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LETTER 19:  WILLIAM KOPPER 

Response to Comment 19-1 

The comment refers to documents attached to the comment letter.  Those attachments that are 
comments on the Draft EIR are bracketed and include responses.  CEQA includes specific 
requirements for incorporation by reference, and incorporation by reference is not intended to apply 
to comments on a Draft EIR.  Nonetheless, those comments on the physical effects of the proposed 
project to which the comment refers are addressed in this Final EIR.   

Response to Comment 19-2 

The commenter requests that Placer County plan regionally for habitat preservation and Placer 
Parkway. The commenter’s concerns are noted.  The County believes that its planning for the RUSP 
does reflect and embody a regional perspective.  The Draft EIR acknowledges the “Framework 
Agreement regarding the Planning, Development and Implementation of the Placer Legacy 
Program” (Draft EIR page 6.4-27), which establishes the framework for cooperation and 
collaboration among State and federal agencies and local governments in the development and 
implementation of the Placer Legacy Program. The proposed Specific Plan is subject to the interim 
project review guidelines included in the Agreement which have been summarized in the Draft EIR 
(page 6.4-25).  

The Draft EIR also presents a comprehensive biological resources mitigation and management 
strategy for the Specific Plan (refer to Mitigation Measure 4.4-1).  The mitigation strategy proposes 
to mitigate impacts through off-site in-County land purchases where at least 1,025 acres of habitat 
will be mitigated at a 1:1 replacement ratio.  

Mitigation Measure 6.4-1 is intended to dovetail with the possible requirements of the draft PCCP.  
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the PCCP has not been officially adopted.  This mitigation 
measure allows the proposed project to move forward without the PCCP program in place, but 
requires the project’s biological resource mitigation measures to be implemented in a manner 
consistent with the PCCP, if the PCCP is approved before the RUSP EIR is certified.  

The Draft EIR includes the traffic analysis under existing and cumulative (2025) conditions, and also 
includes an evaluation of a circulation scenario with Placer Parkway (see Draft EIR section 6.12, 
Transportation and Circulation).  The Placer Parkway is considered a regional facility that would help 
mitigate traffic impacts of not only the proposed project, but also traffic impacts from other proposed 
developments in western Placer County. Thus, this was considered a key improvement in the 
Mitigated Transportation Network. The County, in conjunction with the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency, and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, is currently reviewing alternative 
alignments and an environmental document is being prepared comparing the alternatives. The 
agencies are also considering various funding scenarios for construction of the facility. 

The commenter is reminded that the project site is within an area designated as a Future Study Area 
in the General Plan.  (See Placer County General Plan Figure III-1.)  The 1994 General Plan 
“recognizes that as the [C]ounty continues to grow, additional areas may be identified as being 
suitable for development at urban or suburban densities and intensities.  The most appropriate 
location for such additional growth, and the area that will be considered first by the County, is the 
‘Future Study Area,’ shown in Figure III-1, in southwest Placer County.  Future growth in this area 
may occur in the unincorporated area or as a result of annexation to an adjacent city.”  (Placer 
County General Plan, p. 146.) 
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It is the County’s position that the area has, and is, being planned regionally, as evidenced by the 
PCCP, work in progress on Placer Parkway, and the Regional University Specific Plan’s recognition 
of and incorporation of these regional initiatives in its planning and in the Draft EIR.  Further, the 
proposed project is being planned (as required by the Placer County General Plan) through the use 
of specific plan mechanisms enacted by State law to allow comprehensive planning of substantial 
land areas. 

Response to Comment 19-3 

The comment provides information on the health effects of air pollutants and states that more 
citizens will suffer these health effects.  The health effects of pollutants are also discussed on page 
6.3-2 of the Draft EIR.  The federal and State standards for these pollutants are introduced on Draft 
EIR page 6.3-3 and discussed through the section in relation to project emissions.  The federal and 
State standards are devised to minimize unhealthy exposure of persons to these pollutants.  
Although the commenter makes several claims with regard to air pollution, including the assertion 
that the project will “increase the suffering from respiratory diseases” in western Placer County and 
Roseville, he provides no data, anecdotal or otherwise, to support the claim that the project, by itself, 
will cause people to suffer more asthma or other respiratory ailments in the future. The project’s air 
quality impacts identified, analyzed and mitigated in accordance with CEQA in Section 6.3 of the 
Draft EIR, including a discussion of ozone and particulates. Project-specific impacts are disclosed 
under Impact 6.3-1 through 6.3-8 on pages 6.3-17 through 6.3-28, while cumulative impacts are 
disclosed under Impacts 6.3-9 through 6.3-13 on pages 6.3-28 through 6.3-31.   

