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Letter 13: Sean Salveson, President, Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce 
 
Response 13-A:  Comment noted. This comment conveys the Foresthill Divide Chamber of 
Commerce views on (1) land use designations proposed by the FDCP and the relationship of 
those designations to improving business conditions within the Community of Foresthill, (2) 
desirability of reducing “fair share” traffic impact fees for start up businesses within the 
Community of Foresthill, (3) desirability of allowing flexibility in sidewalk installation and 
design within the Foresthill Community historic core, and (4) desirability of mixed use 
commercial and residential uses within the Foresthill Community historic core.  This comment is 
a comment on the merits of adopting the revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan will be 
considered by the County when they consider adoption of the plan.  
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Letter 13A: Fred Sumrall and George Grant Approved by Sean Salverson, Foresthill Economic 
Development Committee, Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce 

 
Response 13A-A:  Comment noted. This comment conveys the Foresthill Divide Chamber of 
Commerce views on land use designations proposed by the FDCP and the relationship of those 
designations to improving business conditions within the Community of Foresthill. The 
Foresthill Divide Community Plan proposed Land Use Diagram and Zoning Map allows for 
residential development to occur in all directions from the Community of Foresthill Downtown 
Historic District.  The Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP supports significant 
future development north and east of the Downtown Historic District.  This comment is a 
comment on the merits of adopting the revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan will be 
considered by the County when they consider adoption of the plan. 
 
Response 13A-B: Comment noted. This comment conveys the Foresthill Divide Chamber of 
Commerce views on limiting new commercial zoning to the historic downtown business district. 
Pages 3-31 through 3-33 of the DEIR contain several policies targeting future commercial 
development to the historic downtown core are and limiting such development in outlying areas.  
This comment is a comment on the merits of adopting the revised Foresthill Divide Community 
Plan will be considered by the County when they consider adoption of the plan.  
 
Response 13A-C: This comment conveys the Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce views on 
desirability of eliminating or reducing “fair share” traffic impact fees for businesses within the 
Community of Foresthill historic downtown. A waiver of fees would be required to be approved 
by the County Board of Supervisors in a process separate and distinct from the adoption of the 
revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan.  
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Letter 14: Michael Garabedian, President, Friends of the North Fork 
 
Response 14-A:  The aesthetic impacts of the plan adoption and inclusion of the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan are discussed on pages 3-39 through 3-63.  All of the Placer County General Plan 
and Foresthill Community Plan goals and policies discussed on pages 3-44 through 3-57 serve to 
mitigate the impacts on visual resources.  These policies are quite extensive.  Additionally, land 
within the Foresthill Community Plan area that would be visible from the river corridors is 
primarily designated for forestry and other rural uses.  The more intensive land use designations 
are in proximity to existing uses and are not visible from down in the canyon. 
 
Response 14-B:  The recommendation to include Ponderosa Way and “other routes” a scenic 
corridor designation is a comment on the merits of the proposed community plan.  The County 
can consider including additional areas in the scenic corridor as they consider adoption of the 
community plan.  As noted in Response 14-A above, the impacts of the increased density are 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  The commenter has not provided any evidence that this issue has not 
been addressed.  The impacts of plan adoption on cultural resources are discussed on pages 
3-211 through 3-242.  As noted on page 3-211 of the Draft EIR, Susan Lindstrom, Ph.D., 
Consulting Archaeologist prepared a Heritage Resource Element for the Community Plan which 
is incorporated into the Draft EIR.  An inventory of heritage resources is presented on pages 
3-226 through 3-230.  On page 3-228 of the Draft EIR, bridges for historical consideration 
within or near the plan area that were evaluated in a Caltrans Bridge survey in 1989 are 
identified.  One bridge intersecting the North Fork of the American River on Yankee Jim’s Road, 
was identified as historical.  
 
Response 14-C:  A complete analysis of the impacts of the revised Community Plan on natural 
resources is included on pages 3-117 through 3-209 of the Draft EIR.  The commenter has not 
provided any evidence that this analysis is not adequate. 
 
Response 14-D:  The analysis in the Draft EIR does compare the proposed Community Plan with 
the existing land use in the plan area.  The Draft EIR is required to analyze the “project” which is 
the proposed community plan.  CEQA does not require analysis in the Draft EIR of lowering the 
density on private parcels since this does not represent the proposed project.  The alternatives 
analysis contains an analysis of both a lower density alternative as well as a reduced density 
alternative.   It is noted that under both of these alternatives, impacts to aesthetics would be less 
than under the proposed project. 
 
Response 14-E:  The suggestion to include a visual protection overlay and canyon visual impact 
controls is a comment on the merits of the project and may be considered by the County during 
their consideration of project approval.  The commenter has not provided any information of 
how an overlay and “visual impact controls” would be required to mitigate an impact.  In this 
case, as noted in Response 14-A, there are numerous goals, policies and specific design 
guidelines that serve to mitigate the impact of plan adoption. 
 
