










































 
Final EIR  Letter 12-1 
Revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan  July 2008 

Letter 12: Douglas J. Ryan, Forest Ranch 
 
Response 12-A:  Comments made by the Forest Ranch Concept Plan proponents on the Draft 
Forest Ranch EIR and the previously circulated Draft FDCP EIR are included in the public 
record.  
 
Response 12-B:  Studies related to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project and the previously 
circulated Draft FDCP EIR are included in the public record.  
 
Response 12-C:  The Dudek report prepared for the applicant of the Forest Ranch project states 
that reports generated to date by the Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD) fall substantially 
outside the accepted norms of the guidelines for evaluating water supply developed by the State 
of California.  The 2004 SB610 analysis done by the Foresthill Public Utilities District for the 
Forest Ranch project was the basis for the analysis related to water supply when that project was 
being separately evaluated by the County. The commenter is in disagreement with the 
assumptions made in the SB610 analysis.  It should be noted that a SB 610 assessment is only 
required when the County is considering a project which meets the criteria State Water Code 
10912 et seq.  The FDCP is a policy level document, with the accompanying zoning, but does 
not constitute the approval of any land use project or entitlement.  In addition, the FDCP extends 
beyond the boundaries of the FPUD and consequently, the County must consider the issue of 
water availability in the context of the entire plan area.  The County has conducted an inquiry 
into the water availability for all land use conditions pursuant to the need to address such 
conditions at the policy level and not the project level in accordance with the requirements of 
CEQA. 
 
The Dudek report also focuses on the fact that the FPUD has sufficient water rights, but the 
infrastructure is lacking.  This information is also presented in the Draft EIR.  On page 3-93, the 
Draft EIR states that the FPUD has adequate water rights and the limiting factor in delivering 
water is the availability of storage facilities.  
 
Response 12-D:  The F.P.U.D. does not agree with the analysis presented by Kennedy/Jenks.  
The District has stated that the 1992 Water System Master Plan is accurate in terms of its 
analysis of available water supplies and its projection of the water demands for the ultimate 
development of the District.  The District updated the demand figures based on the current 
number of connections in 2004, so the baseline data is considered current.  It is not correct that 
the analysis is based solely on the 1992 Water System Master Plan.  Since the preparation of the 
Draft EIR the FPUD has adopted a new Water System Master Plan.  While some of the 
assumptions have changed, the conclusions remain similar.  Please see responses to Letter 10. 
 
The data from the F.P.U.D. provides evidence confirming the validity of District policy to allow 
for “consumptive creep” in its Water Supply Reliability Standard.  It is speculative to assume 
that future residential use will not include home farms in the future.  In fact, home farms 
including vineyards, apples and other products are growing in popularity in the foothill region, 
and this trend is anticipated to continue.  The estimate of future water demand must take these 
types of uses into consideration.   
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While conservation plans can be effective in reducing water consumption it is not a guaranteed 
reliable source of water (especially in drought years), and it would be inadvisable to allow 
development beyond that which could be supported by the existing water supply based on an 
estimated figure for water conservation.  
 
Response 12-E:  The commenter statement that the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project site is 
capable of accommodating a 2000 acre feet water storage reservoir according to the firm of 
Blackburn Associates of Auburn, California is noted.  A storage reservoir has not been proposed 
and has not been evaluated in this Draft EIR.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-F:  The commenter opinion that certain assumptions within the Foresthill Public 
Utility District recently adopted Water System Master Plan are not realistic is noted.  
Assumptions contained in the Water System Master Plan are outside of the purview of the FDCP 
EIR.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in 
this Final EIR.  Please see responses to Letter 10. 
 
Response 12-G:  The commenter reference to water saving technology mandates is noted.  This 
comment is directed to assumptions made by the Foresthill Public Utilities District Water System 
Master Plan which are outside the purview of the FDCP EIR.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-H:  The commenter concurs with the DEIR conclusion that development within the 
Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP would reduce the potential for wildfire 
within that area.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a 
response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-I:  The third paragraph at page 3-68 of the DEIR is amended as follows to provide 
additional perspective regarding wildfire incident evacuation.   
 

