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LETTER 12:  CITY OF ROCKLIN, TERRY RICHARDSON 

Response to Comment 12-1 

The comment requests that PCWA consider the water supply needs of the City of Rocklin’s 
Downtown Plan.  This is a comment directed to PCWA and not a comment on the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR; therefore no response is required. 

Response to Comment 12-2 

The comment requests that the Draft EIR mitigation measures specify that the RUSP is also 
responsible for funding any PCWA studies that are required to determine project needs.  Please see 
Response to Comment 4-4 for changes to Mitigation Measure 6.14-1 c) and d) that address the 
responsibility of preparation of the referenced reports. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

As described on page 6.12-46 of the Draft EIR, roadway capacity expansion projects included in the 
cumulative network were limited to only those projects that have full funding identified such that 
construction of the project is reasonably foreseeable by the cumulative horizon year of 2025.  At the 
time the Draft EIR was prepared, the SR 65/Whitney Boulevard interchange did not have full funding 
identified. 

Response to Comment 12-4 

The LOS F conditions at the SR 65/Blue Oaks Boulevard interchange under cumulative conditions 
described in the comment is due to insufficient capacity on SR 65 as well as Blue Oaks Boulevard.  
As described on page 6.12-46 of the Draft EIR, roadway capacity expansion projects included in the 
cumulative network were limited to only those projects that have full funding identified such that 
construction of the project is reasonably foreseeable by the cumulative horizon year of 2025.  At the 
time the Draft EIR was prepared, no fully funded roadway capacity expansion projects were 
identified in the vicinity of the SR 65/Blue Oaks Boulevard interchange. 

Response to Comment 12-5 

The Draft EIR does not state that the internal trip reduction of 44 percent was based on studies of 
the UC Davis campus, as stated in the comment.  Page 6.12-29 of the Draft EIR states the following 
related to the use of trip rate data from UC Davis. 

For this study, local trip rates for university-related uses were available from previous studies 
conducted for the UC Davis 2003 Long Range Development Plan Final Environmental 
Impact Report, October 2003.  This second source was based on empirical data collected at 
UC Davis and was generally consistent with ITE trip generation rates but provided a more 
stratified breakdown of trip rates according to specific uses such as on-campus versus off-
campus students and faculty and staff.  Therefore, the UC Davis rates are considered the 
best available local information for the university uses. 

As noted in the paragraph, these trip rates were only applied to the university-related uses.  The 
detailed stratification of these rates allowed for a better estimate of internal and external project trip 
generation because it differentiated between on-campus and off-campus students, faculty, and staff 
based on residence location.  The trip rates for other uses are based on rates contained in Trip 
Generation, ITE, 2003.  It should also be noted, that the UC Davis on-campus daily trip rate for 
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faculty and staff housing of 9.79 was higher than the daily single-family housing trip rate of 9.57 
contained in ITE. 

Also refer to Response to Comment 19-89. 

Response to Comment 12-6 

Page 6.12-44 of the Draft EIR includes two sources for potential trip generation associated with 
special events at the stadium.  One set of rates is based on data collected at UC Davis; the second 
set is based on a Sacramento King’s game.  The resulting trip generation range is from 12,200 trips 
up to 18,600 trips.  At this higher level, the average vehicle occupancy would be less than 1.10, 
which is substantially lower than the industry standard of about 2.5 persons per vehicle as noted in 
the quote below from the Managing Travel for Planned Special Events, FHWA, September 2003. 

A discrete/recurring event at a permanent venue that occurs on the weekend will likely have 
a higher vehicle occupancy factor due to families and groups of tailgaters. A vehicle 
occupancy factor of 2.5 persons per vehicle represents a common assumption; however for 
forecasting purposes, practitioners should consider a range of factors from 2.2 to 2.8 
depending on local conditions. 

The UC Davis rates would result in an average vehicle occupancy of about 1.6 while the King’s data 
is lower at about 1.1.  This information reflects the best available information from the Sacramento 
region and results in higher trip generation estimates than would be suggested by national data such 
as that contained in the FHWA report.  Since potential events at the stadium are also unknown at 
this time, Impacts 6.12-11 and 6.12-12 and their associated mitigation measures require detailed 
traffic and parking plans for each special event that are subject to the review and approval of Placer 
County.   
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LETTER 13:  CITY OF ROSEVILLE, MARK MORSE/BRYAN BUCHANAN 

Response to Comment 13-1 

The comment is noted.  The City’s comments are addressed in the responses to comments below. 

Response to Comment 13-2 

The comment requests that the approximately 18-foot buffer proposed between the Watt Avenue 
alignment and the existing West Roseville Specific Plan open space preserve be expanded to a 50-
foot wide buffer to ensure that both direct and indirect impacts on the open space preserve would be 
minimized. The comment states that if the expanded buffer is infeasible, then other measures should 
be explored to ensure that impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, the 
comment does not identify the specific direct or indirect impacts that would be minimized by 
widening the buffer.   