Response 14-F:  The revised Community Plan does not split the North Fork canyon into multiple 
community planning districts.  The Draft EIR analyzes all of the land use designations that are 
proposed in the Community Plan. 
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Response 14-G:  The Draft EIR recognizes that there are a number of different public agencies 
that own land in the Foresthill Divide Community Plan area.  Since these are lands that are not 
proposed for development and the land use designations are not changing, impacts related to the 
continued public use of these lands as a result of adoption of the revised community plan are 
very limited.  Please see Response 4-H.  The text has been revised to indicate that this is a Wild 
River segment.  
 
Response 14-H:  It is unclear what the commenter is referring to by the statement “…if the 
county does not act or does not act adequately, at the state, regional, federal and international 
levels.”  It is also unclear what “help” the federal government would provide.  As discussed 
throughout the Draft EIR, the Revised Foresthill Divide Community contains numerous goals, 
policies and implementation measures to reduce the impacts of the proposed plan on the 
environment.  In addition, the Draft EIR contains a number of mitigation measures that serve to 
further reduce any potential impacts.  The commenter has not provided any evidence that the 
county has acted “inadequately” or provided any information to indicate that measures to protect 
the canyon have not been included. 
 
Response 14-I:  This information was provided to the Placer County Planning Commission for 
their meeting on November 30th 2005 and is part of the public record.   This data was utilized in 
calculating the existing and proposed densities under the proposed community plan. 
 
Response 14-J:  The Draft EIR relies on the goals and policies contained in the proposed 
Foresthill Divide Community Plan.  The Community Plan contains numerous policies that will 
serve to protect the canyon.  The commenter has not provided any evidence that these policies 
combined with the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR have not provided adequate protection 
for the canyon. 
 
Response 14-K:  There are numerous policies in both the Placer County General Plan and the 
Foresthill Divide Community Plan that serve to provide water course protections.  These are 
included in the Draft EIR on pages 3-158 through 3-160 as well as 3-163 through 3-166.  These 
protections apply as specified in the policies. 
 
Response 14-L:  The community plan document contains extensive information on trails.  
Policies which serve to mitigate visual impacts from trails are included in the proposed Foresthill 
Divide Community Plan.  These policies are included on pages 3-44 through page 3-57 and 
present measures that go beyond “screening.”  Policy 3.C.9-1 specifically addresses the issue of 
silhouettes from below or from a public road. 
 
Response 14-M:  Visual impact policies are found in the Draft EIR on pages 3-44 through 3-57 
and are quite specific.  It is unclear from the comment which visual impact policies are being 
referred to on pages 3-57 to page 3-58.  There are some landscape design guidelines on page 
3-57, and the policies referenced in the impact discussion on page 3-58 are quite detailed.  Since 
this project is the adoption of a plan document and a Program EIR has been prepared, there are 
no specific projects proposed at this time that would be evaluated.   
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Response 14-N:  The commenter has not provided evidence that major increases and 
improvements are required in the EIR analysis.  It is unclear what a “CEQA consultation” would 
involve.  However, it is noted that the commenter provided public testimony to the Placer 
County Planning Commission and had direct communication with the Planning Department staff.  
 
Response 14-O:  Unfortunately, the map submitted is not legible.  The area potentially visible 
from the North Fork of the American is designated mostly as open space.  The areas where 
densities have been increased are not within view of the North Fork of the American River due 
to the steep forested topography of the area. 
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Letter 15: Marilyn Jasper, Chair, Sierra Club, Placer Group 
 
Response 15-A: The comment requesting a separate DEIR be prepared for the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan component of the FDCP is noted.  It should be noted for clarification purposes that 
in both the Draft EIR and this Final EIR, the references to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan relate 
to the information contained in Appendix E of the FDCP.  The Forest Ranch Concept Plan 
analysis and mitigation is separated from the FDCP analysis without inclusion of the Forest 
Ranch Concept Plan throughout the DEIR.  Adoption of the FDCP with inclusion of the land 
uses proposed by the Forest Ranch Concept Plan would result in adoption of the mitigations that 
have been singled out to pertain to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan land uses.  Adoption of the 
FDCP without inclusion of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan would result in exclusion of the 
mitigation measures pertaining to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan in that they would not be 
necessary.  Should the FDCP be adopted without inclusion of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan, the 
Forest Ranch Concept Plan area would be allowed 533 residential units to be developed in 
accordance with development standards included in Appendix B of the FDCP consistent with the 
zoning classification that is currently applicable to the site.  
 
Because the DEIR is organized to provide clear separation between the Forest Ranch Concept 
Plan discussion and the FDCP without inclusion of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan discussion, 
Placer County does not consider that preparation of a separate DEIR for the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan as necessary at this time.  Because a Specific Plan would be required for the Forest 
Ranch Concept Plan project that provides much greater detail than is available for the Forest 
Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP, Placer County considers the appropriate time for 
preparation of a DEIR for the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project to be in conjunction with 
consideration of the Forest Ranch Specific Plan.  Please see the discussion on page 1-1 and page 
1-2 for an explanation of the process that led to integrating the analysis of the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan into the analysis of the update of the Foresthill Divide Community Plan. 
 