Wildland fires present a serious risk to residents and structures on the Foresthill 
Divide.  The CDF Fire Hazard Severity Classification System was used to map 
the extreme, high, and moderate fire hazard areas on the Foresthill Divide.  
Extreme hazard ratings are located in the steep sloping areas along the North and 
Middle Forks of the American River.  High hazard areas generally exist 
surrounding the Todd’s Valley Subdivision and in the Yankee Jim’s area.  
Moderate rating occurs in the existing town site of Foresthill and extending north 
along Foresthill Road to Baker Ranch on the level areas as well as in the Todd’s 
Valley Subdivision.  
 
Emergency evacuation within the FDCP area would be accomplished in stages 
correlated to the location and intensity of a wildfire occurrence.  Exit routes from 
the Foresthill Divide would be determined by the appropriate public safety agency 
in the event of a wildfire incident.  Although primary egress from the Foresthill 
Divide would be by way of Foresthill Road, several less traveled routes exist 
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along Yankee Jims Road, Iowa Hill Road, Old Foresthill Road, Mosquito Ridge 
Road, and Ponderosa Way that could be used for evacuation routes. 

 
Response 12-J: The comment regarding revenue generation in support of the Fire District that 
would result from development of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP is 
noted.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in 
this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-K:   The comments regarding support of the Fire District from a portion of property 
taxes, parcel taxes and ambulance service revenue that would result form development of the 
Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP is noted.  The Forest Ranch Fiscal Impact 
Study conducted by Economic and Planning Systems is included by reference in this Final EIR. 
 
Response 12-L:  The comment states that levels of service (LOS) appear to be dependent on the 
methodology employed, particularly on Foresthill Road between Todd Valley and the I-80 
interchange.  To a degree, this statement is accurate.  The traffic analysis documented in the 
DEIR for that segment of roadway is based on direct application of the “two-lane highway” 
methodology set forth in Chapter 20 of the current version of the Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board, 2000).  That methodology segregates such roadways into two 
basic types, Class I highways and Class II highways, depending primarily upon the function of 
the roadway.  The portion of Foresthill Road referred to here falls into the Class I category, as it 
is a relatively high-speed route into and out of the Community Plan area (i.e., it primarily serves 
through traffic rather than providing local access).  The HCM method determines directional 
roadway segment level of service based on a combination of “average travel speed” and “percent 
time-spent-following,” as described on DEIR pages 3-262 and 3-263.  The HCM method 
specifically accounts for the varying physical characteristics of the study roadways by 
incorporating adjustment factors for parameters such as lane width, lateral clearance/shoulder 
width, grades, heavy vehicle percentage, passing lanes percentage, “no passing” percentage, etc.  
In addition, the DEIR analysis addresses operations in the AM and PM peak hours, when traffic 
volumes are highest and operational issues are greatest. “Peak hour factors” are also incorporated 
to describe the traffic flow patterns within the analysis periods. 
 
As described in DEIR Section 3.9 – Transportation and Circulation, this method allows the study 
roadways to be evaluated on a directional basis, which accounts for varying driving patterns and 
performance characteristics of vehicles in the uphill and downhill directions.  The analysis was 
based on traffic volume and vehicle classification data collected on Tuesday, May 17, 2005.  
That data ensured that not only were the most current traffic volumes considered, but also that 
the analysis incorporated current, accurate information regarding the composition of the traffic 
on Foresthill Road, particularly with respect to the volume of trucks and other heavy vehicles on 
the road. 
 