With regard to water quality, best management practices (BMPs) would apply to all components of 
the project, including construction and operation of all on-site and off-site improvements, as required 
in Mitigation Measures 6.8-6 and 6.8-7 on pages 6.8-29 and 6.8-30, respectively.  Therefore, the 
Draft EIR addresses potential impacts on the West Roseville Specific Plan open space preserve, 
and the County believes that no changes to the project or additional mitigation measures are 
necessary.   

Response to Comment 13-3 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts associated with Watt 
Avenue on the City of Roseville’s proposed open space preserve.  Please see Response to 
Comment 13-2, above.  Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the RUSP project does not extend 
into or propose grading within the West Roseville Specific Plan area’s open space preserve.  The 
City’s W-81 preserve is east of the eastern portion of the RUSP project site, north of the proposed 
“A” Street.  The off-site grading shown in Figure 2-5 (see Draft EIR page 2-12) would occur on land 
south of the West Roseville Specific Plan area, within the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan area.  
Regarding resource agency permitting, the project would comply with all requirements necessary to 
obtain permits that may be required from resource agencies and other permitting authorities. 

Response to Comment 13-4 

The comment expresses concern that during project operation drainage from Watt Avenue would 
flow into the West Roseville Specific Plan area’s open space preserve, which could affect the 
integrity of the preserve.  As stated on page 6.8-11 of the Draft EIR, Placer County is required to 
operate under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater 
Phase II Permit.  Post-construction measures under the Phase II General Permit require the County 
to implement structural and non-structural BMPs that would mimic pre-development quantity and 
quality runoff conditions from new development.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 6.8-7 on pages 
6.8-30 and 6.8-32 of the Draft EIR would ensure that operational water quality impacts of the RUSP 
project would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Specifically, Mitigation Measure 6.8-7(e) on 
page 6.8-32 requires that stormwater runoff from the proposed project’s on- and off-site impervious 
surfaces (including roads) shall be collected and routed through specially designed water quality 
treatment facilities (BMPs) for removal of pollutants of concern (i.e., sediment, oil/grease, etc.), as 
approved by the Placer County Engineering and Surveying Department.  Therefore, the required 
mitigation measures would ensure that drainage from Watt Avenue would not affect the integrity of 
the preserve.  In addition to the measures above, as discussed in section 6.8, Hydrology and Water 
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Quality, the topography of the project area is sloped from east to west; therefore, the natural flow 
would be to the west, away from the West Roseville Specific Plan Area. 

Response to Comment 13-5 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not make clear how land not under RUSP applicant 
ownership would be acquired for construction of the Watt Avenue extension, and that the EIR should 
disclose whether condemnation of the land is contemplated.  The acquisition and/or condemnation 
of land is not a CEQA issue.  The Draft EIR analyzes the physical effects of constructing the Watt 
Avenue extension. 

Response to Comment 13-6 

The acquisition of land is not a CEQA issue, and the Draft EIR analyzes the physical effects of the 
construction of off-site infrastructure described in the RUSP. As discussed in Responses to 
Comments 13-2 and 13-3, the proposed project does not include construction within the W-81 open 
space in the West Roseville Specific Plan area.  The County would coordinate with the City 
regarding any shared infrastructure. In addition, as detailed on pages 2-51 through 2-53 of the Draft 
EIR, the RUSP project would be subject to the County’s subsequent conformity review process in 
which the County will determine whether any subsequent proposed development entitlements are 
consistent with the Specific Plan and, thus, whether the subsequent development proposal was 
analyzed in the EIR.  Furthermore, utility infrastructure (e.g., electricity, nature gas, water, 
wastewater, recycled water) to serve the RUSP project would be constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the individual service providers, including requirements for environmental review, if 
other than assumed in the RUSP EIR.  

Response to Comment 13-7 

The Draft EIR analyzed the construction and operational impacts of the installation of utility 
infrastructure. The analysis included ground disturbance that would result from construction of utility 
infrastructure as well as potential service, treatment, or capacity issues that could require the 
construction of new facilities.  

The size and location for the sewer, water, and recycled water infrastructure is contained in the 
applicable master plans, which were made available to the City for review and referenced in the 
Draft EIR. The utility provider would determine whether the electric line along Watt Avenue would be 
underground or overhead.  As stated on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR, the Watt Avenue extension 
would be approximately 9,250 feet long with a roadway easement and public utility easement width 
of 126 feet.  The public utility easement would meet the requirements of the utility providers. 

Response to Comment 13-8 

The comment states that the RUSP EIR should include an analysis of consistency with the City of 
Roseville’s Growth Area policies the utility provider would install the power lines above ground.  The 
utility provider would determine whether the electric line along Watt Avenue would be underground 
or overhead and the provider would need to make a determination about consistency with applicable 
policies pertaining to visual resources. 

