to the
downstream side of Bickford Ranch Road. During a 100-year flood, water would accumulate behind the
road fill and would reach a maximum depth of about 8 feet, at which time an area of about 20,370 square
feet (0.46 acre) would be covered with water. During this infrequent event, about 12 percent of the park’s
area would be temporarily flooded. Use of natural features as temporary detention basins during flood
events is a desirable condition. See the Preliminary Hydrology Report, dated July 15, 1999 (Civil
Solutions, 1999, in Appendix H, Volume IV).

The golf course and the Heritage Ridge Recreational Center would serve the residents of the Heritage
Ridge community, and are located within and central to this community.  The site’s topographic features
somewhat separate the eastern portion of the Heritage Ridge community from the eastern Ridges
communities, although Heritage Ridge residents could use the facilities at Tower Park.

Response I85-106:  Night lighting will be prohibited at the driving range.  This is proposed by the
Applicant and will be incorporated into the project CC&Rs.

Response I85-107:  See Response I32-3 and page 7-13 of the DEIR for information concerning
construction access.  Clark Tunnel Road will not be permitted for use for construction access.  This will
be specifically included in the project’s conditions of approval.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Plan attached to Volume I of the DEIR identifies who is responsible for implementing and who is
responsible for monitoring compliance with the mitigation measures.  The mitigation measures would be
included in the contractor specifications.  The usual procedure for violation of specifications is correction
of the violation, mitigation of any adverse impacts, and possibly a fine.

Response I85-108:  The commentors are correct in stating that poplar roots can be invasive around sewer
pipelines.  The poplars will be replaced in the planting mix with California sycamore, another fast-
growing species that would be appropriate for the planned use.  The final Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
for the project will include a revised mix of street trees using an 80:20 ratio of California sycamore:native
oaks.  The oaks are generally slower growing, but would be long-lived trees appropriate to the native
landscape of the region.  The greenbelts would either be dedicated to the County and maintenance would
be funded through a CSA formed for Bickford Ranch, or they would be retained by the Applicant and
maintained by the HOA.
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Response I85-109:  A traffic signal has been assumed at this location by the year 2010.  It is included as
part of the overall Sierra College Boulevard improvements.  The exact date of implementation of the
traffic signal is unknown at this time.  See also Master Response T-1.

Response I85-110:  Improvements at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and SR 193 include the
installation of a traffic signal, and widening of Sierra College Boulevard.  There is currently no definitive
schedule of when these improvements would be implemented, although the DEIR identifies that the
intersection would be signalized by 2010 (page 7-12 of the DEIR).  See also Master Response T-1.

Response I85-111:  See Master Response T-1.

Response I85-112:  See Master Response T-1.

Response I85-113:  See Master Response T-1.

Response I85-114:  The only improvements proposed to Sierra College Boulevard by the Applicant are
the entrances to Bickford Ranch Park.  The east side of Sierra College Boulevard adjacent to the proposed
project currently includes Class II bike lanes.  Alternative 7 analyzes the impacts of adding a third lane on
Sierra College Boulevard.  The precise improvements that would be included in this Alternative are not
certain at this time.  However, it is currently expected that paved shoulders/bicycle lanes would be
included.  See also Master Response T-1.

Response I85-115:  No changes in the current configuration of SR 193 are planned in conjunction with
construction of the sewer pipeline, which is proposed to follow the right-of-way of a temporary detour
constructed by Caltrans, and which is planned to be revegetated following construction.

Response I85-116:  The Transportation and Circulation chapter of the DEIR provides a summary of the
analysis that was performed to identify significant traffic impacts associated with the proposed project.
At the beginning of Section 7.3 (on page 7-8), the standards for significance are summarized.  Many of
these standards relate to the resulting level of service that could be expected after construction of the
proposed project.  The concept of level of service is described at the beginning of Chapter 7
(Transportation and Circulation), and easy reference charts are provided on pages 7-3 and 7-4.

In the impact section of Chapter 7, tables are provided which clearly show the “before” and “after”
conditions for traffic at the study area roadways and intersections.  The impacts are discussed in more
detail for each of the affected roadways and intersections where an impact would result, and feasible
mitigation is identified to reduce the level of impact.  An even more truncated summary can be found in
Table 2-2 in the Executive Summary.

The DEIR provides and understandable discussion of the transportation and circulation impacts of the
proposed project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.  It also provides some detail to allow the
reader to understand the assumptions and analysis that led to the conclusions regarding significance.
More detailed traffic data are included in Appendices VII and VIII.

Response I85-117:  The traffic analysis in the DEIR did not assume that a traffic light would be installed
at Del Mar because traffic signal warrants were not met.  Improvements to English Colony Road are
identified in Mitigation Measure T-H on page 7-39 of the DEIR.  Additional information regarding
conditions on English Colony Road can be found in Master Responses T-5 and T-6.

Response I85-118:  See Response I16-11.
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Response I85-119:  Properties within the boundaries of the service area of the new Fire Station would
pay supplemental tax assessments.  The supplemental tax rate would depend on which fire district(s)
serve the area.

Response I85-120:  The fire station would be fully staffed and functional by the completion of Phase 1.

Response I85-121:  Fire hydrants would be placed along roadways in accordance with Placer County,
PCWA and Fire Department requirements.  Access points are for allowing major fire fighting equipment
such as bulldozers and fire trucks access to fires.

Vehicle access lanes would be recorded on the final maps for the project.  In addition, the CC&Rs would
indicate where these easements exist and would include restrictions on blocking access.  Each homeowner
would be given a copy of the CC&Rs.  These lanes would be posted with “No Parking” signs.  The
emergency vehicle access easements that are located in the open space areas would be owned by the
County and maintained through a CSA, or owned by the HOA and maintained by them.  The maintenance
costs for the CSA would be paid for by the Bickford Ranch property owners.

Response I85-122:  The project would be served by not only an on-ground fire service but also by CDF
for wildland fires.  Therefore, for fires that occur in open space/slope areas, fire hoses would not be used.
Rather, CDF’s general practice would be to fly tankers over the site, dropping water and fire retardant.
The intervals between fire access points are be established by CDF based on its expertise in accessing
structures in wildland-type terrain.  See Response C3-1 and Figure C3-2 for more information regarding
open space fire access.

Response I85-123:  Fire vehicle access lanes would be located within the open space to assist in both
structural and wildland fires.  The locations of these access lanes are determined in consultation with
CDF.  See Response C3-1 and Figure C3-2 for more information regarding open space fire access.

Response I85-124:  Approval or denial of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan will be determined by the
Board of Supervisors at the conclusion of public hearing(s).  See Response I4-311 regarding development
on ridgelines and steep slopes.  Also see Responses I3-18, I85-49, I85-59, and I85-61.

Response I85-125:  The off-site sewer transmission line can provide for the collection and transmission
of sewage from the surrounding areas of Auburn, South Placer Municipal Utility District, and the
Newcastle Sanitary District to a regional treatment facility, if it becomes available.

Response I85-126:  The on-site sewer pipe may be sized to provide the capability to transmit sewage
from Newcastle to the Regional Treatment Facility, if it becomes available in the future.

Response I85-127:  An equestrian arena is no longer proposed.  The equestrian trail and staging area
would be a public facility that could be used by equestrians within the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan area
or by others.  There is no presumption that it is sized to primarily accommodate the new residents of
Bickford Ranch.  As stated on page 6-25 of the DEIR, “the equestrian [features] appear to be in high
demand by residents in nearby areas, based on the number of stables and equestrian facilities described in
the South Placer County Park and Recreation study.”  See also Master Response PR-1, including Revised
Tables 6-6 and 6-7.  Bickford Ranch Park has been increased in size to 56.8 acres and contains additional
recreational facilities.

Response I85-128:  The portion of the off-site water system that would serve Bickford Ranch will
provide for increased fire support in the area as well as for the increased availability of potable water.
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Response I85-129:  Bickford Ranch residents would be assessed a supplemental property tax to offset the
costs associated with the fire station.  The fee would be established by the Fire District that ultimately
serves the site.  The reason the Applicant would only “partially equip” the fire station is because CDF has
some existing equipment on hand for partial outfitting already.  The Applicant would provide the
remaining portion of equipment to fully outfit the station.