In contrast to the analysis approach documented in the DEIR, the KDA analysis referred to in the 
comment (which was superseded by the later worked presented in the DEIR and is, therefore, 
irrelevant to the current planning process) employed a relatively simplistic comparison of total 
daily roadway volumes (both directions combined) to a set of traffic volume ranges representing 
the various levels of service.  The traffic volume ranges used in the KDA analysis were derived 
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from information in the Placer County General Plan, with unspecified adjustments to account for 
the presence of passing lanes on certain sections of Foresthill Road.  No other adjustments of the 
type referred to above were made to account for the specific characteristics of either the roadway 
or traffic flow patterns on Foresthill Road. Moreover, the traffic volume ranges used in the KDA 
analysis were based on the 1985 version of the Highway Capacity Manual, which was first 
superseded in 1984, with subsequent revisions to the HCM occurring in 1997 and 2000.  In 
addition, the use of a daily traffic analysis addressing both directions combined (rather than the 
directional, peak-hour analysis documented in the DEIR) fails to identify the specific operational 
characteristics of the roadway in the critical travel periods.  This is important because each 
direction of travel has different issues in the two peak-hour periods. 
 
Thus, the analysis documented in the DEIR represents a valid evaluation of conditions in the 
study area, as it employs the most current technical methodology, incorporating specific 
adjustments to reflect the specific nature of the study area roadways. 
 
The statement summarizing the results of the level of service analysis results is not completely 
accurate.  It says that, “MRO gives today’s conditions a D.”  In fact, according to DEIR Table 
3.9-1, the existing conditions LOS on Foresthill Road between the Foresthill Bridge and Todd 
Valley Road is LOS C or better in both directions and in both peak hours, with one exception.  
The exception is the westbound segment of Foresthill Road between Spring Garden Road and 
Todd Valley Road (West), which was found to operate at LOS D under existing conditions. In 
summary, the analysis found all of the pertinent roadway segments to be operating at acceptable 
levels of service, under the proposed Community Plan’s level of service policy. 
 
The specific comments regarding the LOS findings are somewhat unclear, as the results 
mentioned are not consistent with the DEIR, and no specific references to page numbers or table 
numbers are provided in the comment.  For example, the comment states that, “KDA reports that 
addition of a small passing lane would keep a LOS C rating even at build out.  MRO…indicates 
that the road would barely maintain a LOS D rating.”  Assuming that the “buildout” referred to 
here is buildout of the Community Plan (rather than the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project), 
DEIR Tables 3.9-19 and 3.9-22 show that Foresthill Road between the Foresthill Bridge and 
Todd Valley Road (West) would generally operate at LOS E or F (with one eastbound segment 
at LOS D in the PM peak hour under the “Without Forest Ranch” scenario).   For both scenarios, 
mitigation measures were identified, but because those measures were deemed infeasible due to 
lack of the needed funding, the impact under Community Plan buildout conditions was found to 
be significant and unavoidable. 
 
The comment also indicates that a finding of LOS D represents a “significant and unavoidable” 
impact.  This is not accurate, however, as the Foresthill Divide Community Plan proposes a level 
of service policy (Policy 5.A.1-1) under which operation at LOS D would be considered 
acceptable on Foresthill Road. 
 
Finally, with regard to the assertion that, “…the meaning of LOS categories changes over the 
years,” clarification may be in order.  In reality, the definitions of the LOS categories remain 
largely consistent from one version of the Highway Capacity Manual to the next, even when 
methodologies change, as described above.  Roadway and intersection analysis methodologies 
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are constantly being evaluated and refined, however, which sometimes results in changes to the 
LOS results.  The desired notation regarding changing methodologies is unnecessary, as the 
“analysis of the original general plan update” was superseded by the current work and that 
previous analysis is no longer relevant. 
 
Response 12-M:  The comment suggests that the DEIR should note the approximate amount of 
time during the day during which Foresthill Road will operate at LOS D in the year 2030.  The 
suggested information is unknown, and no basis exists upon which to base such an estimate.  As 
noted above, operation at LOS D is considered acceptable under Policy 5.A.1-1 proposed as part 
of the FDCP. 
 