Response to Comment 13-9 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include sufficient information with respect to 
recycled water analysis in the project description, and no infrastructure or technical documents are 
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referenced.  However, the project description identifies the proposed use of recycled water (for 
irrigation purposes), the location of proposed recycled water infrastructure (see first full paragraph on 
page 2-13), the source of the recycled water (the Pleasant Grove Waste Water Treatment Plant), the 
owner of the recycled water infrastructure within Placer County (Placer County) and the City of the 
wholesaler for the recycled water (the City of Roseville).  The primary purpose of the Project 
Description is to describe the proposed project and its elements; this is not the appropriate chapter 
of the Draft EIR to include recycled water analysis or reference to technical documents. Potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the provision of recycled water to the proposed project are 
analyzed in sections 6.11, Public Utilities, and 6.14, Water Supply, of the Draft EIR.  The commenter 
also requests that the County refer to the City of Roseville’s attached comments on the Recycled 
Water Master Plan for the Regional University Specific Plan. The letter provides comments specific 
to the Recycled Water Master Plan, including comments regarding a lack of necessary detail in the 
Master Plan, which are not pertinent to the Draft EIR and are therefore not addressed in this 
response.  The letter also requests that the Master Plan make clear that if sufficient water supply 
exists at the Pleasant Grove Waste Water Treatment Plant, it will be delivered in place of a 
supplemental water supply on a day-by-day basis.  This comment is noted.  The letter also 
comments that the calculation for peak-hour demand in the Master Plan is not conservative enough 
and an operational safety factor of 1.5 has been added to the calculation for peak hour demands per 
parcel, which will increase the necessary pumping capacity at the booster pump station. The 
comment is noted; however, an increase in the pumping capacity will not change the physical 
impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 13-10 

The comment states that the description of available wastewater treatment capacity is incorrect.  
The comment also states that the wastewater analysis must rely on the Sewer Master Plan for the 
RUSP project, which, the commenter states, is not referenced in the Draft EIR. The statement is 
incorrect. As stated on page 6.11-5 of the Draft EIR: “Wastewater generation factors to predict 
treatment capacity were developed in a technical memorandum prepared for the City of Roseville to 
project future wastewater generation rates.”  These generation rates were applied to the proposed 
land uses for the proposed project in the Regional University Specific Plan Sewer Master Plan, 
November 2, 2007.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that other projects would be developed 
concurrently with the RUSP and that these projects would rely on capacity at the PGWWTP and, 
therefore, expansion could be required to serve the project.  Nonetheless, to clarify, the text in 
Impacts 6.11-1 through 6.11-3 on pages 6.11-7 through 6.11-10 has been modified.  The new text is 
shown below (without underline and strikeout). 

6.11-1 The proposed project could fail to meet the wastewater treatment requirements 
of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.   

The proposed project would generate an ADWF of 1.17 mgd.  The current average dry 
weather flow (ADWF) at the PGWWTP is 6.5 mgd.  The proposed project is outside the 
South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) 2005 service area boundary (2005 SAB) and, as 
stated on page 2-50 in Chapter 2, Project Description, the expanded SAB would need to be 
approved by the SPWA Board and the Participants to allow wastewater from the RUSP to be 
treated by PGWWTP.  In addition, serving areas outside the 2005 SAB could require 
increased discharge to Pleasant Grove Creek with resulting potential degradation of surface 
water quality.  However, as stated on page 2-49 in Chapter 2, Project Description, prior to 
increasing discharge beyond currently permitted levels, the treatment plant operator would 
be required to obtain and comply with a new or amended NPDES discharge permit.  
Compliance with requirements of the new discharge permit would ensure that discharges 
from the PGWWTP would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements.  Analyses 
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contained in the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft 
EIR3 (1996 Master Plan EIR) demonstrate that treatment process improvements are 
available to ensure discharges associated with flows of up to 29.5 ADWF can be discharged 
to Pleasant Grove Creek without exceeding wastewater treatment requirements.  As such, 
potential water quality impacts due to required increases in wastewater treatment would be 
less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

None required.  

6.11-2 The proposed project could require or result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  

The PGWWTP has a permitted capacity of 12 mgd ADWF to serve development within the 
2005 SAB.  At this time, the PGWWTP uses 6.5 mgd of its permitted 12 mgd of ADWF 
capacity.  The proposed project, which is outside the 2005 SAB, would generate 1.17 mgd 
ADWF of wastewater requiring treatment at the PGWWTP.  The City of Roseville analyzed 
flows from areas outside the 2005 SAB in the South Placer Regional Wastewater and 
Recycled Water Systems Evaluation Report (June 2007).  That analysis projected 24.1 mgd 
ADWF for buildout of the Pleasant Grove Service Area, which includes the 2005 SAB, in 
addition to the eight UGAs specified in the analysis, including RUSP.4  The impacts of 
expanding the PGWWTP to increase treatment capacity and discharge up to 29.5 mgd 
ADWF has previously been addressed in two environmental impact reports; Roseville 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft EIR5 (1996 Master Plan 
EIR) prepared by Environmental Science Associates and Montgomery Watson in May 1996, 
and the West Roseville Specific Plan EIR6 prepared by EIP Associates in September 2003. 