The on-site fire station would benefit the current residents of Placer County through mutual aid
agreements.  The station could provide additional fire suppression services beyond those provided by a
local station, if necessary.

Response I85-130:  Development standards for this project are outlined in Appendix C of the General
Plan.  See Response I53-2 regarding bicyclists in open space areas as described in Appendix C.  The
development standards of Appendix C specifically address sensitive habitats as part of required buffer
areas.  These buffer areas are further delineated in Part I, pages 22 and 24 of the General Plan.  These
standards allow, but do not require, bicycle paths among other uses within these buffers.  The Applicant
does not propose to change the General Plan buffer standards or the development standards regarding
bicyclists in sensitive habitat areas.
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COMMENT LETTER I86

Response I86-1:  The trail system proposed by the commentor was evaluated in detail by the County and
the County’s EIR consultant, and by the Applicant.

Some wilderness trails identified on the north side of Boulder Ridge in the commentor’s plan would be
located on soils identified by the USDA as having a high erosion hazard. Construction and use of these
trails would contribute to Impact G-5 (Potential for increased erosion during and after construction).  This
impact could be mitigated by considering soil type and trail grade with reference to cross drain frequency,
and grades could be minimized on highly erosive soil types.  Since cross drains are maintenance-
intensive, particularly under equestrian use, trails would have to be designed to eliminate them where
possible by rolling the grades, i.e., providing dips on graded sections to eliminate long-sloped trail
sections.

High-quality wildlife habitat and wildlife movement corridors in riparian habitat would be fragmented
and degraded by use of some of the commentor’s proposed wilderness trails in the northeast portion of the
project site.  These effects on the Natural Open Space (NOS) area of the project site would be a
significant impact, if the commentor’s proposal were implemented as described.

Two trail segments were identified as being of concern:  (1) the proposed wilderness trail segment
immediately east of residential area R-11A that bisect the NOS, and (2) the proposed wilderness trail
segment north of residential area R-13A that traverses the middle of the NOS. Both of these proposed trail
segments would extend into previously protected and undisturbed habitat in the NOS.  The first segment
would additionally cut off access for smaller wildlife between open-space oak woodland and stream
habitats.  The streams and associated vegetation are high-value wildlife habitat.  The second segment
would intrude more deeply into the NOS than the other portions of the proposed trails, creating a barrier
between several acres of oak woodland/stream habitat and the remainder of the NOS.

The increased human and domestic pet intrusion into the NOS areas around these segments would also
significantly degrade the existing habitat by disrupting wildlife activities, such as breeding, feeding, and
movement, and by increasing wildlife mortality from capture by unleashed pets.  These areas would have
experienced minimal intrusion without the presence of trails due to the steep slopes and dense vegetation
present in those areas.  Construction of these proposed trail segments would eliminate much of the habitat
value that was to be preserved in the NOS on the project site.

If the County’s recommendation for multiple-use wilderness trails in the northeast portion of the site is
implemented, the severity of this impact would be increased.  If the trail corridor must be widened to
accommodate multiple-use trails, the severity will increase more.

On April 5, 2000, County and consultant staff were accompanied by John Ramirez of the Placer County
Parks Department and the Applicant’s engineer on a site visit to visually inspect the proposed segments of
concern, and to attempt to identify alternative locations for these trail segments.  This team included a
wildlife biologist, a geologist, a planner, and an environmental health expert.  No reasonable alternatives
were identified, although minor modifications to other segments were identified, including locating the
trail system along the natural contours where possible, and following the canal system where this was
feasible and sufficient setback could be provided.

The modified trail system shown on Revised Figure 3-7 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR is now proposed by the
Applicant.  It is based on the commentor’s suggestions, input from County staff, and input from the
environmental team, which recommended deletion of the segments discussed above.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I87

Response I87-1:  For information regarding the General Plan process that designated the Bickford Ranch
area as a future growth area, see Master Response GP-1.  Regarding the suit against Dames & Moore, see
Response 159-9.

Response I87-2:  See Master Responses DEIR-2 and DEIR-3.

Response I87-3: See Responses I4-132, I4-346, and I85-103.  The modified land use plan shown on
Revised Figure 3-3 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR shows lots pulled back and therefore enlarged wildlife
corridors in some locations, particularly between M-4 and R-6B, and between M-5 and R-6C.

Response I87-4:  See Response I4-150 for a discussion of mitigation measures that protect water quality.
For Homeowners Association (HOA) monitoring issues, see Master Response HOA-1 and Response
I85-86.  See Master Response B-19 and Response I4-149 for results of amphibian surveys.

Response I87-5:  As discussed in Mitigation Measure B-L on pages 13-54 and 13-55, the raptor survey is
to be completed before project construction begins.  If there is evidence of raptor breeding (i.e., territorial
behavior, courtship activities) or an active nest is found, the Applicant should contact CDFG and
implement Mitigation Measure B-M (see page  13-55 in the DEIR).

Response I87-6:  See Response I4-145 for yellow-breasted chat occurrence information at Bickford
Ranch.  See Master Response B-12 for potential impacts and mitigation measures on non-jurisdictional
wetland riparian habitat.  The loss or disturbance of this riparian habitat could displace or destroy yellow-
breasted chats if they are present in the affected areas.  Avoidance mitigation is described in the DEIR in
Mitigation Measure B-F on pages 13-51 and 13-52 for potential impacts due to project construction, trail
construction, pipeline construction, and fire prevention activities in or near the valley-foothill riparian
vegetation.  This mitigation also minimizes the loss of riparian wildlife in the project area.  These impacts
on riparian habitats and associated wildlife will be regulated by CDFG by means of a Section 1603
Streambed Alteration Agreement.  Master Response B-14 adds further clarification to Mitigation Measure
B-F.

Mitigation Measure B-R on page 13-57 of the DEIR also protects non-jurisdictional wetlands in the
Blackberry Eradication Zone by requiring the Applicant to avoid removal of blackberry riparian
vegetation.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would also avoid impacts on riparian wildlife.

Construction of the golf course could also remove riparian vegetation, which could displace or disturb
riparian wildlife, including yellow-breasted chats.  These impacts on riparian habitats and associated
wildlife will be regulated by CDFG by means of a Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

Response I87-7:  See Responses I41-2 and I41-3 regarding willow flycatcher and yellow warbler use of
the project site.

Response I87-8:  See Master Response B-17 for a discussion of how County general plan policies are
intended to provide decision-makers with flexibility for evaluating the project in the context of the
Bickford Ranch site and Master Response GP-3 for a discussion of Appendix C and general plan policies.

The commentor is correct in that oaks can survive under a wide range of conditions, with varying results
in the perceived vigor of the tree.  As the commentor implies, wildlife use trees in poor health with
exfoliating bark, dead trees and snags and broken-top trees for foraging, nesting, and cover.  The oaks
growing on Mehrten formation soils along the ridge persist under adverse conditions and likely provide
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these habitat features for wildlife.  See Master Response B-5 regarding the evaluation of tree health by an
arborist as compared to the wildlife habitat function of a tree.

Response I87-9:  See Response I4-166 for a discussion of the DEIR evaluation of significant impacts on
streams and riparian habitat and mitigation for impacts.

Response I87-10:  See Master Response B-15.

Response I87-11:  See Response I4-130.

Response I87-12:  General Plan Natural Resource policies identified by the County for inclusion in the
DEIR are discussed beginning on page 13-41 of the document.  Specifically, policy 6.D.9 is evaluated on
page 13-46.  Policies 6.D.6 and 6.D.7 were not included in the consistency analysis as they were not
identified as relevant to a particular development (in this case Bickford Ranch); rather they are intended
to guide Countywide planning policies and decisions regarding natural vegetation.  Implementation of
these policies is intended through Countywide programs, such as the Placer Legacy Open Space and
Agricultural Conservation Program.