Response to Comment 19-4 

The comment states that an “EIR must discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project 
and applicable general plans and regional plans.”  The Draft EIR has met this requirement.  (See 
DEIR, pp. 4-21 to 4-27.)  Moreover, the County disagrees that the project would be inconsistent with 
the General Plan in the respect suggested by the commenter. The County does not agree that only 
low-density development on the project site can be approved under the General Plan, or that the 
proposed project, with its relatively high densities in some areas, would create “natural or human-
caused hazards [that] are likely to pose a significant threat to health, safety, or property.”  Although 
the project will cause certain significant unavoidable environmental effects, this fact, by itself, does 
not translate into a “significant threat to health, safety, or property.”  Rather, the significant impacts of 
the project are typical of what can be expected from any development of similar scale anywhere 
within the greater Sacramento region. Under the commenter’s logic, the County would be forced to 
reject any development proposals that included any land uses other than those with low-densities.  
Such a reading of Policy 1.A.2 is at odds with any reasonable construction of the General Plan 
considered as a whole.  The commenter has read the policy in isolation, and has interpreted its 
terms in a subjective fashion that is not persuasive to the County.  As discussed on page 4-22 of the 
Draft EIR, courts strive to “reconcile” or “harmonize” seemingly disparate General Plan policies.  (No 
Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 244 (No Oil).)  Thus, for example, where 
a General Plan land use map or diagram permits certain land uses, it is unlikely that generic textual 
policies favoring open space preservation would be seen as trumping the map or diagram 
designation.  Courts have also recognized that, because General Plans often contain numerous 
policies emphasizing differing legislative goals, a development project may be “consistent” with a 
General Plan, taken as a whole, even though the project appears to be inconsistent or arguably 
inconsistent with some such policies.  (Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n. v. City of Oakland (1993) 
23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719.)  Case law interpreting the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov. Code, §65000 
et seq.) thus makes it clear (i) that the meaning of such policies is to be determined by the Board of 
Supervisors, as opposed to County Staff, EIR consultants, or members of the public, and (ii) that the 
Board of Supervisors’ interpretations of such policies will prevail if they are “reasonable,” even 
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though other reasonable interpretations are also possible.  (See No Oil, supra, 196 Cal.App.3d at 
pp. 245-246.)  Furthermore, In light of these considerations, the discussions in this EIR on the 
subject of General Plan consistency represent the best attempt of County Staff and the County’s EIR 
consultant to advise the Board of Supervisors of their opinions as to whether the proposed project is 
consistent with identified goals and policies of the County’s General Plan. Based on the evaluations 
contained in the Draft EIR, the proposed project is generally consistent with the Placer County 
General Plan.  Please see Draft EIR section 6.4 for a discussion of the biological resources on the 
project site. 

It is also worth mentioning the environmental benefits of higher density development in a planning 
environment in which population growth is foreseeable, if not inevitable, and thus must be managed 
as opposed to being wished away.  In such a planning context, higher density development in areas 
in which urban uses are deemed appropriate can have the beneficial effect of reducing the long-term 
losses of habitat lands, open space, and agricultural lands.  Further, higher density development 
creates an environment that uses space in an efficient manner, and encourages more walking, 
biking, and public transit use, and shorter auto trips.  Higher density development in the RUSP area 
would help the region reduce overall air emissions given the same regional population growth 
because higher density development is designed to decrease the length of vehicle trips and increase 
use of public transit.   

Response to Comment 19-5 

The comment contends that Watt Avenue will be “extended into farmland in order to provide access 
to the project site.”  However, as shown on Figure 4-1 on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR, other 
development is planned in the vicinity of the proposed Regional University Specific Plan.  Thus, the 
proposed extension of Watt Avenue would travel through and serve the proposed Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan project (the Notice of Preparation for an EIR for this project was released on March 28, 
2008), as well as the proposed project.  Notably, the Sierra Vista project is located in an area long 
anticipated for urbanization; the RUSP area was designated for future urban development as part of 
the City of Roseville/Placer County Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Area in 1997, and the 
vast majority of the project area has been within the City of Roseville’s sphere of influence since 
2004.  As explained in the response to comment 19-2, moreover, the RUSP itself is proposed for an 
area identified in the 1994 County General Plan as a Future Study Area in which development is 
presumptively appropriate at some point.  

As set forth in Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6.12-1, the Project shall pay its fair share of all feasible 
physical improvements necessary and available to reduce the severity of the Project’s significant 
transportation-related impacts, as identified Section 6.12.   

The RUSP is designed to accommodate future public transit service.  The project’s design features 
include a transit center, two dedicated transit stops, and potential transit routes, as well as a land 
use plan that contains development densities that place more people in close proximity to the transit 
stops.  The South Placer County Conceptual Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Plan, Placer County, April 
2005, contains specific land use criteria and design guidelines intended to assist developers in 
creating land use plans supportive of potential future transit investments.  To support a frequent, 
high-quality enhanced bus or BRT service, the BRT Plan recommends the following land use density 
and intensity thresholds: 

• Residential density of 9.0 dwelling units per acre within ¼ to ½ mile radius of the transit 
centers 

• Non-residential intensity floor-area-ratio (FAR) of 1.0 
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The RUSP proposes a residential density of 10.0 dwelling units per acre and a FAR of 0.40 within ¼ 
mile of the transit center on 16th Street adjacent to the university. 

The development intensity in the plan area is supportive of enhanced bus service and possibly BRT 
but as noted in the RUSP, the project provides only physical right-of-way for potential future transit 
and does not identify the details associated with future transit operations, funding, and service.  
Placer County and the City of Roseville would continue to provide public transit service in the study 
area but would not extend services to the project area unless they received additional funding for 
capital and operating costs.  (See DEIR, p. 6.12-44.) 

While the proposed project could create new demand for transit service, given the residential uses of 
the project, a university-based community is likely to internalize many of its trips, as a significant 
percentage of students and faculty will be living on-site. 

Response to Comment 19-6 

The comment states that the proposed project would be inconsistent with General Plan Goal 3.A 
because the project would result in unacceptable levels of service.  However, Policy 3.A.7, which 
generally targets LOS C or D, allows “exceptions to these level of service standards where it finds 
that the improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standards are unacceptable 
based on established criteria” and continues with factors that should be considered in allowing an 
exception.  Based on those factors, staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors find that the 
project is consistent with this goal.  The comment also contends that the Draft EIR does not describe 
adding the RUSP, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, and West Roseville Specific Plan to the road 
system.  The reader is referred to pages 6.12-45 through 6.12-80 and 6.12-107 through 6.12-117 in 
the Draft EIR for a discussion of the cumulative effects on traffic in the area, which includes the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and the West Roseville Specific Plan.  