Response 12-N:  The comment suggests that the DEIR should state that the westbound travel 
time from Foresthill to Auburn on lower Foresthill Road will be unchanged with the addition of 
0.3 miles of passing lane assigned exclusively to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project in 
connection with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-2a.  The additional passing lane 
referred to here would be located between the Foresthill Bridge and Spring Garden Road. The 
desired statement is not accurate, however, as that mitigation measure calls for addition of a total 
of 0.5 mile of passing lane, not just the 0.3 mile referred to in the comment.  The Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan component of the FDCP is 100 percent responsible for 0.3 mile of passing lane and 
23 percent responsible for the remaining 0.2 mile.  If the funding for the remaining 77 percent of 
the 0.2-mile passing lane section is not found, the mitigation measure will not be implemented 
(which is why the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, as described in the DEIR).  
In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.9-2b calls for an additional 0.2-mile of westbound passing lane 
between Spring Garden Road and Todd Valley Road (West).  Therefore, even if Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan project constructs the 0.3 miles of passing lanes referred to in the comment, unless 
the other measures described here are also completed, the traffic impact identified in the DEIR 
will not be fully mitigated. 
 
Response 12-O:  For each time frame, the DEIR specifically addresses conditions “Without 
Forest Ranch” and “With Forest Ranch.”  The “With Forest Ranch” mitigation measures identify 
the specific level of responsibility to be assigned to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project.  In 
some cases, the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project has been assigned 100 percent responsibility 
(because the particular mitigation measure was found to be necessary solely in connection with 
that development).  In other cases, the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project responsibility is less 
than 100 percent because the need for the mitigation measure results from the combination of 
Forest Ranch Concept Plan and non-Forest Ranch Concept Plan traffic.  In short, implementation 
of the mitigation measures identified in connection with the “With Forest Ranch” analysis 
scenarios would satisfy that project’s obligations. Shortly after the adoption of the Foresthill 
Divide Community Plan, it is anticipated that an updated traffic mitigation fee will be adopted 
based on a capital improvement program that contains all of the improvements required to 
mitigate the impacts identified in the DEIR for the plan horizon. With the adoption of the 
updated traffic impact fee, the County will collect payment at the time of building permit 
irrespective of whether future retirement community residents are current Foresthill residents or 
not. 
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Response 12-P:  The comment pertaining to population impacts with and without the Forest 
Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP is noted.  The comment regarding job creation that 
could result from implementation of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP is 
supported by the Draft EIR and is noted. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-Q: The comment states that “the report assumes all non-Sugar Pine surface water 
will dry up for the entire duration of a drought.” This statement is not found in the DEIR.  It is 
assumed the commenter is referring to the recently adopted Foresthill Public Utilities District 
Water System Master Plan.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that 
requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-R:  The comment references an assumption within the Foresthill Public Utilities 
District Water System Master Plan that underground water resources will be unavailable during a 
drought and the lack of inclusion of the two Public Utility District wells in the Water System 
Master Plan.  Commenter disagreement with the assumption regarding groundwater availability 
during a drought periods and lack of inclusion of the District’s wells in the Master Plan is noted.  
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in this 
Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-S:  Commenter disagreement with assumptions within the Foresthill Public Utilities 
District Water System Master Plan regarding existing well owner conversions to District water 
and the Water System Master Plan assumption that the entire District will be supplied with water 
from the Sugar Pine Reservoir is noted.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-T:  Commenter disagreement with comparison of the Foresthill Public Utility 
District with four other districts at lower elevations in the Water System Master Plan is noted.  
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in this 
Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-U:  Commenter disagreement with the rationale employed in the Foresthill Public 
Utility District Water System Master Plan that average water consumption by single family 
residences will continue to increase is noted.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-V:  Commenter disagreement with per capita water consumption reduction 
percentages used in the Foresthill Public Utility District Water System Master Plan is noted. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final 
EIR.  
 
Response 12-W:  Commenter disagreement with water demand calculation methodology 
employed in the Foresthill Public Utility District Water System Master Plan resulting from an 
overestimation of residences to be built in the TPZ zone found in the 1992 Water System Plan is 
noted.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in 
this Final EIR.  