Policy 6.D.8 requires “that new development preserve natural woodlands to the maximum extent
possible.” As described in the consistency responses to policy 6.D.3 and 6.D.4, the proposed project
would have significant impacts on native vegetation; however, the General Plan contemplated
development on this site and compensatory measures are proposed to reduce impacts to natural features.
Specifically, an oak woodland conservation and revegetation plan has been prepared by the project
Applicant.  Tree protection measures are also proposed during project development.

See also Master Response GP-3.

Response I87-13:  The DEIR concludes that the loss of annual grassland would be a less than significant
impact, not “of no significance.”  See Response I4-169 for a discussion of the impact conclusion for the
loss of annual grassland.

Response I87-14:  See Master Response B-3.

Response I87-15:  See Master Responses A-1 and A-3.

Response I87-16:  See Master Response A-3.

Response I87-17:  The daily traffic volume on English Colony Way east of Sierra College Boulevard at
buildout of the project is 5,930 vehicles, not 900 vehicles as noted by the commentor.  Please refer to
Table 7-13 on page 7-25 for this information.  See Response I2-4 regarding restrictions on secondary
dwelling units, and the likely number of such units.

As noted in Table 7-6 on page 7-10, a single-family dwelling unit (not age-restricted) is projected to
generate 9.57 vehicle trips per day, not 4 trips as noted by the commentor.

Contrary to the commentor’s assertions, SR 193 east of Sierra College Road is included in the roadway
segment level of service analysis.  For example, please see Table 7-13 on page 7-25.

Response I87-18:  The commentor addresses public transportation systems, including light rail in the SR
65 and I-80 corridors.  There are currently no plans to implement light rail in either of these corridors near
the project.  Transit impacts are addressed in Section 7.3.10 on page 7-32 of the DEIR.
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Response I87-19:  There is no requirement for electrical outlets for electric vehicles at park-and-ride lots
in the Placer County Zoning Code or in State law.  The Applicant does not propose electrical outlets or
additional park-and-ride spaces.

Response I87-20:  See Master Response SS-1, No. 6.

Response I87-21:  See Comment Letter A7, comment A7-6, from PCWA, and Master Response WS-1,
No. 1, No. 2, and No. 6.  Additionally, this EIR does not grant a permit. A permit for construction can
only be obtained after water supply is secured.

Response I87-22:  In some instances, sites would be placed in open space, in others capped and placed in
protective easements.  Preserving by placing in open space or by capping were the preferred treatments
among the Native American “most likely descendents” (MLDs) identified by the Native American
Heritage Commission.  Capping was not considered either desecrating or disrespectful by these
individuals.

Response I87-23:  The DEIR concludes that, because all impacts to important cultural resources would
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, and additional mitigation measures have been identified to
deal with unexpected encountering of currently unknown cultural resources during construction, the
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on cultural resources is considered less than
significant.  Cumulative impacts to cultural resources in south Placer County have been acknowledged to
be potentially significant (page 16-111).

Response I87-24:  Impact C-3 and Mitigation Measure C-E discuss the potential for discovery of human
remains.  See also Response I1-136 which modifies Mitigation Measure C-E.

Response I87-25:  See Response I69-2.

Response I87-26:  No burial sites were identified within the project area.  The discovery of human
remains is discussed in Impact C-3 on page 14-7 of the DEIR, and are specifically called out in Mitigation
Measure C-E.  Mitigation Measure C-E does require that ground-disturbing activities be immediately
stopped in the vicinity if buried cultural deposits are discovered during construction. If the discovery
includes human remains, as indicated in Mitigation Measure C-E, the Placer County coroner and, if
necessary, the Native American Heritage Commission, will also be contacted.

Response I87-27:  See Response I84-64.

Response I87-28:  No actions that the DEIR preparers are aware of have been taken by the Applicant
which presume project approval.  Some staking and soil sampling have been performed as part of the
planning process.  Poles were placed to identify the initial golf course layout.  No heavy equipment has
been used and no vernal pools have been disturbed.

Response I87-29:  See Master Response B-3.

Response I87-30:  The commentor’s preference is noted.  See Master Response DEIR-3 for a discussion
of the approval process.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I88

Response I88-1:  Water use granted by riparian rights would not be affected by this project.

Response I88-2:  See Master Response SWQ-1.

Response I88-3:  As described on page 3-16 of the DEIR, potable water for the project would be
obtained from PCWA.  It would be piped to the project via a 16-inch water pipeline connecting to the
project from an existing PCWA pipeline approximately 1,000 feet north of the intersection of Colwell
Road and Swetzer Road.  The DEIR identifies Mitigation Measure G-C (Comply with the conclusions of
a site-specific geotechnical investigation) for concerns related to foundation instability.  Such an
investigation would identify any special subsurface conditions in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline
construction, so that they could be considered during final design.

Response I88-4:  The overall design of the proposed project, together with the mitigation measures that
would be implemented to preserve water quality, are discussed in Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2 and
would reduce the water quality impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level.

It is unclear where the commentor received the information that “huge developments use a lot of
chemicals.”  Studies have shown that the primary impact to groundwater from residential developments is
from individual septic systems rather than the misuse of insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, fertilizers
and termaticides by residential users in “huge” developments (Sykes, 1989).

Response I88-5:  The site would not be fully paved. See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2 for a
discussion of water quality impacts and SWQ-1 for a discussion of stormwater quality impacts resulting
from the use of pesticides and fertilizers, and a discussion of water quality impacts resulting from paved
areas.  See Master Response SW-1 for a discussion of storm water runoff rate and volume.

Response I88-6:  See Master Response B-6.

Response I88-7:  As noted in the DEIR, without improvements to the roadway system, significant
impacts will occur.  In most locations, these impacts would occur with or without the proposed project.
This is identified in Section 16.5, page 16-108, for traffic conditions with or without the proposed project.

Response I88-8:  The growth-inducing impacts associated with development of the Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan are described in Chapter 16 of the DEIR beginning on page 16-100.  See also Response
I49-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I89

Response I89-1:  The commentor has made three statements and cited various sections of the DEIR, the
Initial Study and the General Plan.  With regard to the first statement, the commentor did not indicate
which “23 goals and policies of the General Plan” were disregarded.  Paragraph 2 on page 4-15 of the
DEIR states that “an assessment [was done] of the General Plan policies which are relevant to the
project.” The second statement references General Plan Goal 1.C which “designate[s] the Boulder Ridge
area for future Rural Residential development.”  Policy 1.C.1. goes on to state that “this [Boulder Ridge]
area, to be known as the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area, shall be subject to the development
standards outlined in Appendix C.”  This being the case, the Boulder Ridge Area may be developed at a
higher density than allowed under the Rural Residential designation, subject to preparation of a specific
plan.  It is not clear as to how the subsequent references are intended to relate to the third statement,
“[O]nly 33 units. . . can hope to be compatible with surrounding land uses.”

Response I89-2:  The first two statements in this comment are noted as the commentor’s opinion.  With
regard to the project’s consistency with the General Plan policies cited:

1.B.5.  The project was evaluated for consistency with this policy on pages 4-15 and 4-16 of the DEIR.

1.H.1.  The County has redesignated the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area as an area for increased
density development (Policy 1.C.1).

1.H.2.  The growth-inducing potential of this project is discussed beginning on page 16-100 of the DEIR.
While the Placer County General Plan designates the project site for planned residential development, as
is proposed with this project, surrounding properties are intended to remain rural and agricultural.  The
change in land uses resulting from development of Bickford Ranch at the higher density is not expected
encourage expansion of urban uses into the surrounding agricultural areas.

1.H.3.  Although the proposed project is consistent with (a) and (b) of this policy, the policy does not
actually apply to this project since the County has already redesignated the site for increased density
development under a specific plan (Policy 1.C.1).

1.O.4.  The project was evaluated for consistency with this policy on page 4-18 of the DEIR.