Response 15-B:  Should the land use designations proposed by the Forest Ranch Concept Plan be 
incorporated into the FDCP, a full disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated with 
development of the entire 2,616 acre site will be presented to the public in a Specific Plan DEIR.  
Tiering from the FDCP EIR in preparation of the Specific Plan DEIR would only be to the extent 
allowed by CEQA.  The full analysis of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project site in a Specific 
Plan DEIR would not be a segmented or piecemeal approach distorting the “true severity” of the 
environmental impacts at build out as stated by the commenter, but rather a comprehensive look 
at the whole project in consideration of a detailed development plan that is not currently 
available. 
 
Response 15-C:  See Response 15-B above.  Potential environmental impacts and related 
mitigation measures have been identified for the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the 
FDCP throughout the DEIR.  Deferring preparation of a Forest Ranch Specific Plan DEIR until 
such time that a detailed plan of development is prepared for the project will allow for a 
meaningful analysis of the entire 2,616 acre site at the time sufficient detail regarding provision 
of infrastructure, site plan design, roadway development, etc. is available.  Absent the degree of 
detail provided by a Specific Plan prepared in accordance with state law, analysis required for 
project specific mitigation is not possible and those reviewing the DEIR would not be given the 
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degree of detail necessary to appropriately comment on the project.  Even if the County 
incorporates the Forest Ranch Concept Plan into the update of the Foresthill Divide Community 
Plan, the County has not committed to approval a subsequent project. 
 
Response 15-D:  See Response 15-B above. 
 
Response 15-E:  The commenter expresses concern over lack of detail as to the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan component of the FDCP.  It is not the intent of the FDCP DEIR to provide detailed 
analysis of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan Project, but rather to address the environmental 
implications associated with incorporating land use designations in the FDCP that would support 
development of a much more detailed Forest Ranch Specific Plan, including preparation of a 
Specific Plan DEIR to be distributed for meaningful public review.    
 
Response 15-F:  The commenter expresses concern that inclusion of the proposed land uses that 
would support development of a Specific Plan for the Forest Ranch Concept Plan Component of 
the FDCP into the FDCP at this time may prematurely commit resources and lock into place a 
backbone road before sufficient analysis is completed.  See Response 15-E. 
 
Response 15-G:  See Responses 15-A and B above. 
 
Response 15-H:  Comment noted.  As affirmed by the commenter, population growth that would 
result from ultimate buildout of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP would 
accelerate population growth within the FDCP beyond the year 2030 official population 
projection for the FDCP area and is therefore considered a significant impact.  
 
Response 15-I:  The commenter reference to missing information on the number of affordable 
housing units that would be provided by the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project is a case in point 
regarding the appropriateness of deferring preparation of a DEIR for the Forest Ranch Concept 
Plan project until the Forest Ranch Specific Plan containing such information is prepared.  
Inclusion of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan as an option for consideration in approving the 
FDCP is intended to only allow for consideration of integrating the Forest Ranch Concept Plan 
land use designations into the overall FDCP land use diagram.  Integration of the Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan land use designations into the FDCP, if approved, would in no way provide 
entitlement to develop without approval of a detailed Specific Plan and corresponding EIR which 
would provide the degree of detail being requested by the commenter.   
 
Response 15-J:   See Response 15-E. 
  
Response 15-K:  See Response 15-E. 
 
Response 15-L:  If approved for development, the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project would be 
assessed impact fees through a variety of mechanisms for the provision of a variety of public 
services. Assessment fees would be determined in accordance with established practice 
commensurate with the need to expand services to meet new demands within the FDCP area 
created by development of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project thus reducing potential public 
services impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Response 15-M:  Comment noted.  The three mitigation measures referenced by the commenter, 
found in Section 3.5 (Parks and Recreation) at page 3-115 of the DEIR, are all oriented to 
meeting the needs of the general population and are not based on, or focused on, senior citizen 
needs as stated by the commenter.  
 
Response 15-N:  The comment regarding Section 21083.4 of the California Public Resources 
Code is noted.  In 2004, the California legislature enacted SB 1334, which added oak woodland 
conservation regulations to the Public Resources Code.  This new law requires a County to 
determine whether a project within its jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands 
that will have a significant effect on the environment.  If a County determines that there may be a 
significant effect to oak woodlands, the County must require oak woodlands mitigation 
alternatives to mitigate the significant effect of the conversion of oak woodlands.  Such 
mitigation alternatives include: conservation through the use of conservation easements; planting 
and maintaining an appropriate number of replacement trees; contribution of funds to the State of 
California Oak Woodlands Preservation Fund for the purpose of purchasing oak woodlands 
conservation easements; and/or other mitigation measures developed by the County.   
 
The FDCP area is predominantly a coniferous forest environment with black oak trees randomly 
scattered among the dominate coniferous trees.  The County considers oak woodlands to be 
present when there are more than 2 acres of oak dominated woodland with more than 10% 
canopy coverage.  Oak woodland impacts are mitigated at the project level through a 
combination of conservation at a 2:1 ratio and compensating replacement for trees removed 
greater than 24’ diameter at breast height (dbh). 
 