In the event that additional capacity is required prior to completion of the proposed project, 
additional treatment capacity could be obtained, as discussed in the 1996 Master Plan EIR.  
Nonetheless, as more development occurs in the City of Roseville and within the UGAs, the 
treatment capacity at the PGWWTP could be exceeded prior to completion of the proposed 
project.  If that were to occur, the PGWWTP would need to be expanded in order to 
accommodate demand associated with the project.  Therefore, this impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would ensure that there is sufficient 
capacity at the PGWWTP at the time development within the Plan Area occurs, thus 
reducing the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

6.11-2 a) 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 

                                                 
3  City of Roseville, Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft EIR, May 1996, 

SCH # 93092079. 
4   RMC, South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation Report, June 2007. 
5  City of Roseville, Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area Master Plan Draft EIR, May 1996, 

SCH # 93092079. 
6  City of Roseville, West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere on Influence Amendment EIR, 

September 15, 2003, SCH # 2002082057. 
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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.   

b) Specific Plan proponents shall participate financially through connection fees 
and other financial mechanisms in the construction of additional wastewater 
treatment capacity sufficient to accommodate projected flows and treatment 
at the PGWWTP.  In addition, Specific Plan proponents shall prepare, or 
shall provide a fair share contribution toward the preparation of any additional 
CEQA analysis that may be required for plant modifications and/or 
expansions. 

c) For each increment of new development within the Specific Plan area, the 
County shall confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for 
the PGWWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts 
associated with the new development.  This shall include a determination that 
development timing will not impede other development for which entitlements 
have been issued.  The requirement for such a showing shall be made a 
condition of any small lot tentative map approval associated with the new 
development and shall be verified by the County prior to recordation any final 
map associated with the new development.  Where no small lot tentative map 
and final map are required prior to non-residential development having the 
potential to increase wastewater flows, the requirement for such verification, 
to be demonstrated no later than the time of issuance of building permits, 
shall be made a condition of approval of project-level discretionary approvals 
analogous to issuance of small-lot tentative maps. 

d) Approval of the Specific Plan shall be premised on concurrent County 
approval of a financing plan that will provide for funding the necessary 
wastewater collection facilities needed to serve the Specific Plan area, and 
implemented through approval for formation of a County Service Area (CSA) 
and a corresponding funding mechanism.   

e) The Specific Plan proponents shall construct or participate financially in the 
construction of off-site wastewater conveyance capacity, including lift 
stations, to accommodate projected wastewater flows that would be 
generated by development of the Specific Plan. 

f) Adequately sized on-site collection facilities, including lift stations, shall be 
installed for each subdivision in the Specific Plan area concurrent with road 
construction for individual subdivisions.  A “backbone” conveyance system 
sufficient to serve each subdivision shall be installed prior to issuance of 
building permits for that subdivision. 

g) The Regional University Specific Plan Sewer Master Plan shall be revised 
prior to submission of any wastewater-related improvement plans to include a 
detailed description of necessary on-site and off-site lift station components.  
The Master Plan shall include a plan for dealing with power and pump failure, 
and pump maintenance.  The plan shall identify how necessary pumping 
capacity will be replicated in the event of pump failure or pump maintenance, 
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and shall provide for on-site back-up power sufficient to run pumps and any 
odor scrubbers, in the event of power failure.  Each lift station shall include a 
wastewater storage component in the form of an enclosed reservoir or tank 
sufficient to deal with temporary emergency conditions while backup systems 
are brought on line, in accordance with sizing standards utilized by the 
County Department of Facility Services. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The cumulative setting for impacts related to wastewater is the developments within the 
SPWA 2005 service area boundary that would contribute wastewater flows to the PGWWTP. 

6.11-3 The proposed project, in combination with other developments that would 
contribute wastewater flows to the PGWWTP, could fail to meet the wastewater 
treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The projected flows to the PGWWTP at buildout, including buildout of the 2005 SAB and  the 
urban growth areas (which include the proposed project), is estimated to be 24.1 mgd ADWF 
As discussed in the 1996 Wastewater Master Plan EIR, the potentially significant impacts to 
Pleasant Grove Creek associated with discharges of up to 29.5 mgd ADWF on water 
temperature, trace metals, organics, and dissolved oxygen were all reduced to less-than-
significant levels7 with mitigation measures included in the 1996 Wastewater Master Plan, 
summarized in Table 6.11-4.  An increase in the permitted level of discharge could be 
required prior to buildout, which may result in the need to obtain additional permits from the 
RWQCB to increase the discharge amount. 

TABLE 6.11-4 
 

ADWF CAPACITY AT PCWWTP URBAN GROWTH AREA IMPACTS AND 
MITIGATIONS FOR PGWWTP 29.5 MGD DISCHARGE TO PLEASANT CREEK 

Criteria Impact Significance 
Mitigation Measures from 

1996 Master Plan EIR 
Temperature Additional flows from UGAs will 

increase thermal load of Creek. 
Potentially significant, but 
less than significant after 
mitigation monitoring 

MM 7-4: Install cooling 
towers. 