Response I89-3:  An affordable housing component has not been included in the proposed project.  As
described in Chapter 2, the Applicant has revised the project description to include 40 units of market-rate
multi-family housing near the intersection of Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road.  General Plan
policy 1.A.3 requires the County to distinguish between urban, suburban and rural areas in order that
areas for development are identified and infrastructure and services are provided.  The General Plan has
identified the project site as an area for suburban development (policy 1.C.1), subject to the preparation of
a specific plan.  The Board of Supervisors identified the project site as a new growth area.  See Master
Responses GP-1 and GP-4.

Policy 1.B.1 promotes the concentration of new residential in higher density areas adjacent to major
transportation corridors and transit routes.  The project site is located adjacent to Sierra College
Boulevard and State Route 193.  Transit services are intended to be available for future residents and
recommended mitigation measures include requirements for the Applicant to provide funding if not
available through other sources.  Policy 1.B.2 encourages the concentration of multi-family housing near
downtowns, village centers and commercial areas.  The proposed multi-family housing is located near the
village commercial area.  This central area has been identified as a village core area as described in
Appendix C of the General Plan.
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Response I89-4:  The commentor is correct.  The Applicant proposes 1,950 units.  The project complies
with General Plan Appendix C regarding the maximum number of allowable units.

Response I89-5:  The commentor is quoting from the Initial Study prepared for the Notice of Preparation
of the EIR.  The Applicant is no longer requesting a 10 percent density bonus with this project.  The
project description in Chapter 3 of the DEIR does not include a 10 percent density bonus. The Specific
Plan will limit construction of secondary residential units.  See Responses I2-4 and I85-47.

Since the Applicant proposes to construct 1,950 units, as allowed under Appendix C of the General Plan,
the DEIR recommends that the Applicant either 1) construct 195 units (10 percent) onsite affordable to
low-income households earning 50 to 80 percent of the County median income; or 2) pay an in-lieu
affordable housing fee.  See also Response I1-57.

Response I89-6:  Any subsequent amendments to the Specific Plan will require a public hearing and
approval by the Board of Supervisors.  See also Master Response GP-1.

Response I89-7:  See Master Response DEIR-3.

Response I89-8:  Comment noted.  See Master Responses DEIR-2 and DEIR-3.

Response I89-9:  The DEIR is only one step in the overall CEQA process.  The six objectives of CEQA
listed on page 1-1 of the DEIR are met at different steps in the CEQA process, as described below:

• The DEIR has disclosed to decision-makers and the public the significant environmental
effects of proposed activities in Chapters 4 through 15, and as summarized on Table 2-2
on pages 2-8 through 2-34.

• The DEIR has identified 117 mitigation measures to avoid or reduce environmental
damage, as listed on pages xvii through xx of the Table of Contents, as summarized on
Table 2-2, and as discussed in the last section of each of Chapters 4 through 15.

• The DEIR prevents environmental damage where feasible by identification of mitigation
measures as described above, and by considering and evaluating a range of potential
alternatives to reduce environmental damage (see Section 16.1).  The Placer County
Board of Supervisors may, upon the recommendation of the Placer County Planning
Commission or at their own discretion upon review of the facts, reject or add mitigation
measures and/or require that one or more feasible alternatives or components of
alternatives be implemented.  This process does not occur prior to public comment on the
DEIR and preparation of this FEIR for consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

• Agency approvals will not occur until the Board of Supervisors considers this FEIR, as
described above.

• A total of 23 public agencies received copies of the Notice of Preparation and copies of
the DEIR, in addition to 13 Placer County agencies or departments.  Thirteen agencies
provided comments on the DEIR.  All agencies will also receive copies of this FEIR.
The County, the DEIR preparers, and members of the Applicant’s development team
have corresponded with or met with many of these agencies, sometimes several times,
regarding the proposed project. Many agency comments or concerns have been
incorporated into the proposed project design. For instance, the original location of the
fire station site was changed based upon input from CDF, a site has been reserved for a
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school should this be needed in the future, and the water tank was relocated upon
direction from PCWA.

• If the number of comment letters received regarding the DEIR is any indication, the goal
of enhancing public participation is being fully met.  There will be additional
opportunities for public participation, including Planning Commission meetings and the
certification meeting at the Board of Supervisors.  See also Master Response DEIR-1.

Response I89-10:  The County would implement Policy 6.A.10 through implementation of County
ordinances dealing with well and septic system installation, approval of the Final CHAMP, and approval
of the Lake Management Plan.  The CHAMP in particular contains provisions that the Applicant, through
the HOA, monitor nitrates.  A detailed program is spelled out in the CHAMP, including monitoring
locations, timing of sampling, and specific descriptions of actions to be taken in the event elevated nitrate
levels are encountered.  See also Master Response GW-5.

Response I89-11:  Mitigation Measures H-A through H-K requires development, design and
implementation of specific runoff rate, volume and water quality controls, monitoring of the controls,
implementation of a lake management plan, buffer zones to protect canal water quality, implementation of
County policies and ordinances relating to the permitting, design and construction of septic systems, and
notification of public officials and affected parties in the event of a break in the off-site sanitary sewer
system. County Staff will be involved in the review and approval of many of these measures as part of the
approval process for the project. The measures will be implemented concurrent with construction and
many require specific actions in perpetuity.  See also Master Response SWQ-1.

Response I89-12:  The proposed project does not attempt to isolate itself from the surrounding
community.  Perimeter fencing, where installed, would be open, 3-wire with metal post fencing similar to
the existing perimeter fencing and to commonly erected fencing within the surrounding rural area.  While
solid fencing is called for to screen residential yards, this is not uncommon among surrounding
residences.  The commentor correctly states that the Development Standards limit the height of such walls
as well as hedges to 6 feet, 6 inches, so as not to provide a forbidding façade.  The DEIR preparers agree
with the commentor’s concern regarding access gates, and have identified Mitigation Measure L-C, which
would require the Applicant to limit the number of access gates.  See Response I1-48.

Pathway lighting and other safety measures are responsible components of a well-planned community
where residents have a right to reasonable security measures.  Not all individuals have dogs, want dogs, or
would appropriately use dogs for security.  The proposed project would be open to all individuals willing
and able to purchase lots or homes in the proposed project.

Response I89-13:  Several opportunities for public participation and input on the project will be available
as part of the project approval process. Public hearings will be scheduled before the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors, giving these hearing bodies the benefit of public input prior to making their
decision.

It is assumed the commentor is referring to the Placer Legacy program regarding consideration of this
property for inclusion in an open space survey.  See Master Response B-3.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I90

Response I90-1:  Comment noted.  The Bickford Ranch Heritage Coalition letter is identified in this
FEIR as Comment Letter I4, and is responded to above. See also Master Response DEIR-3.

Response I90-2:  Contrary to the assertions of the commentor, Sierra College Boulevard in the Granite
Bay area would not double in traffic volume as a result of the Bickford Ranch project.  Current Sierra
College Boulevard daily traffic volumes near Douglas Boulevard are 16,800 vehicles per day.  Less than
ten percent (less than about 1,250 daily trips) of the Bickford Ranch project traffic is expected to travel on
this segment of Sierra College Boulevard.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I91

Response I91-1:  See Master Comments DEIR-3 and GP-4.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I92

Response I92-1:  The commentor does not cite the specific ordinance(s) to which he is referring.  He may
be referring to General Plan Policy 1.H.1 which “maintain[s] agriculturally designated areas for
agricultural uses and direct[s] urban uses to designated urban growth areas and/or cities.”  Since the
County has redesignated the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan Area as an area for increased density
development (Policy 1.C.1) under a specific plan, the proposed project is not inconsistent with this policy.

Response I92-2:  Comment noted.

Response I92-3:  Comment noted.

Response I92-4:  Comment noted. The commentor is correct in stating that the emissions exceed Placer
County’s own air quality criteria, as identified in Section 8.3.2. The DEIR identifies a number of
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the proposed project on air quality.  These are discussed in
Section 8.4 on pages 8-18 through 8-22 of the DEIR, and were developed in cooperation with the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District.  While the mitigation measures identified would reduce the
increase in regional criteria air pollutant emissions to a less-than-significant level, as discussed on pages
8-13 through 8-16, the proposed project would still be inconsistent with the goals of the Placer County
Air Pollution Control District.  This would be a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed
project, as described in Impact A-4 on page 8-16.