Response 15-O:  See Response 42-B. 
 
Response 15-P:  Comment noted.  Please see the discussion on page 2-6 and page 2-7 of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, the theoretical buildout population of 62,000 is described in Section 3.2 
Land Use of the DEIR in the first paragraph of page 3-18 as follows: 
 

This theoretical population growth can not be realized during the time horizon of 
the FDCP, or even the distant future given the lack of suitable wastewater 
treatment facilities and treated domestic water.  Such a buildout population also 
assumes 100% of the maximum density of each land use district when in an area 
like Foresthill such densities cannot be achieved due to the infrastructure 
constraints listed above and environmental constraints as well (e.g., slope, and 
onsite septic capabilities)…..Buildout under the existing zoning, constrained as 
described in the project description, would yield a population of 19,272 which 
would not occur until the year 2170. 
 

All population related impacts of the FDCP have been addressed in the context of the projected 
2170 population of 19,272 and mitigated to the fullest extent practicable within the DEIR. 
 
Response 15-Q:  See Response 15-P. 
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Response 15-R:  See Response 42-B. 
 
Response 15-S:  See Response 42-B. 
 
Response 15-T:  Use of the term feasible within the DEIR is based upon the definition found at 
Section 21061.1 of the Public Resources Code as follows: 
 

“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished is a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social 
and technological factors. 

 
Response 15-U:  Comment noted.  This is a comment on the merits of the adoption of the 
Revised Community Plan and does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a 
response in this Final EIR.  
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Letter 16: Greg Baker, Tribal Administrator, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria 

 
Response 16-A:  The cultural resources studies prepared for the FDCP DEIR are included as 
Appendix B.1 and B.2.  Future archeological reports completed for specific projects within the 
FDCP area will be conveyed to the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) by Placer County 
as required by law and County policy. 
 
Response 16-B:  The request for local tribal representative to accompany project archaeologist 
during future field surveys is noted and has been conveyed to Placer County. 
 
Response 16-C:  The request to incorporate known prehistoric cultural sites as protected areas is 
noted and will be addressed at the time of future project development in accordance with the 
FDCP. 
 
Response 16-D:  The UAIC interest in holding conservation easements for culturally significant 
prehistoric sites has been noted and conveyed to Placer County. The County is interested in 
working closely with the UAIC for protection of such sensitive resources consistent with FDCP 
policies and the Placer Legacy Program. 
 
Response 16-E:  The UAIC is on the Placer County distribution list for environmental document 
distribution and the organization will receive copies of future environmental documents for 
projects proposed within the FDCP area.  
 
Response 16-F:  The FDCP, Cultural Resources Implementation Measure #9, requires 
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission who would notify the UAIC in the 
case of an inadvertent discovery of Native American remains within the FDCP planning area. 
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Letter 17: Laurie Oberholtzer, Environmental Planner, Foresthill Residents for respOnsible 
Growth, Inc. 

 
Response 17-A:  The comment expressing concern with the brevity of the DEIR Alternatives 
section is noted. 
 
Response 17-B:  Comment noted.  Please see the discussion on page 2-6 and page 2-7 of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, the theoretical buildout population of 62,900 is described in Section 3.2 
Land Use of the DEIR in the first paragraph of page 3-18 as follows: 
 

This theoretical population growth can not be realized during the time horizon of 
the FDCP, or even the distant future given the lack of suitable wastewater 
treatment facilities and treated domestic water.  Such a buildout population also 
assumes 100% of the maximum density of each land use district when in an area 
like Foresthill such densities cannot be achieved due to the infrastructure 
constraints listed above and environmental constraints as well (e.g., slope, and 
onsite septic capabilities)…..Buildout under the existing zoning, constrained as 
described in the project description, would yield a population of 19,272 which 
would not occur until the year 2170. 

 
All population related impacts of the FDCP have been addressed in the context of the projected 
2170 population (a 160 year time frame) of 19,272 and mitigated to the fullest extent practicable 
within the DEIR. 
 
Response 17-C:  Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that the original Notice of Preparation for 
the FDCP EIR described a different project than the project analyzed in the DEIR most recently 
distributed for public review.  Because the NOP is a relatively brief document intended to 
provide a brief project summary and solicit comments on issues to be addressed in the EIR, 
Placer County does not consider that project description differences in the NOP distributed for 
public review and comment several years ago and the DEIR routed for public review and 
comment to be an issue of concern in terms of appropriately informing the public as to the 
project.   
 
Response 17-D:  See Response 17-A above. 
 
Response 17-E:  The comment regarding differing FDCP population holding capacity projections 
within the DEIR is noted. The first paragraph at page 4-7 of the DEIR is amended as follows to 
provide internal consistency within the DEIR regarding FDCP population holding capacity.  
 