Trace Metals/ 
Organic Pollutants 
 

Increased flows will reduce 
dilution from Creek, resulting in 
a greater concentration of 
effluent constituents. 

Potentially significant, but 
less than significant after 
mitigation monitoring 

MM 7-2: Install advanced 
treatment facilities. MM 7-3: 
Use pre-treatment metal 
source controls. 

Dissolved Oxygen 
 

Biochemical oxygen demand of 
effluent should be under 3 mg/L 
to prevent Potentially Significant 
decreases in dissolved oxygen 
levels in Creek 

Potentially significant, but 
less than significant after 
mitigation monitoring 

MM 7-2: Install advanced 
treatment facilities. MM 7-3: 
Use pre-treatment metal 
source controls 

Riparian Habitat Loss of oak trees due to effluent 
discharge 

Potentially significant, 
then Significant after 
mitigation monitoring 

MM 4-13: Oak mortality 
monitoring along Creek 

Source: Merritt Smith Consulting, Cumulative Analysis of UGA Impacts on Water Quality and Aquatic Resources in Pleasant Grove 
Creek, Roseville, California, and January 15, 2006. 

 

                                                 
7  Merritt Smith Consulting, Cumulative Analysis of UGA Impacts on Water Quality and Aquatic Resources in 

Pleasant Grove Creek, Roseville, California, January 15, 2006. 
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The current permitted capacity of the PGWWTP is 12 mgd, which is available only to serve 
development within the 2005 SAB.  Any request to expand the 2005 SAB would require 
appropriate CEQA review and any expansions of capacity beyond 12 mgd would require 
additional permits for discharge into Pleasant Grove Creek.  The demand projected for 
buildout of the 1996 SAB in the 1996 Master Plan EIR was 20.7 mgd; the recent analysis 
prepared for the City of Roseville for demand in the UGAs found that demand in the 1996 
service area boundaries would actually be 14.6 mgd due to revised flow estimates.8  As 
mentioned previously, treatment capacity expansion to meet the projected 24.1 mgd of all 
the UGAs analyzed by the City9 will be required.  The extent to which the PGWWTP would 
need to expand to treat additional wastewater beyond the 24.1 mgd would depend on which 
projects would use the plant, subject to approval of the SPWA. Wastewater flows from 
outside the 2005 SAB would need to be analyzed, since that was the selected alternative in 
the Wastewater Master Plan EIR.  Expansion of the plant to serve such unanticipated flows 
could result in impacts on the environment associated with construction to increase the 
capacity of the plant, loss of natural and other resources to expand the footprint of the 
facility, and degradation of water quality as a result of increased discharges to Pleasant 
Grove Creek.  However, as noted above, prior to any expansion of the PGWWTP, the plant 
operator would be required to obtain and comply with a RWQCB permit.  Compliance with 
the requirements in the permit would ensure that discharges from the PGWWTP would not 
exceed wastewater treatment requirements.  This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

None required. 

Response to Comment 13-11 

The second bulleted item on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Modification (Regional 
Water Quality Control Board) 

Expansion of treatment capacity of the PGWWTP beyond that planned for in the 
1996 Wastewater Master Plan EIR would require modification to the PGWWTP’s 
NPDES permit to accommodate additional effluent discharges to Pleasant Grove 
Creek. Such modification would require approval by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board.  If any modifications to the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit are required, the WWTP operator would 
address modifying the allowable discharge amounts. Additional environmental review 
may be required as part of the approval process. The ability to treat wastewater flow 
from the Plan Area is contingent upon receiving this discharge permit from the 
RWQCB.  

                                                 
8  RMC, South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation Report, June 2007. 
9  RMC, South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled Water Systems Evaluation Report, June 2007. 
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Response to Comment 13-12 

The fifth bulleted item on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

• Public Water System Wells (Placer County Water Agency, California Department of 
Public Health Services (CDPH), and Placer County Division of Environmental Health 
Services) 

The project includes the use of groundwater wells for water supply. The Placer 
County Division of Environmental Health Services would be responsible for issuing 
well construction permits for the public water system wells.  The California 
Department of Health Services (DHS) CDPH is responsible for implementing the 
federal Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and its updates, as well as California 
statutes and regulations related to drinking water.  As part of their efforts, the DHS 
CDPH inspects and provides regulatory oversight for public water systems within 
California.   

Response to Comment 13-13 

Figure 2-8 is revised to identify the location of off-site recycled water infrastructure.  The revised 
figure is included as Figure 2-8a in Chapter 2, Text Changes, of this Final EIR  

Response to Comment 13-14 

The statement in the Draft EIR that PCWA could rely upon groundwater until such time that surface 
water infrastructure is in place is consistent with the American River Basin Conjunctive Use Program 
(ARBCUP), which encourages the use of surface water and groundwater resources.  The County is 
a participant of the ARBCUP.  The statement is consistent with County policy. 