Response I92-5:  See Master Responses GW-3 and GW-5.

Response I92-6:  See Master Response B-6.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I93

Response I93-1:  See Master Response V-3 for additional mitigation recommended in this FEIR.

Response I93-2:  See Master Responses GW-2, SW-1 and SWQ-1.

Response I93-3:  Lots near Clark Tunnel are located within the R-17 and R-18 residential areas.  As
described in Section 3.5.5 of the DEIR under the subheading Soil Protection and Grading, these areas
would be built on non-graded lots.  Limited grading for the golf course is proposed in the area by the
tunnel, and only minimal grading to improve the proposed roadway over the tunnel would be necessary.
Therefore, grading would not affect the stability of Clark Tunnel.

Response I93-4:  See Master Response GW-3.

Response I93-5:  These issues were evaluated in the DEIR.  Air quality impacts associated with project
construction are discussed in Impact A-1 (pages 8-9 through 8-11) of the DEIR.  Air quality impacts
associated with additional fireplaces and mobile sources (vehicular and truck traffic) are discussed in
Impacts A-2 and A-3 (pages 8-11 through 8-16) of the DEIR.

Response I93-6:  The commentor is referred to Mitigation Measure B-A on pages 13-48 and 13-49 of the
DEIR, which describes the Applicant’s oak revegetation plan.  See also Master Response B-6, which
reiterates that the DEIR has found the oak impact to be significant and unavoidable.

Response I93-7:  See Response I57-7.

Response I93-8:  See Response I4-211.

Response I93-9:  The survival rate of transplanted oaks as compared to naturally seeded oaks may be
lower.  However, studies comparing the growth of planted acorns to planted seedlings have been
conducted under controlled conditions, not in natural conditions such as found in the proposed mitigation
area.  Acorns exhibit better initial tap root growth than seedlings, but seedlings may have advantages over
acorns.  Acorns must be planted correctly at the appropriate time of year for maximum survival, and they
are also more susceptible to herbivory where acorn-eating rodents are present.  It should also be noted that
the oak mitigation seedlings will be grown from acorns collected from the transplant site.  The oak
mitigation seedlings, therefore, will be genetically related to on-site oaks, which are presumably adapted
to the site conditions.

The most important factor in seedling growth, however, is in how the plants are maintained.  Seedlings
need to be given sufficient water to develop deep root growth that will reach a water supply to sustain the
tree without irrigation.  They also require weed removal to prevent overshading.

The Applicant is responsible for implementing the revegetation plan as part of the overall Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan.  As stated in Mitigation Measure B-A (as revised in this FEIR), the irrigation of the planted
trees will be for a three-year period, or longer if necessary to achieve the 80 percent success ratio.

See also Response I4-217.

Response I93-10:  See Master Responses B-6 and B-7.

Response I93-11:  See Response I4-132.

Response I93-12:  Comment noted.
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Response I93-13:  Noise impacts associated with project-generated traffic are discussed in Impact N-3
(pages 9-9 through 9-10) of the DEIR.  The DEIR concludes in this section that noise level increases
associated with proposed project traffic would be less than significant.  The proposed project would
contribute, however, to a cumulative noise impact. This impact is discussed in Section 16.5 (pages 16-109
and 16-110) of the DEIR.  See also Response I74-8.

Response I93-14:  The DEIR identifies several significant impacts on wildlife habitat due to project
construction (see Impacts B-3 through B-13 on pages 13-29 through 13-37 of the DEIR).  Please note,
however, the update and clarification to Impact B-9 on pages 13-33 and 13-34 (loss of California red-
legged frog habitat) in Master Response B-19.  Impact B-2 on pages 13-28 and 13-29 identifies the
significant and unavoidable impact due to loss of oaks and other native trees.  Although loss of grassland
would also affect wildlife, Impact B-1 on pages 13-27 and 13-28 concludes that the loss is less than
significant due to the regional abundance of this habitat type.  Also see Response I4-169 for a discussion
of the wildlife habitat value and loss of annual grassland.

Response I93-15:  The proposed project is not expected to have a significant effect on the amount of
water currently available to existing trees.  No significant impacts on availability of groundwater were
identified in the Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the DEIR (Chapter 12).

Response I93-16:  The DEIR identifies significant and potentially significant impacts to wildlife habitat
and wetlands that could result from changes in runoff patterns due to the project (see Impacts B-17
through B-19 on pages 13-38 through 13-41 of the DEIR).  To reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level, as well as avoiding potential impacts to riparian vegetation, including trees, the DEIR
includes Mitigation Measure B-R on page 13-57 (Avoid removal of blackberry riparian vegetation);
Mitigation Measure HW-F on page 11-12 (Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Golf Course Chemical
Application Management Plan); Mitigation Measure H-A on page 12-22 (Prepare and implement a post-
development Storm Water Management Program); Mitigation Measure H-F on page 12-24 (Monitor site
erosion and sediment control measures for two years after implementation final erosion control
measures); Mitigation Measure H-G on page 12-24 (Design runoff retention basins to promote solids
settling and provide capacity for accumulated sediment); and Mitigation Measure H-H on page 12-24
(Finalize and implement the Applicant’s Lake Management Plan for constructed lakes and wetlands).
Master Response B-14 further clarifies Mitigation Measure B-R and the level of protection for riparian
areas during construction and fire prevention.

Studies completed in the project area have assessed the types of species present (see Master Responses
B-1 and B-2 regarding special-status species surveys).  Surveys for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle
have also estimated the number of habitat locations (elderberry shrubs) present on site because these data
are necessary to determine the level of mitigation required (see Response I5-11).  However, additional
surveys to evaluate the numbers of each species present are generally beyond the scope of a CEQA
analysis.  The surveys conducted in the project area or proposed to be conducted are adequate to identify
the significant impacts and develop appropriate mitigation.  Most of the wildlife mitigation is based on
the acreage of habitat affected, not the numbers of individuals affected.

Response I93-17:  See Response I4-248, and Mitigation Measure C-E on page 14-19 of the DEIR.

Response I93-18:  This was addressed in the DEIR.  For example, see Impact T-10.  Tables 7-8, 7-11,
and 7-13 present the traffic volumes on English Colony Way with and without the project, as well as the
resultant roadway levels of service.  See also Master Responses T-4, T-5, and T-6.

Response I93-19:  Clark Tunnel Road is suitable for emergency vehicle access at both the northern and
southern boundaries and to the east of the tunnel.
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Response I93-20:  See Master Response T-1.

Response I93-21:  See Response I85-114.

Response I93-22:  There is no “official” alternate route in the case of closure of Sierra College
Boulevard, with or without the proposed project.  Traffic will divert to a variety of other nearby
roadways.  The particular alternate route to be chosen depends upon the specific location of the roadway
closure.  The project provides multiple access points to Sierra College Boulevard, as well as additional
emergency access points.

Response I93-23:  Based upon existing traffic counts, level of service calculations, and field
observations, the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and SR 193 is not currently congested.  Please
refer to Table 7-4 on page 7-5 of the DEIR.  Traffic signals improve intersection operating conditions by
efficiently allocating right-of-way between conflicting traffic movements.  See Response I85-110.

Response I93-24:  See Response I88-7 and Master Response T-1.

Response I93-25:  The commentor expresses the opinion that “any stop signs or lights along Sierra
College Boulevard are ludicrous and suicidal.”  There are currently intersections with stop sign and traffic
signal control along Sierra College Boulevard that have not exhibited unusual or unexpected safety
problems.  Any new traffic control devices will be designed to meet all applicable federal, state, and
county design standards.  Regarding the widening of Sierra College Boulevard, see Master Response  T-1.

Response I93-26:  See Response I34-2.

Response I93-27:  The trips described by the commentor have been taken into account in the DEIR’s
traffic analysis.