……square mile FDCP is estimated at 22,010 18,963.  The number of housing 
units accommodated by the FDCP would similarly be lower, with the number of 
new housing units that could be built in the Plan area estimated to be 8,856 7,128.  
Compared to the proposed FDCP, impacts of the No Project Alternative (the 1981 
Foresthill General Plan) on population and housing would be greater because it 
would accommodate more population growth and housing units.  The 1981 
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Foresthill General Plan is based on out-of-date assumptions regarding population 
growth rate in the Plan area.   

 
Additionally, the third paragraph at page 5-21 of the DEIR is amended as follows to provide 
internal consistency within the DEIR regarding FDCP population holding capacity.  
       

The estimated population of the Plan area for 2000 is 5,702.  The population 
projection for 2030 is 9,620 and the estimated maximum buildout population for 
the Plan area is 22,010 18,272. This is within the context of the population of 
Placer County, which was 237,145 in 2000, a projected 336,805 in 2010, and a 
projected 396,785 in 2020.  The proposed FDCP represents a substantial 
reduction in the buildout population of the existing 1981 Foresthill General Plan, 
which was 14,400 (as stated in the text of the Plan for an area approximately one-
half the size). 

 
The comment regarding lack of explanation as to why the 14,400 population holding capacity  
assumption in the 1981 Foresthill General Plan  has been revised in the No Project Alternative 
discussion found at page 4-6 of the DEIR is noted and the last paragraph at page 4-6 is amended 
as follows to provide clarification regarding this assumption: 
  

The 1981 Foresthill General Plan assumed that population growth in the Plan area 
(which at 56 square miles is approximately one-half the geographic size of the 
proposed FDCP Plan area, at 109 square miles) would increase at a fairly high 
annual rate of 7.8 percent (consistent with population growth in the area over the 
previous decade).  That would result in a Plan area population of approximately 
11,900 by 2002.  In fact, population growth in both the Foresthill General Plan 
area and the proposed FDCP Plan area has been considerably lower, and the 
proposed FDCP assumes an annual growth rate of between one and two percent.  
The Foresthill General Plan states that it allows for a holding capacity of 14,400.; 
however, analysis of the 1981 General Plan during preparation of the FDCP 
revealed that the land use designations and zoning accommodated by the 1981 
General Plan would actually allow for a population holding capacity of 28,000± 
for the 56 square mile 1981 Plan area.. Examination of the existing zoning 
(supported by the 1981 plan) on the majority of lands located east of the 
Community of Foresthill that are proposed to be included in the FDCP that are 
outside of the boundary of the 1981 Foresthill General Plan reveals that carrying 
capacity for the 109 square mile FDCP, would be approximately 28,000 under the 
No Project Alternative (i.e. leaving all zoning within the proposed 109 square 
mile FDCP area unchanged).  

 
The comment requesting justification for the statement that the proposed FDCP “halves” the 
densities of the 1981 Plan found at page 4-9 of the DEIR is noted and the third paragraph at page 
4-9 is amended as follows to provide clarification regarding this statement: 
 

Residential densities in the 1981 Foresthill General Plan have been decreased by 
more than half under the proposed FDCP.   
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In comparing existing zoning supported by the 1981 Plan with the proposed 
FDCP zoning for the 109 square mile planning area, residential densities within 
the proposed 109 square mile FDCP are reduced by approximately one-third.  As 
described in the proposed FDCP, the Foresthill Divide is unique in many ways, 
and is not suited to standard land use planning techniques.  As an example, to 
provide a resident population in the downtown area, the Plan provides for Mixed-
Use Areas that allows for many different activities to occur within those areas.  
Retail commercial uses, offices, public service buildings, and other traditional 
downtown businesses will be mixed with single-family and multi-family 
residential uses (perhaps even within the same building) in the Historic 
Downtown Mixed-Use Area.  A downtown resident population is anticipated to 
be the catalyst for more community events, and help create a pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhood reminiscent of the historic era represented by the architectural 
styles of the existing buildings in that area. 

 
The comment regarding out of date population projections not affecting ultimate Buildout figures 
is noted.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue that requires a response 
in this Final EIR.  
 
Response 17-F:  The comment regarding a full range of alternatives is noted.  The provision of 
four alternatives in the DEIR in addition to the proposed FDCP is in compliance with Section 
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines in that a range of reasonable alternatives has been presented 
following the rule of reason as defined at Section 15126.6(f).  Likewise, inclusion of the 
Foresthill Forum alternative in the DEIR would essentially replicate analysis of the Reduced 
Density alternative included in the DEIR.  Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15226.6 (a) 
states in part that “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.”   
 
Response 17-G:  The comment regarding the need for greater detail in the DEIR Alternatives 
Section is noted.  As described at pages 4-1 through 4-4 of the DEIR, the scope of the 
alternatives discussion is governed by the “rule of reason” and need not be as in depth as the 
analysis of the proposed project.  Rather, the EIR is expected to contain sufficient information 
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 
proposed project.   It is the opinion of Placer County that the alternatives discussion presented in 
the DEIR is sufficient to allow for a reasoned comparison with the proposed project. 
 