Table 6.12-15 in the Draft EIR lists the major planned roadway improvements by year 2025 in the 
traffic study area.  (DEIR, p. 6.12-48.)  The roadway network capacity expansion projects in 
Table 6.12-15 are limited to only those that have full funding identified and are therefore reasonably 
foreseeable.  The sources for these improvements are the list of Tier 1 improvement projects 
contained in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025 (Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments, 2002) and input from Placer County and City of Roseville staff on transportation 
improvements that are conditioned to be built by approved development projects.  (Draft EIR, 
p. 6.12-46.) 

Response to Comment 19-7 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss inconsistencies with General Plan Goal 3.B, 
which is related to mass transit.  Mitigation Measure 6.12-24 on page 6.12-118 of the Draft EIR 
requires the project applicant to contribute its fair share of the cost to provide public transit service to 
the study area, including “[f]ixed-route bus service connecting the plan area to the City of Roseville 
and Placer County Transit.” Therefore, contrary to the comment, mass transit to the project site is 
required.  However, while the proposed project would be required to pay its fair share for this 
service, the County has not identified the remaining share of mitigation funding.  Therefore, this 
impact was found to be significant and unavoidable.  See also Response to Comment 19-5.  

Response to Comment 19-8 

The comment states that the Draft EIR must be recirculated because there was a discrepancy in the 
Notice of Availability and the Draft EIR about the end date of the Draft EIR review period.  While the 
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NOA included an end date of January 23, 2008, comments were accepted through January 24, 
2008, as written in the Draft EIR.  Comments were accepted for the full 45-day review period 
disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Interested persons’ and agency staffs’ ability to comment on the Draft 
EIR was not hindered by this discrepancy and recirculation is not required.  Notably, the commenter 
was able to prepare very detailed comments in the time available, so there the commenter 
apparently suffered no prejudice from the minor discrepancy between the due date posted on the 
website and the due date in the Notice of Availability.  Even if there was a legitimate concern stated 
here, however, the cure for the alleged problem would have been an inquiry to the County to seek 
clarification or, possibly, a request for an additional day to prepare final comments.  Requiring an 
additional 45-day period because of a minor discrepancy over a single day would be a “cure” grossly 
excessive in light of the problem being addressed. Public Resources Code section 21092 addresses 
certain notice requirements under CEQA, including the notice of availability of an EIR.  Subdivision 
(b)(2) of that statute provides that section 21092 “shall not be construed in any manner that results in 
the invalidation of the action because of the alleged inadequacy of the notice content, provided that 
there has been substantial compliance with the notice content requirements of this section.”  Here, 
the County believes it has fully complied with the notice requirements for public review of the Draft 
EIR.  The County certainly believes that, at worst, it has achieved “substantial compliance” with the 
requirements of section 21092. 

Response to Comment 19-9 

The comment states that the Draft EIR must be recirculated because the Specific Plan was not 
available on the County’s web site.  CEQA Guidelines section 15087g states: 

(g)  To make copies of EIRs available to the public, Lead Agencies should furnish copies of 
draft EIRs to public library systems serving the area involved. Copies should also be 
available in offices of the Lead Agency. 

Thus, posting of the Specific Plan on the County’s web site was not required and posting the Draft 
EIR on the site exceeded the requirements of the law.  The commenter is arguing, in effect, that the 
County should be penalized for going beyond the legally mandated minimum notice requirements by 
posting some, but not all, documents related to the proposed project on the County’s website.  
Moreover, the Specific Plan was available at the County offices for review during the review period 
(December 10, 2007 through January 24, 2008). Therefore, the oversight in posting the Specific 
Plan on the web site did not interfere with public participation.  

Response to Comment 19-10 

The comment states that the project documents were incomplete because the financing plan for the 
project was not available during the Draft EIR review period.  The RUSP financing plan, however, 
was available for review at the County offices during the Draft EIR review period (December 10, 
2007 through January 24, 2008).  The County’s decision to release the RUSP draft financing plan in 
conjunction with the Draft EIR should not be perceived as the County’s concurrence with the 
commenter, who suggests that a financing plan is required by CEQA, should the project be 
approved, or that CEQA requires public review of whatever documents comprise the “financing 
measures” required for specific plans (see Gov. Code, § 65451, subd. (a)(4)).  The Board of 
Supervisors will consider a final financing plan in association with the project separate and apart 
from any action on the EIR.  The County’s decision to make the draft financing plan available for 
public review rendered moot the commenter’s assertion that Government Code section 65451, 
subdivision (a)(4) requires an EIR to include a financing plan.  
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The commenter also states that it is impossible to tell from the information available whether the 
traffic impact fees will be sufficient to mitigate the impacts of the RUSP.  In Save Our Peninsula 
Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99 (Save Our 
Peninsula), the appellate court recognized that “fee-based infrastructure mitigation programs have 
been found to be adequate mitigation measures under CEQA.”  There, the court stated that the 
payment of fees and phased improvements was an appropriate mitigation measure, with respect to 
traffic impacts and which have not yet reached the threshold trigger.  (Save Our Peninsula at 
page 140.) 