Response I93-28:  See Master Response T-1.  The DEIR addresses the traffic congestion issues during
construction in Impact T-1 on pages 7-12 and 7-13 of the DEIR.  Two mitigation measures are
recommended.  Mitigation Measure T-A requires the Applicant to prepare and implement construction
management plans for on-site construction activities for Bickford Ranch Road and Sierra College
Boulevard, and to coordinate with appropriate agencies in the preparation and implementation of
construction traffic management plans for required off-site improvements.  These plans will consider
restricting the hours of one-way traffic control as well as construction scheduling to facilitate traffic flow
through construction areas.  Mitigation Measure T-B requires the Applicant to implement a community
relations program during on-site construction, and to coordinate with appropriate agencies in the
implementation of a community relations program during construction of required on-site and off-site
improvements.  By notifying the community in advance, drivers can take steps to avoid construction areas
during periods of intense activity.  These mitigation measures are described in more detail on page 7-38
of the DEIR.

Response I93-29:  Existing traffic operating conditions at study area roadways and intersections are
documented in Tables 7-4 and 7-5 of the DEIR.  Regarding timing of traffic improvements, see Master
Response T-1.

Response I93-30:  See Master Response T-4.

Response I93-31:  The DEIR addresses project-related congestion on roadways that would be
substantially affected by the project.  This includes roadways in the foothill communities and in the
Sacramento Metropolitan area.  See Tables 7-4 and 7-5 for a list of existing roadways that are included in
the DEIR analysis.  Impact T-11 specifically addresses the nearby freeway system.
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Response I93-32:  Comment noted. See Response I34-2.

Response I93-33:  The commentor refers to “commercial area residential volume.”  It is unclear what this
refers to.  However, commercial vehicle trips were included in the Bickford Ranch trip generation, shown
on Table 7-6 on page 7-10 of the DEIR.

Response I93-34:  The project does not include access via Clark Tunnel Road.  Therefore, traffic volume
increases on Clark Tunnel Road, Butler Road, and Gold Rush Way are expected to be minimal.  The
DEIR alternatives that include access to Clark Tunnel Road to the south (Sub-Alternatives 5-1 and 5-2)
concluded that substantial improvements along Clark Tunnel Road would be required due to safety issues.
If either of these alternatives were approved, specific improvement plans would have to be developed and
implemented, as identified in the DEIR.  See also Response I2-15.

Regarding English Colony Way, see Master Response T-6.

Response I93-35:  See Response I93-31 and Master Response T-4.

Response I93-36:  With the implementation of the transportation mitigation measures outlined in the
DEIR, acceptable roadway operating conditions will exist on the area roadways and intersections.  With
these conditions, no undue delays to emergency vehicles should result.

Response I93-37:  See Response I93-22.  Clark Tunnel Road would remain closed at the proposed
project boundaries and open inside of the proposed project boundaries.  Emergency access at both the
northern and southern project boundaries would be by a gate with a locking mechanism.

Response I93-38:  The DEIR transportation analysis did not expect or include any substantial traffic
volume reduction from the provision of the park-and-ride lot.

Response I93-39:  See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2.

Response I93-40:  The proposed project would result in increases in regional and local pollutant
emissions.  The proposed project was found to result in a significant regional air quality impact
individually and in conjunction with cumulative development in the region.  Mitigation measures were
identified to reduce the project-specific impact to a less-than-significant level; however, the project’s
contribution to cumulative air quality issues was determined to be a significant, unavoidable, adverse
impact.

See Master Responses A-1 and A-2.

Response I93-41:  See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2.

Response I93-42:  See Master Responses GW-1 and GW-2.

Response I93-43:  See Response I93-40 and Master Responses A-1 and A-2.

Response I93-44:  Mitigation Measures A-E through A-J have been incorporated into the proposed
project to reduce project-generated air quality impacts.  In addition, Mitigation Measures A-K and A-L
are recommended for implementation to further reduce project-generated regional air quality impacts.

These mitigation measures are described in detail on pages 8-20 through 8-22 of the DEIR, and are also
discussed in Master Response A-2.  See especially the discussion of the Applicant’s proposal to modify
Mitigation Measure A-K by committing to increased mitigation to mitigate long-term pollutant emissions.
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Response I93-45:  See Master Response A-1.

Response I93-46:  The commentor is correct in noting that the proposed project is inconsistent with the
goals of the Air Quality Attainment Plan.  This impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable
despite implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, and is discussed in Impact A-4 (page 8-16) of
the DEIR.  See also Master Response A-3.

Response I93-47:  The issue of existing wells running dry is discussed in Impacts PS-3 and H-8 in the
DEIR.  Based upon the available data, it appears that use of domestic wells for a limited number of
parcels would be feasible and that the projected demand from a limited number of wells would represent a
less-than-significant impact.  The issue of contamination of well water as a result of the project is
discussed in Master Responses GW-1, GW-2, GW-3, GW-5, and SWQ-1.  Since most of the potable
water for the project would not rely on wells, there should be no impact on water availability for local
wells as a result of the project.  The potential for the proposed project to affect groundwater is discussed
on pages 12-16 through 12-19 of the DEIR, and it is concluded that, with mitigation, impacts to
groundwater quality or recharge opportunities would not be significant.  See Response I85-16 regarding
responsibility for groundwater contamination.

Response I93-48:  The costs to extend the “wet” utilities to the site would be paid by the Applicant.  For
“dry” utilities (i.e., PG&E) the Applicant and/or the utility provider would pay for the extension costs.
The costs of extending sewer and water to the site would be financed through the Mello-Roos District.
The bonds would be paid back by the property owners of Bickford Ranch through a special assessment.
Hook-up fees for all utilities and water and sewer service would be paid by the Applicant.  Each
homeowner in the proposed project would be obligated to pay the then current utility and/or water fees.  It
is unknown at this time whether any of the public or private utility companies would raise their utility
fees, and such an analysis would be speculative.  However, any change in rates must comply with
applicable state law requirements to provide notice to homeowners and to release information about rate
changes so that affected persons can review and comment on rate changes.

Response I93-49:  See Master Response SS-1.

Response I93-50:  The County has reviewed the fiscal analysis prepared for the proposed project (EPS,
1999), and concurred with the conclusions that the tax revenue generated by the proposed project would
be sufficient to fund the requisite additional County services (see page 6-27), except as noted in Comment
Letter C8.  The fiscal analysis has been revised to address the County’s concerns, as the responses to
Comment Letter C8 indicate.  The fiscal analysis concludes that the proposed project would not have an
adverse impact on County services.

The DEIR noted that the County did not concur with the conclusions regarding criminal justice costs
related to age-qualified housing units.  In Comment Letter C8, the County reiterated this position, and
also commented on other aspects of the Fiscal Study.  The fiscal analysis has been revised to address the
County’s concern, as described in Responses to Comment Letter C8.

Response I93-51:  The commentor offers no evidence to support the statement that increased radio waves
will affect the surrounding areas.  Areas with much more congestion than that proposed experience no
effects from increased radio waves.

Response I93-52:  See Response I93-48.  The County would condition the project to require the
developers to cover the entire cost of extension of all infrastructure and wet utilities needed to serve the
project.  The cost of extending dry utilities to the site is generally paid for by the utility provider.  At the
time final maps are recorded, the County requires the developer to post security bonds to guarantee that
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sufficient financing is available and secured to complete the infrastructure improvements needed to serve
the subdivision development.

Response I93-53:  See Master Response SW-1.

Response I93-54:  See Master Responses GW-1, GW-2, GW-3, GW-4, and SWQ-1.

Response I93-55:  The canal will be supplied and maintained by PCWA as necessary to satisfy the
existing service agreements. See also Master Response WS-1, No. 3.  PCWA will not approve any
agreement for service that would impact the status of existing agreements.

Response I93-56:  Potable water to serve the development would be conveyed through the off-site water
delivery system described in Section 3.5.7 of the DEIR, which includes a new storage tank on site.
PCWA is planning a new raw water reservoir on the Bickford Ranch site as part of a separate project; this
reservoir would be sized to meet the capacity of the proposed project and other water users as part of
PCWA’s raw water delivery system. This is also described in Section 3.5.7 of the DEIR. These storage
reservoirs have the capacity to meet the water/sewer needs of the proposed project.  See Master Response
I3-26 regarding domestic wells.