Response 17-H:  The comment proposing additional mitigation measures designed to pace 
growth within the FDCP area is noted.  The projected growth from a year 2000 population of 
5,702 to a year 2170 population of 19,272 (a 160 year time span) used as a basis for impact 
analysis in the DEIR is not considered By Placer County to be a growth rate warranting 
mitigation measures such as proposed by the commenter (annual growth rate or building permit 
controls, maximum permitted Buildout population number by phase, or making each future 
Planned Development overly be approved as individual project by project zone changes). 
 
The comment suggests that some of the significant and unavoidable impacts, including various 
traffic impacts, could be mitigated to some degree through growth management techniques.  The 
suggested measures could only be implemented through policy decisions by Placer County 
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decision-makers (i.e., the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors).  Because no such 
policy decisions have been made, no detailed technical evaluation of these potential measures 
was undertaken.  The mitigation measures considered in the DEIR represent the types of 
measures that have typically been accepted in Placer County. 
 
Response 17-I:  The comment stating that an oversupply of residential zoning is provided by the 
FDCP is noted.  Most of the land not set aside for forestry or open space uses by the FDCP is 
intended to accommodate relatively low density dispersed housing (with exception of the Forest 
Ranch Concept Plan component) typical of the FDCP area.  In consideration of the uniquely 
rural forested nature of the FDCP area, Placer County does not consider the more typical 30% 
residential zoning oversupply ratio, found in more urban land use designation scenarios to 
control land price escalation due to undersupply, as necessary or appropriate for the FDCP. 
 
Response 17-J:  Refusal to issue residential building permits unless sufficient job producing 
commercial permits have been issued to achieve a positive jobs housing balance, as proposed by 
the commenter, is not considered as feasible mitigation by the County of Placer.   
 
Response 17-K:  See Response 17-B above. The comment states that the full potential project 
buildout population must be evaluated in the traffic analysis.  See Response 15P, which discusses 
this issue in relation to the Project Description. 
 
The comment also states that LOS D should be cited as unacceptable, in keeping with the Placer 
County General Plan.   The FDCP serves as the primary planning policy document for the study 
area. As cited on DEIR page 3-270, FDCP Policy 5.A.1-1 states, “Establish and maintain an 
acceptable level of service of “D” on Foresthill Road.”  This policy, which is specific to the 
Foresthill Divide Community Plan area, supersedes the General Plan policy referred to in the 
comment.  Therefore, LOS D is the appropriate criterion for evaluation of traffic operations in 
the study area.    
 
The comment further states that the alternatives “are not evaluated in a meaningful way.”  
Although detailed level of service analyses were not conducted for the various alternatives, the 
analysis is consistent with the requirements of CEQA, which does not require the same level of 
detail as is required for the proposed plan.  
 
The comment also states that traffic safety and pedestrian safety were not evaluated.  In the 
course of the scoping process for the DEIR, these issues were not identified as being of concern.  
Consultation with Placer County staff and other agencies resulted in no suggestions that such 
analyses were necessary. 
 
Finally, the comment indicates that the indirect impact of the circulation improvements were not 
discussed.  The commenter has not indicated what indirect impacts from the traffic 
improvements were not evaluated.  Since this is a programmatic document that relies heavily on 
policies that serve to mitigate impacts, it is important to understand that there are numerous 
policies in both the Forest Hill General Plan and the proposed Foresthill Divide Community Plan 
that would serve to mitigate potential impacts. 
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Response 17-L:  See Response 15-B, 15-C and 15-E above. 
 
Response 17-M:  The comment addressing sewage disposal is noted.  Proposed FDCP policies 
cited in DEIR Impact 3.4-1 discussion and mitigation measures 3.4-1a through 3.4-1h pertaining 
to the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP found at page 3-91 to 3-92 are 
designed to preclude development or require adequate and appropriate design of wastewater 
treatment systems. 
 
Water supply is adequate to accommodate the projected 2170 FDCP area population (19,272 
persons).  Groundwater constraints on large parcels have been factored in among several other 
constraints to arrive at the 22,010 FDCP carrying capacity figure used as a basis for analysis 
throughout the DEIR.   
 
Response 17-N:  The comment regarding school impacts is noted.  New schools will be built 
when, and if, the projected FDCP population growth from 5,702 in 2000 to 19,272 in 2170 
requires them.  School impact fees are calculated, and adjusted over time, to be in rough 
proportion to school facility needs as development occurs to insure adequate funds when needed.  
 
Response 17-O:  The comment regarding fire protection needs is noted.  See Response 17-H 
above. 
 
Response 17-P:  The comment regarding public protection is noted.  Although briefly discussed, 
implementation of the proposed FDCP policies identified in impact discussion 3.4-5 at page 3-96 
of the DEIR will ensure that adequate public safety personnel and facilities are provided to 
accommodate planned growth within the FDCP.   
 
Response 17-Q:  The comment regarding recreation is noted. Implementation of the proposed 
FDCP policies identified in impact discussion 3.5-1 at page 3-113 of the DEIR will ensure that 
adequate public recreation programs and facilities are provided to accommodate planned growth 
within the FDCP.  Adoption of these policies, inherent in approval of the FDCP, is the 
mitigation.  Adoption of future ordinances is not in question.  
 