The CEQA Guidelines also recognize that when an impact is not unique to a single project, but is 
instead the result of cumulative conditions, the only feasible mitigation may involve adoption of 
ordinances or other regulations designed to address the cumulative impacts.  (Save Our Peninsula 
at page 140; CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (a)(3).)  Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines now 
specifically provides that an EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a cumulative impact 
may be mitigated by requiring the project “to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure 
or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. 
(a)(3).) 

As stated by the appellate court in Save Our Peninsula at page 141, “[w]e do not believe, however, 
that CEQA requires that the EIR set forth a time-specific schedule for the County to complete 
specified road improvements.  All that is required by CEQA is that there be a reasonable plan for 
mitigation.”   

The problems plaguing the financing measures at issue in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. 
Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 363-365 (Napa Citizens) do not exist 
here.  The Napa Citizens court noted at page 163 that “[f]ee-based infrastructure can be an 
adequate mitigation measure under CEQA, and can be particularly useful where, as here, traffic 
congestion results from cumulative conditions, and not solely from the development of a single 
project.”   

The Napa Citizens court at page 364 held the fee-based infrastructure mitigation inadequate 
“because the Project will cause only a small percentage of the projected traffic congestion, the 
County cannot insist that developers within the Project area shoulder the bulk of the expense for the 
needed highway improvements as a means of alleviating that congestion.”  (See CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B) (mitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the impacts of a 
project).)  The appellate court also noted that “[a]lthough the existing mitigation fee appears to be a 
reasonable attempt to have developers pay their proportionate share of the cost of needed highway 
improvements, and the continued use of such funds undoubtedly would be useful, it cannot 
reasonably be argued that the funds that the County already has or that it reasonably can expect to 
raise in the future, will be enough to mitigate the effect on traffic that will result from cumulative 
conditions.”   

Here, it is reasonable to conclude that through the establishment of a single agreement or multiple 
agreements with the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer 
County would be able to achieve, within a reasonable time period after approval of the Specific Plan, 
commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments from the Specific Plan for 
its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts on federal and State freeways and highways (see 
Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 6.12-1).  See also Response to Comment 10-7.   
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Response to Comment 19-11 

The comment contends that the Draft EIR does not quantify the number of air pollution offsets that 
would be required of the proposed project; therefore, there is no assurance that the offsets would 
actually be purchased.  The Draft EIR’s discussion and analysis of air pollution impact mitigation 
measures is adequate under CEQA.  As stated in Mitigation Measure 6.3-4(d), on page 6.3-24 of the 
Draft EIR, the Offsite Mitigation Program, coordinated by PCAPCD, is designed to offset the 
project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions.  The actual amount of emission reductions needed 
through the Offsite Mitigation Program, and, thus, the project’s air quality mitigation fees, would be 
calculated when the project’s average daily emissions have been determined. The PCAPCD will 
determine air quality mitigation fees using calculation methodology established in practice and 
routinely applied to other, similar, contemporaneous land use development projects.  To ensure that 
the fees would match the impact of development, the fees would be based upon the actual number 
of residential units and square footage of commercial development that are proposed.  The fees 
would be paid at the time of final map recording for each individual development project within the 
Plan Area.  This process would assure the payment of fees prior to approval of subsequent projects 
within the Specific Plan area.  

Response to Comment 19-12 

The comment states the Draft EIR does not include a diagram showing where the drainage facilities 
would be located.  The reader is referred to Figures 2-10 and 2-11 on pages 2-31 and 2-32 of the 
Draft EIR, which show drainage improvements for the University portion of the site and the 
Community portion of the site, respectively.  Exhibits 8-15 and 8-16 of the Specific Plan also 
illustrate proposed drainage improvements in the project area.   

Response to Comment 19-13 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include the location of water treatment facilities, 
water well sites, and major water lines.  As stated on page 2-28 of the Draft EIR, it is assumed that 
the three wells would be placed on Parcels 6, 29, and 30.  A tank and pump station would be located 
on parcel 29 in the northern portion of the Plan Area.  These parcels are depicted in Figure 2-2 on 
page 2-3 of the Draft EIR.  The project proposes that the project would be supplied by PCWA water 
delivered from a connection point at Fiddyment and Baseline roads and would follow an alignment 
along Baseline Road to the proposed extension of Watt Avenue, which is shown as alignment C in 
Figure 2-9 on page 2-30 of the Draft EIR.  The major water transmission lines within the project site 
would be within the roads in the plan area.  See Specific Plan Exhibits 8-3, 8-6, 8-7, and 8-8.  

Response to Comment 19-14 

The comment states that the proposed project does not identify the location of energy facilities.  As 
stated on page 2-35 of the Draft EIR, PG&E would initially serve the project by extending its existing 
distribution lines into the Plan Area in conjunction with Plan Area roadway improvements.  
Ultimately, new electric distribution lines would also be extended from a proposed PG&E substation 
in the Placer Vineyards development south of the Plan Area, along the Watt Avenue extension and 
Brewer Road.  See Specific Plan Exhibits 8-18 and 8-19.   

Response to Comment 19-15 

The Regional University Specific Plan EIR is a project EIR, pursuant to section 15161 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, for all project components (except the proposed athletic stadium, which is analyzed at a 
programmatic level), including off-site infrastructure.  (See Draft EIR, pp. 1-5 to 1-6.)  The comment 
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implies that because the Draft EIR describes project phasing, that the EIR would more appropriately 
be a program EIR.  However, the phases are not intended to be independent projects; the 
conceptual phasing is included in the Draft EIR to explain the provision of infrastructure to serve the 
project. The infrastructure generally on the eastern portion of the site would be needed to serve the 
development on the western portion of the site.  The Draft EIR analysis assumes a phased approach 
for the provision of infrastructure, based upon information provided by the project applicant.  
Irrespective of any conceptual phasing assumptions used in the Draft EIR, all infrastructure required 
for full buildout of the project was analyzed in the Draft EIR at a project-specific level.   