Response to Comment 13-15 

The comment is noted, and the third paragraph on page 2-28 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

The build-out demand for the Plan Area would be 3,220 afy, which includes 772 afy of public-
area irrigation demand. Approximately 650 afy of this irrigation demand could be served by 
recycled water from the PGWWTP. The City of Roseville has indicated that the amount of 
recycled water that would be generally made available to the proposed project would be 
based upon the average dry weather flow of wastewater from the proposed project.  The 
650 afy figure, therefore, assumes the peak day irrigation demand served by recycled water 
would be limited by the average dry weather flow of wastewater from the proposed project, 
which was determined to be 650 afy. The build-out demand for potable water and 
supplemental water sources, including the 120 afy needed to supplement the recycled water 
supply, would be 2,570 afy.  Voluntary conservation measures could lead to a five percent 
reduction in the demand for potable water during dry and critical years. 

Response to Comment 13-16 

The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 13-17 

The sixth bulleted item on page 2-50 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
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• Public Water System Wells 
The project includes the use of groundwater wells for water supply. The Placer 
County Division of Environmental Health Services would be responsible for issuing 
well construction permits for the public water system wells. The California 
Department of Public Health Services (DHS) (CDPH) is responsible for implementing 
the federal Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and its updates, as well as California 
statutes and regulations related to drinking water.  As part of their efforts, the DHS 
inspects and provides regulatory oversight for public water systems within California.   

Response to Comment 13-18 

The comment requests that mitigation be identified to obtain a NPDES permit for increased 
stormwater discharge from RUSP.  The commenter is referred to the third bulleted item on page 
2-49 of the Draft EIR under the subsection Required Permits and Approvals, which states: 

Expansion of treatment capacity of the PGWWTP beyond that planned for in the 1996 
Wastewater Master Plan EIR would require modification to the PGWWTP’s NPDES permit to 
accommodate additional effluent discharges to Pleasant Grove Creek. Such modification 
would require approval by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  If any 
modifications to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit are 
required, the WWTP operator would address modifying the allowable discharge amounts. 
Additional environmental review may be required as part of the approval process.   

The commenter is also referred to Mitigation Measure 6.11-2(c) on page 6.11-8, which requires the 
County to confirm that all necessary discharge permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for each 
increment of new development within the RUSP. Therefore, additional mitigation requiring 
acquisition of an NPDES permit for discharge above that already permitted is not required. The 
conclusion of no mitigation required is based on the finding of a less-than-significant impact related 
to off-site flooding resulting from project wastewater flows and discharges from the PGWWTP (see 
pages 6.8-25 and 6.8-26 of the Draft EIR).   

Response to Comment 13-19 

Please see Response to Comment 13-18. 

Response to Comment 13-20 

Please see Response to Comment 13-18. 

Response to Comment 13-21 

The commenter states that the wastewater analysis included on page 6.8-26 fails to consider future 
flows from projects already located within the service boundary and the conclusion that there is 
adequate capacity to serve the project is incorrect.  However, the text referenced by the commenter 
refers to a project-specific (i.e., existing plus project) analysis.  Analysis of cumulative wastewater 
flows to the PGWWTP is addressed on pages 6.11-9 through 6.11-11.  Please also see Response to 
Comment 13-10. 
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Response to Comment 13-22 

The third sentence in the first full paragraph on page 6.8-26 is revised as follows: 

The projected increase of 1.2 7.6 mgd would result in increases in discharge volumes into 
Pleasant Grove Creek.   

Response to Comment 13-23 

The comment states that the Draft EIR should include a mitigation to require a service area 
adjustment.  As identified on pages 1-5 and 2-50 of the Draft EIR, a service area boundary 
amendment approved by the Board and the Participants of the South Placer Wastewater Authority 
(SPWA) to allow wastewater from the RUSP to be treated by a SPWA regional wastewater 
treatment plant is a condition of project approval and, therefore, is not required as a mitigation 
measure as requested by the commenter. 

Response to Comment 13-24 

The commenter states that the statements on the first two paragraphs on page 6.11-8 that there is 
adequate capacity at the PGWWTP to serve the project is incorrect.  However, the text referenced 
by the commenter refers to a project-specific (i.e., existing plus project) analysis.  Analysis of 
cumulative wastewater flows to the PGWWTP is addressed on pages 6.11-9 through 6.11-11.  
Please also see Response to Comment 13-10. 

Response to Comment 13-25 

The comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment 13-10 for the text correction in response 
to this comment.  

Response to Comment 13-26 

The commenter states that City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Staff does not concur with the 
finding of a less-than-significant impact regarding the potential for cumulative wastewater flows to 
the PGWWTP to fail to meet treatment requirements of the Regional Quality Control Board.  The 
commenter asserts that the finding of less-than-significant impact, which is based on the 
requirement that any required expansion of the PGWWTP would require acquisition and compliance 
with a RQCB permit, is flawed because there may be no assimilative capacity of the receiving water 
for discharge and therefore no ability to receive the discharge permit.  However, the Draft EIR 
requires that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for the PGWWTP to discharge 
additional treated effluent in the amounts associated with the new development (see Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 6.11-2 c); see also Response to Comment 13-10). If the discharge permit could 
not be obtained, there would be no development approved that would generate wastewater flows 
beyond what is currently permitted. 