Response 17-R:  The comment regarding water quality is noted.  See Response 17M above 
regarding Water Quality Impact 3.6-6.  Because the proposed FDCP policies referenced in the 
surface and ground water supplies Impact 3.6-8 discussion would essentially preclude 
development requiring water supply beyond the current capability of the Foresthill PUD (FPUD) 
to provide, implementation of these policies are not speculative as implied by the commenter.  If 
expanded surface water supply infrastructure is not provided by the FPUD, development (and 
thus impacts) will simply not occur. 
 
Response 17-S:  The comment regarding air quality and global climate change is noted.  See 
Response 17-H, 17-J, 42-B and 42-D regarding integration of additional mitigation measures into 
the DEIR to curb growth and global climate change discussion. 
 
Response 17-T:  The comment regarding noise impacts due to roadway traffic is noted. Projects 
requiring a subdivision of land to complete by way of parcel or subdivision map would be 
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subject to the noise reduction measures included in the DEIR.  These projects would be the most 
significant generators of additional traffic and would account for the vast majority of future 
development activity within the FDCP area.  Ministerial projects such as an individual home on 
an existing parcel or a small commercial building on an existing commercially zoned parcel, 
would be small in comparison with future development conditioned per parcel or subdivision 
map requirements.  As concluded in the DEIR, mitigation measures provided at pages 3-320 
through 3-323 and at page 3-327 through 3-328 are considered sufficient to reduce traffic 
induced roadway noise impacts to a less than significant level in that they will be applied to the 
vast majority of development activity occurring within the FDCP area. 
 
Response 17-U:  The commenter request that the Final EIR be prepared in legislative review 
format is noted, but is not required under CEQA. 
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Letter 17A: Sherry Wicks, Chair, Foresthill Residents for respOnsible Growth, Inc. 
 
Response 17A-A:  The proposed land use diagram for the FDCP has evolved through several 
years of modification taking into account direction from the Placer County Planning 
Commission, property owner requests to retain their current zoning classifications, property 
owners requests to change their current zoning classifications and county staff recommendations.  
The land use diagram presented in the DEIR is the basis for the zoning Buildout projection of 
22,010 persons (in consideration of a variety of development constraints explained in the DEIR). 
 
The only “existing” land use diagram for the Foresthill area is the 1981 Foresthill General Plan 
diagram, not the September, 2005 diagram formerly included in a previous draft of the FDCP. 
 
Response 17A-B:  See Response 17-K, which addresses the issue of LOS D vs. LOS C.  Placer 
County staff determined that a policy allowing LOS D on Foresthill Road was appropriate, given 
the financial and practical realities associated with attempting to maintain LOS C.   
 
Response 17A-C:  The comment requests information about improvement costs and funding 
sources for roadway improvements. The comment refers to Policy 5.A.1-3, which specifically 
requires new development projects to implement improvements necessary to address project-
related increases in traffic. Traffic mitigation fees are projected as the sole source of funds for 
roadway system improvements in the Foresthill area.  Because of not having an adopted funding 
source for the transportation system, all of the significant traffic impacts identified in the DEIR 
have been identified as remaining significant and unavoidable.  However, a preliminary analysis 
performed by the County indicates that the traffic mitigation fee required to fully fund the 
improvements identified in the DEIR for the plan horizon range between $2500 to $5000 per 
Dwelling Unit Equivalent.     
 
Response 17A-D:  As noted in the comment, buildout of the FDCP land use (including 4,855 
single-family dwelling units) would result in a significant impact at the Foresthill Bridge.  
Mitigation of that impact would require that the bridge be widened, but widening the bridge is 
not feasible due to not having an identified funding source.  Therefore, this impact was identified 
as significant and unavoidable.  The specific correlation between dwelling units and circulation 
system impacts is not straightforward, as increases in residential units would likely be 
accompanied by increases in commercial square footage including, for example, shopping  and 
employment opportunities.  The presence of these commercial land uses would affect travel 
within as well as to and from Foresthill.  The DEIR traffic analysis includes detailed 
consideration of trips entirely within Foresthill, as well as the trips that enter and exit the 
Community Plan area. 
 
Response 17A-E:  Detailed information documenting the derivation of the numbers of AM and 
PM peak- hour trips for the various analysis scenarios is presented in DEIR Section 3.9 – 
Transportation and Circulation.  Also, DEIR Appendix C contains the comprehensive traffic 
impact analysis document, which includes a memorandum from MRO Engineers, Inc. to Placer 
County staff documenting the detailed derivation of the AM and PM peak-hour trip generation 
rates used in the FDCP analysis. As described in the DEIR, the land uses contained within the 
Forest Ranch Concept Plan property were analyzed using a separate set of peak-hour trip 
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generation rates, which differed from those used in the FDCP analysis.  The Forest Ranch 
Concept Plan rates were developed based on information provided by Placer County staff, 
representatives of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project, and information included in previous 
traffic analyses for the Forest Ranch Concept Plan project.  The Forest Ranch Concept Plan trip 
generation rates specifically reflect the unique nature of that proposed project, particularly with 
regard to the trip making patterns of age-restricted communities. 
 