 
Final EIR  Letter 12-7 
Revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan  July 2008 

 
Response 12-X:  Commenter disagreement with water demand calculation methodology 
employed in the Foresthill Public Utility District Water System Master Plan resulting from use of 
average water use figures in lieu of median figures is noted.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-Y:  Commenter reference to unavoidable adverse environmental effects from 
development of the Sugar Pine Reservoir as reflected in the 1976 Sugar Pine EIR is noted.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final 
EIR.  
 
Response 12-Z:  The comment regarding annual rainfall and runoff requirements to meet 
Foresthill’s water needs is noted. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-AA:  The comments expanding on the DEIR discussion regarding fire and 
ambulance services are noted. These comments do not raise a significant environmental issue 
that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-BB: The comments expanding on the DEIR discussion regarding fiscal surplus that 
will be experienced by the Foresthill Fire Protection District if the Forest Ranch Concept Plan 
component of the FDCP is approved and ultimately developed are noted. These comments do not 
raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-CC: The comment refers to the “existing conditions” traffic counts at the I-80 
interchange intersections (specifically with regard to the volume of traffic on westbound 
Foresthill Road east of Lincoln Way), which were conducted on August 20, 2004, and compares 
those volumes to earlier data, collected by Forest Ranch proponents in summer 2001.  The Forest 
Ranch proponent counts are now seven years old and are three years older than the data used in 
DEIR analysis.  As noted in the comment, the DEIR traffic volume data represents somewhat 
higher volumes than the Forest Ranch proponent data.  The August 2004 data was used in the 
DEIR analysis at the request of Placer County staff, with the intent being to evaluate a 
conservative case involving a reasonable volume of recreational traffic in addition to the typical 
traffic generated by commuters and others.  As the Forest Ranch proponent data demonstrates, 
traffic volumes fluctuate over time, with the more-recent DEIR data being somewhat higher than 
the earlier Forest Ranch proponent data.   
 
Response 12-DD:  The comment suggests that the differences in existing traffic volume data 
referred to in Comment 12-CC mean that traffic volumes for the year 2030 are overstated.  
However, the existing conditions traffic volumes have no bearing on the year 2030 traffic 
projections.  As described on DEIR page 3-279, the year 2030 “cumulative no project” traffic 
volume forecasts at the intersections were developed (by Placer County staff) using the Placer 
County General Plan travel demand forecasting model, so as to account for growth not only in 
the Foresthill Divide Community, but also in the Auburn-Bowman Community Plan area as well 
as throughout the region. Traffic volume forecasts for the FDCP and the Forest Ranch Concept 
Plan project were then developed using trip generation factors specifically tailored to each of 
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those land use plans.  Those “project” traffic volumes were added to the “no project” volumes to 
create the “with project” values (both with and without Forest Ranch). As such, the existing 
traffic volumes at the I-80 interchange were not components of the year 2030 traffic projections.  
Thus, even if the existing volumes were to represent higher-than-average activity, this would not 
necessarily affect the results of the traffic forecasting process for the year 2030.  The suggested 
additional analysis, which would be aimed at determining whether the mitigation measures 
identified in the DEIR are needed, is unnecessary.  
 
Response 12-EE:   The comments regarding determination of traffic mitigation fee responsibility 
relative to recreational travel impacts and retirement community impacts within the FDCP is 
noted. These comments do not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response in 
this Final EIR.  
 
Response 12-FF:  Transportation related studies pertaining to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan 
component of the DEIR and correspondence between the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project 
proponents and Placer County pertaining to traffic issues are included by reference as part of this 
Final EIR.  Other studies related to the Forest Ranch project and the previously circulated Draft 
FDCP EIR are also incorporated into the public record with exception of the 2004 SB 610 Water 
Supply Assessment for the Forest Ranch project that was the basis for the analysis related to 
water supply when that project was being separately evaluated by the County.  See Response 12-
C for further discussion of the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment.  
  
 