Response to Comment 13-27 

The comment requests that the Draft EIR require as mitigation “the ability to expand the PGWWTP 
to meet current buildout commitments and project commitments and the ability to obtain and NPDES 
permit for the project impacts.”  The mitigation in the Draft EIR requires the same.  Mitigation 
Measure 6.11-1(a) requires that the County secure “[c]ommitments from the wastewater treatment 
provider to receive anticipated flows from the Specific Plan area at the PGWWTP.”  Mitigation 
Measure 6.11-1(c) requires that “the County shall confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) 
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are in place for the PGWWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts associated with 
the new development.”  Thus, the County would verify that permits are in place and that the 
wastewater treatment provider has committed to service the project prior to County approval of 
improvement plans for wastewater collection and transmission infrastructure.  No change to the Draft 
EIR mitigation is required.  

Response to Comment 13-28 

The comment is noted, and the first paragraph of page 6.11-11 is revised as follows:   

The 1996 Wastewater Master Plan EIR selected an alternative with future expansion of the 
PGWWTP to a capacity of 20.7 mgd to address buildout of anticipated future development 
within the UGAs approved service boundaries at the time the EIR analysis was prepared and 
the SPWA.  In combination with other future development, the proposed project would 
contribute to an increased demand on the PGWWTP to serve future development which 
could exceed the 20.7 mgd capacity analyzed in the 1996 Wastewater Master Plan EIR. This 
would be a significant cumulative impact. Because the project has the potential to contribute 
to the need to expand the PGWWTP to serve anticipated demand beyond the 20.7 mgd 
capacity already analyzed, the project’s contribution would be considered cumulatively 
considerable, resulting in a significant impact.   

Response to Comment 13-29 

The first sentence in the last paragraph on page 6.14-9 is revised as follows: 

The California Department of Public Health Services (CDPH), State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB), and the Department of Water Resources (DWR) would have input 
into the provision of water for the Plan Area.   

Response to Comment 13-30 

The second full paragraph on page 6.14-12 is revised as follows: 

The California DHS CDPH is responsible for implementing the federal Safe Drinking Water 
Act of 1974 and its updates, as well as California statutes and regulations related to drinking 
water.  As part of their efforts, the DHS CDPH inspects and provides regulatory oversight for 
public water systems within California.   

Response to Comment 13-31 

The comment that recycled water beyond that assumed in the Draft EIR would be used for the 
project, if available, is noted.  The fourth full paragraph on page 6.14-16 is revised as follows: 

The potable water demand did not include demand for public landscape areas that is to be 
met with use of recycled water.  Recycled water demand was assumed to be 772 AFA and 
this water should be available from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(PGWWTP).  The recycled water supply would be limited to the daily wastewater flow to the 
PGWWTP.  Approximately 650 afy of this irrigation demand could be served by recycled 
water from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP). The City of 
Roseville has indicated that the amount of recycled water that would be generally made 
available to the proposed project would be based upon the average dry weather flow of 
wastewater from the proposed project.  The City has also indicated that recycled water 
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beyond the 650 afy (average dry weather flow) would be supplied to the project, if available. 
The water is treated for unrestricted reuse and sold by the City of Roseville.  Since all 
recycled water would be used on public spaces, the County or some other public entity 
would purchase the recycled water and manage the distribution system.  The peak demand 
for irrigation would exceed the daily supply of recycled water, resulting in a supplemental 
demand of 120 AFA above the recycled water supply.  The supplemental irrigation water 
demand may be met with untreated groundwater or other supplemental water.   

Response to Comment 13-32 

The comment is noted, and the second paragraph under Impact 6.14-1 on page 6.14-20 is revised 
as follows: 

As discussed previously in the Supply and Demand Analysis above, the proposed project 
would result in a total demand of 3,220 AFA, but when factoring in the use of recycled water, 
the proposed project water demand would be 2,420 AFA.  Initially, surface water could come 
from existing unallocated treatment capacity in the proposed Foothill/Sunset/Ophir system 
and a connection to an existing pipeline at Fiddyment Road and Base Line Road.  As 
discussed previously, water through this route is limited to a peak flow rate of up to 10 MGD 
based on an agreement between PCWA and the City of Roseville.  The pipeline would 
extend west along Base Line Road and then north along the proposed Watt Avenue 
extension to the southwest corner of the Plan Area.   

Response to Comment 13-33 

The statement on pages 6.14-20 and 6.14-21 that water to serve the RUSP could be supplied from 
groundwater at the discretion of PCWA until planned facilities are completed is consistent with 
County policy. Because the proposed project does not propose groundwater for supply, but would 
rely upon water supplied by PCWA, it is the EIR author’s interpretation that the proposed project 
would not be inconsistent with the intent of County General Plan policies. 