The estimated treated water demand by phase is shown in Table 6-1 on page 6-13 of the DEIR, the
estimated raw water demand is shown in Table 6-2 on page 6-14, and the estimated wastewater treatment
demand is shown in Table 6-3 on page 6-19.  The average water demand used by PCWA is 1,150 gallons
of potable water per household per day. The average wastewater calculated usage is 252 gallons per day
for a conventional unit and 189 gallons per day for an age-restricted unit.

The project is located within the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. Recharge of the basin occurs
through infiltration of stream flow that originates in the mountain areas contiguous to the basin and by
deep percolation of precipitation where soil and geologic conditions are favorable. Approximately 271
acres of the project site would be developed to accommodate residential, commercial and service uses and
interior roadways, which would result in the creation of impervious surfaces and reduce the potential area
available for infiltration.  However, the recharge potential of the site is already limited.  This is discussed
in the DEIR in Section 12.1.2 on pages 12-4 and 12-5 and in Section 12.3.2, Impact H-8 on page 12-18.
Because of geologic conditions and the predominance of low-permeability soils on approximately
75 percent of the site, downward migration of water from the surface is inhibited in those areas of the
ridge where higher-density development is proposed. In lower elevation areas, where lower-density
development is proposed, the soils are somewhat more permeable but infiltration would still be slow.
Because of the relationship between the location of proposed impervious surfaces, existing site geologic
conditions and soil cover, the proposed project would not significantly alter the recharge potential of the
project site and therefore, by extension, would not affect the groundwater storage and recharge potential
of the Sacramento Groundwater Basin.

The proposed project’s effects on downstream flooding are discussed in Impacts H-1 (Increase in runoff
rate downstream of the site) on pages 12-9 and 12-10 of the DEIR and H-2 (Increase in runoff volume
leaving the site) on pages 12-10 and 12-11 of the DEIR.  As described in these discussions, the potential
for downstream flooding will be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the development and
implementation of a Storm Water Management Plan to provide for post-development storm water
management (for which the specific performance standards are identified in Mitigation Measurer H-A),
construction of detention structures to reduce peak flows, and through on-site and off-site retention
storage. For additional discussion of the impacts of the project relative to increased runoff rate and
volume, see Master Response SW-1. For a discussion of storm water and groundwater quality impacts,
see Master Response SWQ-1.
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Response I93-57:  The proposed project relies on surface water for all but eleven large lots in rural
locations.  As discussed on page 16-106 of the DEIR, Placer County General Plan policy encourages the
use of surface water supply for new developments.  Additional future demand on local groundwater
resources will be limited to rural development with low population densities where safe and reliably
adequate supply can be demonstrated.  The DEIR concludes that if the General Plan policies are carried
through to future development, cumulative impacts to groundwater supply would be less than significant.
See also Response I3-26.

Response I93-58:  See Master Responses S-1 and S-3.  The capacity percentages are noted and are
consistent with the DEIR.

Response I93-59:  See Master Response S-1.  As described in the discussion of Impact PS-23 on pages
6-27 and 6-28 of the DEIR, payment of statutory fees would eventually mitigate impacts associated with
demand for new schools attributable to the project in the long run, but the DEIR acknowledges that this
may not provide enough funding to practically address this impact in the short term.  The $6.4 million in
facility funding referred to by the commentor is identified in the Penryn School District Facility Master
Plan.  This amount is the total need for the Penryn School District.  It is not solely attributable to the
proposed project, although the Bickford Ranch development was considered in the projections.

Response I93-60:  See Master Response T-3 regarding the traffic impacts around schools, and Mitigation
Measure T-H regarding improvements to English Colony Way.  The potential for vandalism exists as
population increases; the Bickford Ranch site was identified as a growth area in the Placer County
General Plan.  See Master Response GP-1.

Response I93-61:  See Master Response S-1.  The Applicant will pay the statutory fees to the extent
required by law to mitigate school impacts resulting from the proposed project.  School levies and bonds
to raise funds for facilities are at the discretion of the districts and the electorate.  The statutory fees and
the additional property tax revenue from the proposed project would contribute to providing funds for
educational needs of the proposed new students.

Response I93-62:  An equestrian center is no longer proposed as part of the Bickford Ranch Park,
although an equestrian staging area would be provided.  Funding for the parks and trails is to be provided
by the Applicant. The Applicant now proposes to construct the park facilities identified in the new park
plans, shown on Revised Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR.  The facilities would be
constructed in phases based on the phased construction of homes in the project.  The first portion of
Bickford Ranch Park that is proposed for construction is those facilities located just north of the fire
station and south of the lakes.  The Applicant proposes construction of these facilities upon the issuance
of the 500th building permit for a residential dwelling unit.  The area of Bickford Ranch Park that is
located to the west of the proposed school site will be constructed when the school site is constructed.  If
the school site is not acquired by a school district and the site reverts to the underlying lots, the Applicant
proposes to construct this portion of the park upon the issuance of the 1,000th building permit for a
residential unit.  Tower Park facilities would be constructed  upon the issuance of the 1,500th building
permit for a residential unit.  The Applicant would clear and sign the wilderness equestrian and pedestrian
trails.  Equestrian, pedestrian and separated bike trails along major streets would be constructed by the
Applicant.  Class II bicycle lanes would be striped on streets by the Applicant as the streets are
constructed.  The trails would also be constructed by the Applicant and phased with the three phases of
the development.  The Applicant proposes to donate the land for the parks to the County, and to apply the
park improvement fees to construction of the facilities.  See Master Response PR-2.

Response I93-63:  The public roadways are Bickford Ranch Road and Lower Ranch Road.  These
roadways would be dedicated to the County and would be owned by the County.  See Master Response
PR-1 regarding revised parks and recreational facilities.  Those facilities shown as public are intended to
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remain so, with the potential exception of the golf course which may become private in the future. See
also Response I93-65.

Response I93-64:  See Response I74-6.

Response I93-65:  Natural open space, trails and community parks are proposed to be dedicated to the
County and these areas and facilities would remain in public ownership.  The County staff has indicated
that the County would accept community park sites but that the trails in the  open space areas would be
dedicated as public easements.  In this scenario, both the parks and the easements would be maintained by
the County (Ramirez, 2000).  Proposed gates for the project are shown on Revised Figure 3-11.  No
additional gates are planned.  See Response I93-63.  Public roadways will not be gated; however,
vehicular access will be limited where gates are shown at the entrance to individual neighborhoods.
Mitigation Measure L-C requires that construction of gates be limited.

Response I93-66:  As identified in the DEIR on page 3-9 and Table 6-6 (Note 1), the golf course will
initially be a public facility; however it may revert to a private facility at some unknown time in the
future.  As described in Response I93-63, this decision would be made by the Homeowners Association.
Additional public traffic as a result of the golf course was assumed to be minimal at peak traffic periods
and was not specifically included in the traffic analysis in the DEIR.

Response I93-67:  See Master Response GW-1.

Response I93-68:  The Applicant does not propose that horses, bikers, and pedestrians would share the
same trails.  See Master Response PR-2 and Revised Figure 3-9 showing the revised trail system.  County
staff has indicated, however, that they will recommend that the public trails be multiple use.

Response I93-69:  See Response I74-6.  The public open spaces are proposed to be dedicated to the
County.  The County will ensure that the areas remain as open space through the designation of these
areas as open space on the Specific Plan Land Use Diagram. Once the land is dedicated to the County, the
County cannot subsequently sell it unless it makes the required statutory findings that the land is surplus.
Also note that uses of designated “open space” are restricted and limited to those identified in the General
Plan as compatible with open space.  These are limited to passive recreational uses.  Any subsequent
change in use that the County may propose as the owner of the open space would be subject to subsequent
environmental review.