The conceptual phasing included in the Draft EIR was also used for assumptions for timing of the 
construction for air quality modeling.  The conceptual phasing shown in the Draft EIR provides a 
conservative estimate of how the Plan Area would develop, given that the project is shown to be 
completed in two phases over a relatively short period of time.  The actual construction schedule 
could vary. 

Also note, at the request of a comment appended to this comment letter, the project air emissions 
were remodeled using the latest URBEMIS 2007 model, using the assumptions contained in the 
Draft EIR.  The modeling assumptions can be found in Appendix C of this Final EIR, which replaces 
Draft EIR Appendix C. Please also refer to Response to Comment 19-75. 

Response to Comment 19-16 

The comment states that the Project Description in the Draft EIR is “unclear and uncertain.” 
However, this comment is based upon the premise that the University portion of the project is 
infeasible.  The comment provides no evidence to support this assumption.  It should also be noted 
that the Draft EIR analyzes construction and operation of the entire project.  Therefore, until such 
time that the entire site is constructed and all components are operational, the physical impacts 
would be less than that disclosed in the Draft EIR.  The Regional University Specific Plan does not 
plan to replace the University use with housing; therefore, this was not analyzed in the Draft EIR.  If, 
as stated in the comment, a developer in the future requests a land use change to allow housing on 
the University portion of the site instead of the University use, a General Plan amendment, rezoning, 
and other approvals would be required, which would require new environmental documentation.   

Response to Comment 19-17 

The comment points to the proposed changes to the General Plan policy (1.H.6) that would allow 
exceptions to buffer requirements as part of a specific plan and states that the impact of changing 
the policy was not addressed in the Draft EIR and that the policy should include standards.  The 
physical effects of changing the policy are addressed in Impact 6.2-2 on pages 6.2-15 through 
6.2-17 of the Draft EIR.  It was determined that other development within the County that is adjacent 
to a proposed specific plan could experience some loss of productivity on adjacent lands if buffers 
are not included within the subject specific plan.  However, the extent of the loss of production would 
depend upon several factors, including the proposed use within the specific plan (residential versus 
non-residential), the existing agricultural use adjacent to the specific plan, and the type of 
replacement agricultural use.  These factors prevent a quantified determination of loss of agricultural 
productivity that could result from the revised General Plan policy.  Notably, any reduced buffer 
requirements for future specific plans would be addressed in the EIRs for those specific plans, thus 
ensuring a full discussion of any site-specific or project-specific issues that might arise in a particular 
context.  The comment also states that the proposed project does not include any “standards” in the 
amended policy.  However, while the changes to the policy would allow different buffers for areas 
subject to a specific plan, General Plan Goal 1.H, which is the goal that is supported by Policy 1.H.5, 
would remain unchanged.  The intent of Goal 1.H is “[t]o designate adequate agricultural land and 
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promote development of agricultural uses to support the continued viability of Placer County’s 
agricultural economy.”  Thus, in considering any future specific plans, the Board of Supervisors 
would still consider the intent of Goal 1.H in determining the whether changes to buffers related to 
those specific plans would be necessary or appropriate.   

Response to Comment 19-18 

Please see Response to Comment 17-8.  

On July 16, 2007, the Placer County Board of Supervisors approved the Placer Vineyards Specific 
Plan (PVSP) and EIR.  In approving the PVSP, the County approved many of the same 
amendments to the Placer County General Plan and the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan as 
proposed by the RUSP.  (See PVSP Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3-3 to 3-6.)  Due to the fact that the 
PVSP EIR is currently in litigation, the same amendments are being considered again in connection 
with the RUSP.   

Response to Comment 19-19 

The comment refers to Draft EIR Table 6.11-2 (see Draft EIR page 6.1-6) and states that the 
analysis in the Draft EIR is not consistent with the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR.  As is clear from 
the table, the source for this information was not the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR, circulated in 
2003, but the technical memorandum prepared for the City of Roseville (RMC, Unit Flow Factor Sets 
and Sewer Design Criteria - TM No. #a (FINAL), October 3, 2006), which analyzes current and 
future demands on the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The generation factors in this 
memorandum reflect the actual generation rates of uses contributing flows to the treatment plant and 
are more accurate than those assumed in the 2003 West Roseville Specific Plan EIR. 

Response to Comment 19-20 

As discussed above, the analysis in the Draft EIR is based upon more recent data than was included 
in the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR.  As discussed in Response to Comment 13-10, the City of 
Roseville analyzed flows from areas outside the SPWA boundary in several technical memoranda,14 
which projected total flows 23.4 mgd for buildout of the Pleasant Grove Service Area and the eight 
UGAs specified in the analysis, including RUSP.  Therefore, based upon current data, the proposed 
project, in addition to other development assumed to use the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment 
Plant, could be accommodated by the 29.5 mgd treatment capacity analyzed in the Roseville 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft EIR (1996 Master Plan EIR) and 
the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR.   

Response to Comment 19-21 

The comment states that, instead of a mitigation measure that requires the proposed project to pay 
its fair share of any CEQA analysis, the RSUP EIR should analyze the environmental impacts of 
expansion of the treatment plant to accommodate project flows “and the other proposed projects that 
are outside the service area.”  As stated in the comment, there would be other projects that would 
contribute to the demand that could necessitate an expansion of the treatment plant.  This other 
development would occur concurrently with that of the proposed project, all of which would 
cumulatively create demand for capacity at the PGWWTP.  It would be the cumulative development, 
and not the proposed project alone, that would result in the need for expansion at the PGWWTP. 