As described in the DEIR, the existing AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes were based on 
traffic counts conducted on the nineteen study roadway segments on Tuesday, May 17, 2005, 
and those 24-hour volumes were used to determine the AM and PM peak hour directional traffic 
volume for each of the roadway segments.  At the study intersections, AM and PM peak-period 
(i.e., 7:00 – 9:00 AM and 4:00 – 6:00 PM) turning movement counts were conducted at the I-80 
interchange on August 20, 2004.  The traffic counts were performed on a summer Friday, in 
order to capture typical weekend recreational traffic at the I-80/Auburn Ravine Road/Foresthill 
Road interchange. As such, the counts represent higher-than-average traffic volumes, thereby 
providing a conservative indication of traffic operations at the study intersections.  The specific 
one-hour period representing the highest traffic volume at each study location was then derived 
from the count data described here. 
 
No analysis of the “population capacity” of Foresthill Road was performed because such an 
analysis involves multiple factors beyond simply the population of the area. The distribution of 
the population within the Community Plan area is also a critical consideration. The traffic 
analysis documented in the DEIR accounts for not only the population, but also a wide range of 
commercial land uses and the interactions among those land uses.  For example, it specifically 
addresses how many of the trips occur entirely within Foresthill and how many have an origin or 
a destination external to Foresthill.  The amount of commercial development in Foresthill is 
largely dependent upon the number of residents so, again, it is not feasible to perform an analysis 
of the type referred to in the comment based solely on population.  The analysis presented in the 
DEIR reflects Placer County staff’s best estimate of reasonable and realistic land use values for 
the Foresthill Divide Community Plan area. 
 
Response 17A-F:  The reference to counts being “completed in late fall, early winter and spring” 
is inaccurate. As described in DEIR Section 3.9 – Transportation and Circulation, the traffic 
counts performed at the I-80 interchange intersections were specifically conducted on a summer 
Friday, in order to capture typical weekend recreational traffic at the I-80/Auburn Ravine 
Road/Foresthill Road interchange. As such, the counts represent higher-than-average traffic 
volumes, thereby providing a conservative indication of traffic operations at the study 
intersections.  Further, daily vehicle classification counts were conducted on the nineteen 
roadway segments on Tuesday, May 17, 2005, which is believed to be within the “five month 
summer period” referred in the comment.   
 
With regard to the impact of tourist traffic, the DEIR traffic analysis describes input from U.S. 
Forest Service representatives regarding the level of tourist traffic in the area, both now and in 
the future. As described in the DEIR, tourist traffic was assumed to consist of about 550 - 600 
trips per day on Foresthill Road, with that volume expected to double in coming years. The daily 
number of tourist trips was converted into AM and PM peak hour trip estimates, as follows: 
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• AM peak hour – 100 trips (40 eastbound and 60 westbound), and 
• PM peak hour – 100 trips (60 eastbound and 40 westbound). 
 
To ensure a conservative estimate, the tourist trips for the AM and PM peak hours were added as 
“through volume” to all of the study roadway segments on Foresthill Road in all four future year 
scenarios.  Tourist traffic was not added to any other study roadways. 
 
Thus, the combination of (1) traffic counts conducted within the tourist season and (2) 
reasonable estimates of the number of tourists using the study area roadways during the peak-
hour periods results in a realistic assessment of conditions within the study area. 
 
Response 17A-G:  Placer County staff has performed an analysis of capital improvement needs 
and costs over the 20-year horizon corresponding to the year 2030 DEIR analysis time frame and 
spreading those costs over the anticipated growth. The analysis indicated that the improvements 
needed for the year 2030 time frame could be fully funded, based on maintaining traffic 
operations at LOS D or better, in keeping with FDCP Policy 5.A.1-1.  A preliminary analysis 
performed by the County indicates that the traffic mitigation fee required to fully fund the 
improvements range between $2500 to $5000 per Dwelling Unit Equivalent.     
 
Response 17A-H:  The 28 acres of commercial land use designation has been incorporated into 
the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component of the FDCP to ensure that adequate area is available 
to develop service/retail oriented commercial businesses, in concert with the historic core area of 
the Community of Foresthill, to meet the needs of the Forest Ranch Concept Plan  residents.  The 
28 acres is considered to be a general guide to the application of future zoning classifications that 
would only occur if a Forest Ranch Specific Plan is ultimately approved.   
 
Response 17A-I:  As explained at page ES-1 of the DEIR Executive Summary, the summary table 
of impacts and mitigation measures clearly distinguishes between the Forest Ranch Concept Plan 
mitigations and the FDCP without the Forest Ranch Concept Plan component mitigations by the 
use of grey shading applied to all Forest Ranch Concept Plan mitigation measures in the 
summary table. 
 
Response 17A-J:  The comment regarding future funding sources for improvements to alternative 
FDCP egress routes, other than Foresthill Road, is noted.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue that requires a response in this Final EIR.  
 
 
 