Please note that 47.5 percent of the project site is defined as open space/recreation, and includes areas that
would include developed recreational facilities such as parks, a clubhouse/recreation center, a driving
range, and a golf course.  Natural open space and open space corridors make up 27 percent of the project
site.  The acreage for each element making up the 47.5 percent referred to by the comment is identified on
Revised Table 3-1 in Chapter 2 of this FEIR.

Response I93-70:  Placer County staff have reviewed the revised fiscal analysis of the project included as
Appendix D of this FEIR, and have concluded that the tax revenue generated by the proposed project
would be sufficient to fund the required services.  See Response I93-50.

Response I93-71:  Area property value impacts were not analyzed in the DEIR.  In areas such as Lincoln,
Loomis, Rocklin and Roseville, housing costs have decreased since 1990.  It is possible that the area
could experience a slight increase in surrounding property values due to the recreational amenities
included in the proposed project.

Response I93-72:  See Master Response GP-1 regarding the selection of the Bickford Ranch area as a
potential growth area for south Placer County.  It is not known how many residents outside of the City of
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Lincoln are in favor the project versus opposing it.  See Master Response DEIR-3 regarding the project
approval process.

Response I93-73: Earthquake and emergency preparedness plans for residents and properties in the
proposed project would conform to the plans and procedures of the Placer County Office of Emergency
Services.  No specific earthquake plan would be written for the proposed project, but Placer County
standards, rules, plans and emergency procedures would apply.

The Placer County Office of Emergency Services coordinates the operation of all governmental and non-
governmental forces before, during and after emergencies.  The Office plans for government's response to
emergencies and regularly tests the systems through emergency simulations.  In addition, the Office helps
residents and community agencies develop emergency preparedness skills and capabilities and trains
emergency responders.  The Office maintains two emergency operations centers, public information
plans, and damage assessment and recovery procedures.  An earthquake emergency is one type of hazard
that is covered by the emergency procedures and plans in Placer County.

In addition, it should be noted that the probability of an earthquake in the area where the proposed project
would be built is low compared to other areas in northern/central California, according to the Placer
County Office of Emergency Services and as described in Section 10.1.4 of the DEIR.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I94

Response I94-1:  See Response I19-2.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I95

Response I95-1:  The commentor’s preference for closure of Clark Tunnel Road to the south is noted.
The Applicant proposes to close Clark Tunnel Road at the northern and southern project boundaries.  The
DEIR analyzes the effects of Clark Tunnel Road remaining open to the south (sub-alternative 5-2 in
Chapter 16) and concludes that the traffic, noise, and visual quality impacts would be worse than the
Applicant’s proposal to close it. See Master Response DEIR-3 for a discussion of the approval process.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I96

Response I96-1:  See Response I95-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I97

Response I97-1:  See Response I95-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I98

Response I98-1:  Please note that all of the issues raised by the commentor concern the Applicant’s proposed
Development Standards, not the DEIR.  The Development Standards propose a use permit for home
occupations, as the commentor notes.  As a Specific Plan, the development standards for the plan area can be
more restrictive than the County’s Zoning Code, provided such standards are consistent with and implement
the Specific Plan and the County’s General Plan.  The requirement for a use permit for home occupations
would only be applicable within the boundaries of the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan.  It would not amend or
change the current provisions of the County’s Zoning Code for areas outside of the Specific Plan area.

Response I98-2:  Secondary units would only be permitted on lots that are one-acre and greater in size.
See Response I2-4.

Response I98-3:  The procedures for review that will occur for the individual building permits will be
determined by the County.  The extent of detail noted in the Development Standards and what will be
contained in the development notebook for each lot (excluding Heritage Ridge) in Bickford Ranch is not
substantially different than any plan check process that occurs for a major subdivision in Placer County.

Response I98-4:  It is unclear where the commentor finds the reference to the Zoning Administrator in
this section.  However, if the commentor is referring to the development standards variance process noted
in Section 10.7.3 of the Specific Plan, the requirements for this process are specifically subject to County
Code application and noticing requirements.  The application process includes time for field review if the
zoning administrator determines this is necessary.  Whether it will ultimately be the zoning administrator
who makes this “call” will be the decision of the County.

Response I98-5:  It is unclear what the commentor is referring to.  There is no #11 in the Residential
Land Use standards or in the following section, Commercial  Land Use standards.

Response I98-6:  The commentor’s statement is not correct.  A use permit is required for a bar that is not
ancillary to a restaurant.  If a bar were ancillary to a restaurant it would be a permitted use.

Response I98-7:  “Open Space” in the context of the proposed project’s Development Standards is
intended as a generic term incorporating natural open space, as well as landscape corridors, parks and
other recreation areas (golf course).  There are a limited number of permitted uses allowed in the natural
open space in the proposed project.  For example, restaurants are not permitted in the natural open space
but are permitted in the golf course land use area with a use permit.  Firehouses and libraries are only
permitted in the park land use area without a minor use permit and not in the natural open space.

The list of allowable uses does not conflict greatly with the County’s Zoning Ordinance.  Please refer to
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 (page 3-2) to compare those uses that are permitted in the natural open space to those
permitted in open space under the Zoning Code.  The Zoning Code permits low intensity agricultural and
public recreational uses “with structural development being restricted to accessory structures necessary to
support the primary allowable uses, and critical public facilities” (Zoning Code Section 5.150A).  As
noted in Zoning Code Section 5.150(B), pipelines, transmission lines, and accessory storage are all
permitted.  This is consistent with those permitted uses noted in Section 3.2, page 3-2.

Response I98-8:  The commentor is correct.  The side and rear yard setback requirements in Table 1.3 of the
Development Standards for those lots one acre and greater in size (Rural Estate, Rural Residential, and Estate
Residential) are consistent with the CDF requirements for 30-foot setbacks.  The note to Table 1.3 identifies
that the Applicant is seeking an exception to this requirement, but until it is granted, the setbacks for these lots
would not be reduced.  CDF has indicated that they intend to approve the proposed reduced side setback of the
building envelope to 25 feet with a required 30-foot fuel reduction corridor easement with adjoining parcels
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and deed restriction, for lots greater than one acre and less than two acres in size, if necessary.  This
combination of reduced setback and easement with adjoining parcels would have the same effect from a fire
access perspective as the 30-foot setback.  (Lots less than one acre do not require a 30-foot side setback; lots
greater than 2 acres would be large enough to accommodate the required setback without a variance.)  This
reduction is granted since lot line adjustments have not been finalized by the Planning Department (Guyan,
2000).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I99

Response I99-1:  The Bickford Ranch site was identified as a growth area in south Placer County in the
1994 Placer County General Plan.  See Master Responses GP-1, GP-3, and GP-4.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I100

Response I100-1:  See Response I30-1.

Response I100-2:  See Response I29-4.

Response I100-3:  Development will not be permitted on slopes greater than 30 percent.  Mitigation
Measures G-A and G-B require the Applicant to comply with Placer County ordinances for all grading
activities and prepare and implement a grading and erosion control plan.  See also Response I33-39.

Response I100-4:  See Master Responses GP-1 and GP-4.

Response I100-5:  See Master Responses GP-1 and GP-4.

Response I100-6:  See Master Responses GP-1 and GP-4 and Response I30-1.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I101

Response I101-1:  Comment noted.  This information, as well as PCWA’s reply, is included in this FEIR
and the administrative record, as requested by the commentor.

Response I101-2:  A traffic analysis is provided in Chapter 7 of the DEIR.  Supplemental traffic
information is provided in Master Responses T-1, T-2, T-3, T-4, T-5, T-6, and T-7.

Response I101-3:  See Master Response T-1 regarding traffic mitigation fees and improvements to Sierra
College Boulevard and other roadways.  See also Response A8-8.

Response I101-4:  See Master Response T-2 regarding the reasons for analyzing traffic conditions with
roadway improvements.

Response I101-5:  See Master Response T-2 regarding the need for roadway improvements.  Vehicles
experiencing gridlock on I-80 could use a number of alternative routes, including those mentioned by the
commentor.
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