 
14   RMC, Wastewater Treatment Projected Loadings and Buildout-TM4a, February 8, 2006, Table 2. 
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Therefore, it would not be appropriate to require the RUSP to independently analyze the treatment 
plant expansion. 

In San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 
the court found that an EIR’s project description for a 154-acre development was inadequate 
because it failed to identify a wastewater treatment plant as a necessary element of the project.  In 
concluding that the facility expansion should have been treated as part of the residential project, the 
court relied upon the fact that the project was the driving force behind the expansion.  Here, by 
contrast, the need for the expansion of the PGWWTP would be caused by cumulative development, 
and the RUSP would not be “driving force” behind the expansion.  Therefore, CEQA does not 
require the RUSP EIR to independently analyze the treatment plant expansion.   

Response to Comment 19-22 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6.11-2 (see Draft EIR page 6.11-8) is not sufficient and 
that the measure should require adequate treatment capacity.  Mitigation Measure 6.1-2(a) states: 

Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows from the 
Specific Plan area at the PGWWTP shall be secured by Placer County prior to County 
approval of improvement plans for wastewater collection and transmission infrastructure.  
The County shall comply with General Plan Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification 
from the service provider that either existing services are available or needed improvements 
will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the Specific Plan area. 

With the written certification from the City of Roseville (the wastewater treatment provider), the 
County can be sufficiently assured that there is existing capacity or there will be capacity to meet 
wastewater demands of the proposed project.  Please also refer to pages 1-4 and 2-49 in the Draft 
EIR regarding the necessary permits for expansion of the treatment plant or service area 
boundaries.   

CEQA requires agencies to adopt feasible mitigation measures in order to substantially lessen or 
avoid otherwise significant adverse environmental impacts.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; 
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566.)  Since the mitigation 
measure suggested by the commenter does not substantially reduce the severity of, or avoid, any 
impact previously disclosed as significant in the Draft EIR, the County is not required to adopt the 
mitigation.  

Response to Comment 19-23 

The comment refers to the analysis in the 2003 West Roseville Specific Plan EIR.  As stated in 
Response to Comment 19-20, the analysis in the Draft EIR is based upon more recent data than 
was included in the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR.  Please see Response to Comment 19-20.  

Response to Comment 19-24 

The process for development in the County’s Future Study Area is not a CEQA issue.  The Draft EIR 
analyzes the physical effects of development within the Future Study Area.  The issues raised in the 
comment would not result in additional physical effects not already addressed in the EIR.   
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Response to Comment 19-25 

The comment refers to a policy that guides development away from “prime agricultural lands.”  As 
shown in Table 6.2-1 on page 6.2-2 of the Draft EIR, the project sites contains no Prime Farmland.  
The impacts of the proposed project on agricultural land are addressed in section 6.2 of the Draft 
EIR. (See also DEIR, pp. 4-19 to 4-21.)  

Response to Comment 19-26 

The comment refers to Placer Legacy Program policies, not Placer County General Plan policies, as 
stated in the comment.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project could be inconsistent 
with the Placer Legacy Program policies. (See Draft EIR, pp. 6.2-15 to 6.2-17.)  In addition, the Draft 
EIR discloses the physical effects of development of the project on agricultural resources in Impacts 
6.2-1 through 6.2-6 on pages 6.2-12 through 6.2-20 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 19-27 

The comment refers to the 183.5 acres described on Draft EIR page 6.2-13 as mitigation for the loss 
of agricultural land. This land is classified by the CDC Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) as Farmland of Local Importance.  This category is made up of farmlands not covered by 
the categories of Prime, Statewide, or Unique and includes lands zoned for agriculture by County 
Ordinance and the California Land Conservation Act as well as dry farmed lands, irrigated pasture 
lands, and other agricultural lands of significant economic importance to the County and include 
lands that have a potential for irrigation from Placer County water supplies (see Table 6.2-1, Draft 
EIR page 6.2-2). 

Although this land is classified under the broad category of Farmland of Local Importance, the 
acreage has not been used for farming.  The 183.5 acres currently do not support agricultural uses 
because of the dense matrix of naturally occurring and created wetlands that predominate the 
acreage.  As discussed on page 6.2-13 of the Draft EIR, the land is important to maintain the 
existing biological resources and the natural drainage needed to support the wetlands.  As a result, 
the land does not lend itself to agricultural practices and, therefore, is not considered impacted for 
purposes of the Draft EIR analysis.  Therefore, the County did not include this land in the 
calculations for agricultural mitigation.  

Response to Comment 19-28 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not disclose how much agricultural land would be 
converted as a result of revisions to the General Plan policies (the referenced text refers to policy 
7.B.1 regarding buffers).  While the Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed amendments to this 
General Plan policy could result in a loss of production on agricultural land adjacent to future specific 
plan areas, the amendments would not allow conversion of that land to urban uses.  In addition, 
there are no active applications for specific plans that are requesting a reduction in buffers.  Thus, it 
would be speculative to quantify any potential loss of productivity for other specific plans.  Please 
also see Response to Comment 19-17.  