Response to Comment 13-34 

The comment states that the Draft EIR is ignoring potential impacts on the City of Roseville’s water 
system and its customers when it states in the second paragraph of page 6.14-23 that it would be 
speculative at this time to identify the level of significance of potential environmental impacts on the 
City of Roseville’s system. However, the nature and extent of potential modifications to the City of 
Roseville’s water system that could be required to serve the RUSP are unknown and, therefore, a 
meaningful environmental analysis of these potential modifications cannot be performed at this time. 
Moreover, as stated in the impact analysis, any options in which treated surface water would be 
delivered through the City of Roseville’s system would be implemented via a cooperative agreement 
between PCWA and the City of Roseville. It is assumed that any such agreement would be 
contingent upon identification, analysis, and mitigation, where possible, of impacts on the City of 
Roseville’s water system.  Indeed, as stated in the analysis, the City would likely require that the 
project applicant evaluate the potential for impacts on the City of Roseville’s system, including low 
pressure and water quality impacts.   

Response to Comment 13-35 

The commenter asks whether a complete analysis is required for the delivery route of a secondary 
initial surface water supply alternative identified on pages 6.14-25 and 6.14-25 of the Draft EIR.  The 
commenter also asks what level of conceptual multi-party agreements would be required to identify 
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the aforementioned water supply as a secondary source and whether a conceptual agreement has 
been reached. The proposed project would receive water from PCWA.  PCWA obtains water from a 
number of sources, and the identification potential PCWA water supply sources is included in the 
Draft EIR for purposes of information and disclosure. 

Response to Comment 13-36 

The commenter incorrectly assumes the 25 percent redundant groundwater water supply identified 
in the Draft EIR as a project-specific number and suggests a potential supply shortfall based on the 
10-mgd-limit wheeling capacity of the City of Roseville water system.  As stated in the Draft EIR in 
the first paragraph of page 6.14-34, PCWA plans to develop a backup groundwater supply within the 
portion of its service area that overlies the groundwater basin (generally west of State Highway 65) 
that would be sufficient to provide a redundant water source equal to at least 25 percent of PCWA’s 
required water supply on a maximum daily demand basis.  In other words, the figure of 25 percent 
refers a percentage of groundwater used for a regional water supply administered by PCWA, and 
not a percentage of redundant groundwater supply for the RUSP project.   

Response to Comment 13-37 

Mitigation measure 6.12-1 includes provision 5 that states the project is responsible for the payment 
of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide improvements to roadways, intersections, 
and/or interchanges that are affected by multiple jurisdictions.  No modification of the measure is 
necessary if Placer County selects to require payment of the Joint Powers Authority (JPA) fee. 

Response to Comment 13-38 

The comment requests information on the timing of improvements along Baseline Road.  The 
Development Agreement for the proposed project, which is available for review at the County offices, 
defines the timing of infrastructure improvements, including those along Baseline Road.  

Response to Comment 13-39 

All off-site roadway capacity expansion necessary to support the project and other future cumulative 
development will be governed by the requirements stated in Mitigation Measure 6.12-1. 

Response to Comment 13-40 

All off-site roadway capacity expansion necessary to support the project and other future cumulative 
development will be governed by the requirements stated in the Mitigation Measure 6.12-1. 

Response to Comment 13-41 

Figures 6.12-22 through 6.12-25 were included to help explain how the project’s cumulative 
mitigation was developed as stated on Page 6.12-69.  All the impact analysis for the project relied on 
the agreed upon cumulative networks as shown in Figures 6.12-19 through 6.12-21 and Figures 
6.12-28 through 6.12-30. 

Responses to “Attachment 3” (Cut Sheets) 

The correction shown to Figure 6.12-27 accurately represents a change to the existing network since 
the NOP.  The notation on page 6.12-97 is also correct that the City Council did not remove the 
Cirby Way widening to six lanes from the CIP.  However, this notation does not change the finding in 
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the mitigation measure that the six-lane widening of Cirby Way cannot be assumed.  Given the City’s 
action, it would be speculative at this time to assume that Cirby Way will be widened.  The Draft EIR 
considers this potential improvement infeasible given the City’s action as well as current and past 
opposition to widening Cirby Way. 

Response to Comment 13-42 

The comment is noted, and the second and third sentences of the second paragraph on page 
6.10-37 are revised as follows: 

In November 2007, Tthe City of Roseville opened the Martha Riley Community Library has 
recently broken ground on a new library facility at Mahany Park, located approximately three 
miles from the Plan Area near Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard.  
This library is scheduled to be completed in early 2007.   

Response to Comment 13-43 

The RUSP project does not include a proposal to develop as small branch library measuring 4,015 
square feet of library space as the commenter states.  As indicated on Draft EIR page 6.10-39, 
buildout population for the RUSP would generate a demand for 4,015 square feet of library space.  
Accordingly, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures on page 6.10-40 requiring adequate library 
facilities to support the RUSP population. 