The proposed amendment to 7.B.1 was adopted as part of the PVSP by the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors in July 2007.  See Response to Comment 19-18. 
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Response to Comment 19-29 

The comment states that there is a feasible mitigation measure or alternative that could reduce the 
effect on adjacent farmland.  The commenter is referred to pages 7-31 through 7-39 of Chapter 7, 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, which discusses two alternatives that assume a 400-foot buffer within 
the project boundaries to reduce the effect on adjacent farmland.  The Board of Supervisors can, at 
its discretion, choose to adopt any of the project alternatives, including either of the alternatives with 
buffers.   

Response to Comment 19-30 

The comment states that the EIR must discuss whether the project is in the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) and how project emissions would be mitigated.  While future land use developments have 
been included in the regional SIP for western Placer County, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) data 
used in the SIP is from Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG) Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP), which is a regional plan to address the transportation situation in the 
future. However, the SACOG’s MTP is coordinated with their Blueprint project, which is a concept to 
direct the region how to enhance the urban planning issues and then improve the regional air quality.  
Thus, the Regional University Specific Plan is not specifically included in the SIP.  The proposed 
project includes measures to reduce the emissions for the proposed project in section 4.3 Air 
Quality.  In spite of these measures, however, the impact due to project-related emissions was found 
to be significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 19-31 

The Draft EIR does not state that the PCAPCD intends to adopt the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of 
Sensitive Land Uses Adjacent to Major Roadways. The comment also states that “CARB and almost 
all other agencies” suggest a 10 in one million threshold, but this is actually the threshold for 
stationary sources of pollutants and does not apply to mobile sources.  However, as stated on page 
6.3-15 of the Draft EIR, because the PCAPCD has not adopted a methodology for evaluating diesel 
particulate matter from mobile sources, the SMAQMD protocol was applied to assess potential 
cancer risk of sensitive receptors exposed to diesel particulate matter from Placer Parkway.   

Response to Comment 19-32 

The comment includes a portion of one of the standards of significance used in the Air Quality 
assessment for the proposed project.  The complete standard of significance on page 6.3-16 of the 
Draft EIR is whether the proposed project would “[r]esult in a cumulatively considerable increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
State ambient air quality standard that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality attainment plan.”  The discussion of the proposed project’s contribution to 
cumulative emissions is discussed on pages 6.3-28 through 6.3-31 of the Draft EIR.  With the 
exception of carbon monoxide, the contribution of construction and operational emissions from the 
proposed project were found to be cumulatively considerable. 

Response to Comment 19-33 

The commenter questions the source of the reductions stated for PM10 emissions.  The reductions 
noted in the Draft EIR are based upon URBEMIS 2002 model outputs, which shows reductions 
between 15 to 50 percent with mitigation measures included.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment 19-75, the project has been remodeled using the current version of URBEMIS (2007).  
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Certain measures can be quantified in the URBEMIS 2007 program.  Based upon URBEMIS 2007 
results, watering exposed surfaces can result in an approximately 55 percent reduction in emissions; 
the application of soil stabilizers reduces emissions by approximately 84 percent; replacing ground 
cover helps reduce emissions by approximately 5 percent; and dust control methods used during 
equipment loading and unloading can reduce PM10 emissions by approximately 69 percent.  Please 
see Appendix C in this Final EIR for the updated model results. 

Response to Comment 19-34 

The commenter questions the methodology used to model the air emissions of the project.  As noted 
in another comment, the Draft EIR used the URBEMIS 2002 version 8.7 model for the air analysis; 
since the original modeling was performed, a newer version of the model (URBEMIS 2007) has been 
developed.  The construction and operational emissions of the project were remodeled for this Final 
EIR using the newer model; the assumptions for the model and results are discussed in Response to 
Comment 19-75. 

Response to Comment 19-35 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6.3-4(b) should define the term high efficiency.  To 
clarify the text of Mitigation Measure 6.3-4(b) is changed, as shown below, to include reference to 
Energy Star.  Energy Star is a joint program of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
and the U.S. Department of Energy with a goal to protect the environment through energy efficient 
products and practices and save money for consumers.  According to USEPA, with the help of 
Energy Star, Americans saved enough energy in 2006 to avoid greenhouse gas emissions 
equivalent to those from 25 million cars.15 

b) In order to incorporate passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to 
passive solar energy use, the Regional University Specific Plan Design Guidelines 
shall include the following measures: 

 Encourage the orientation of buildings to be in a south to southwest direction 
where feasible. 

 Encourage the planting of deciduous trees on western and southern sides of 
structures. 

 In all residences, include high-efficiency heating and other appliances that 
conform to Energy Star standards, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, 
refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units. 

 In all residential units, include energy-efficient window glazings, wall insulation, 
and efficient ventilation. 

 Landscaping plans shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and eucalyptus trees that 
produce smog-forming compounds (high emission factors for isoprenes). 

Response to Comment 19-36 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6.3-4(d) is vague because it does not specify the 
quantity of emissions that must be offset.  The PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program (see Appendix D 
of this Final EIR), adopted by the PCAPCD Board of Directors April 12, 2001, considers permanent 

                                                 
15  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Energy Star and Other Climate Protection Partnerships, 2006 

Annual Report, September 2007, page 2.  
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on-site air quality mitigation the preferred method of reducing a project’s emissions; however, if 
sufficient measures cannot be implemented on-site to adequately reduce a project’s emissions, 
payment into the District’s Offsite Air Quality Mitigation Fund is allowed.  Thus, Mitigation Measure 
6.3-4(d) allows the RUSP to implement its own mitigation program, which could include on-site 
reductions of emissions in combination with off-site measures.  Alternatively, the project applicant 
can contribute toward the PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program, which clearly defines the method of 
calculating the amount that must be paid in order to reduce emissions.  The fee is calculated using 
the project’s aggregate emissions of pollutants of concern (e.g. ozone precursors over the ozone 
season) multiplied by $14,300 per ton.  PCAPCD targets emission reduction projects that reduce the 
same type of emissions as those for which the mitigation fee was paid.   

Response to Comment 19-37 

The comment refers to the comments attached to the author’s letter regarding the “details” that could 
result in drainage problems.  Please refer to Responses to Comment 19-94 through 19-97 for 
responses to Dr. Grismer’s comments.  Contrary to the comment, the location of the stormwater 
drainage and storage facilities are included in the Draft EIR, in Figures 2-10 and 2-11, on pages 2-32 
and 2-32, respectively.   

Response to Comment 19-38 

The comment states that the Draft EIR should include information on the water quality in Curry 
Creek as part of the baseline.  While the project would discharge urban run-off into Curry Creek, 
discharges would be regulated under the County of Placer Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) 
and the State general NPDES permit for small municipal separate stormwater sewer systems (see 
Draft EIR page 6.8-10).  The State general permit requires the County to implement structural and 
non-structural BMPs that would mimic pre-development quantity and quality, which is also supported 
by County General Plan policy 4.E.14 (see Draft EIR page 6.8-11).  Stormwater BMPs designed to 
meet the requirements of above regulations will be completed under the authority of a registered 
professional engineer who has discretion to perform calculations based on proposed land uses.  A 
baseline water analysis maybe beneficial in some instances, but it is not required.  MM 6.8-1 (see 
Draft EIR page 6.8-22) mitigates impacts to less than significant by supporting the requirements of 
the State Stormwater NPDES permit and County General Plan by requiring detailed drainage plans 
triggered by the tentative map or new development applications.   

Response to Comment 19-39 

The comment states that the EIR cannot be certified as a Project EIR due to insufficient detail for 
water quality BMPs.  As is stated in the referenced text (see page 6.8-17 of the Draft EIR), the 
specific BMPs that would be implemented as part of the project are not detailed in the Specific Plan 
because the precise type of development and amount of impervious surface cannot be known until 
small lot maps are submitted for approval; therefore, specific BMPs are not assumed in the analysis.  
However, Mitigation Measure 6.8-6 (Draft EIR page 6.8-29) requires preparation of an erosion 
control plan consistent with the County’s Grading Ordinance to control discharges during 
construction.  Operational discharges would be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 6.8-7 (Draft EIR pages 6.8-30 and 6.8-32) which requires compliance with the County’s 
NPDES permit with specific BMPs.  Compliance with the above measures would be verified during 
the Subsequent Conformity Review process (see Draft EIR pages 2-51 through 2-53).  
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Response to Comment 19-40 

The comment states that without baseline data for Curry Creek, it cannot be determined whether the 
proposed project would degrade the water quality in Curry Creek.  However, as discussed in Impact 
6.8-6 of the Draft EIR (see page 6.8-29), the proposed project would be required to implement BMPs 
during project construction and would also be required to prepare an erosion control plan consistent 
with the County’s Grading Ordinance to control discharges during construction (see Mitigation 
Measure 6.8-6 on Draft EIR page 6.8-29).  Mitigation Measure 6.8-7 on pages 6.8-30 and 6.8-32 of 
the Draft EIR describe BMPs that would be required of the project to minimize discharges during 
project operation and ensure compliance with the County’s NPDES permit.  Therefore, in controlling 
the water quality in the discharges from the proposed project, the County can be assured that the 
proposed project would not substantially degrade the water quality in receiving waters, irrespective 
of the baseline water quality. 

Response to Comment 19-41 

The comment requests figures showing the location of drainage features.  The drainage features for 
the University and Community portions of the site are shown in Figure 2-10 on Draft EIR page 2-31 
and Figure 2-11 on Draft EIR page 2-32, respectively. 

Response to Comment 19-42 

The comment states that, without changes to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
100-year Floodplain Maps, residences could be placed in the 100-year floodplain.  The proposed 
project would submit an application to FEMA for alterations in the floodplain and FEMA would then 
rule whether those alterations are satisfactory. If so, FEMA would issue a Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision (CLOMAR). Once construction is complete, FEMA would again review the alterations and 
issue a Letter of Map Revision (LOMAR).  Compliance with the requirements for the LOMAR would 
ensure that residential development would not be located within a 100-year floodplain.   

Response to Comment 19-43 

The comment states that the water quality facilities for the proposed project are not described in the 
Draft EIR, which, the comment states, violates CEQA. The comment also states that the water 
quality facilities should be identified in the Final Drainage Master Plan.  Contrary to the comment, the 
locations of the stormwater quality basins are shown in the Draft EIR (see Figure 6.8-5 on Draft EIR 
page 6.8-31). In addition, while the Mitigation Measure to which the comment refers does not 
describe the specific designs of the required facilities, it includes standards for design of those 
features, such as those contained in the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment and the 
Placer County Guidance Document for Volume and Flow-Based Sizing of Permanent Post-
Construction Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality Protection.  Therefore, while the 
Draft EIR contains mitigation measures that would be implemented in the future, those measures are 
based upon standards that the County applies to all projects to ensure appropriate water quality 
features.  As such, the inclusion of measures with these standards does not violate CEQA. 

Response to Comment 19-44 

The commenter questions why Impact 6.8-11 (see Draft EIR page 6.8-35) cannot be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level.  As discussed on Draft EIR page 6.8-35, although the proposed project 
drainage improvements would reduce or maintain the 100-year water surface elevations and would 
not increase on- or off-site flooding, the proposed project does not include an operation and 




