
 

 

 
 
 

 
Shirlee Herrington                          February 22, 2019 
Placer County Planning Services Division 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
Email: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 
 
Re: Comments on the Sunset Area Plan and Placer Ranch Specific Plan (SAP/PRSP) DEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Herrington, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for a program-level 
analysis of the Sunset Area Plan (SAP) Update and a project-level analysis of the Placer Ranch Specific 
Plan (PRSP).  This cover letter summarizes the City’s areas of concern.  More detailed comments are 
included as Attachment 1 to this letter. 

The City would like to reemphasize its specific support of a university project in South Placer County and 
of the PRSP development concept in general.  Throughout the process of developing the specific plans, 
commenting on the Notice of Preparation, and providing feedback on the Administrative Draft DEIR, the 
City has repeated its commitment to working in cooperation with Placer County on this important project.  
However, the City had previously requested that the description of the impacts to the City—and the 
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid those impacts—be fully disclosed and discussed in advance of 
DEIR publication, so that the measures identified in the DEIR are fully enforceable and agreed to by the 
City.  Unfortunately, the City’s concerns have not been adequately addressed. As such, it is the City’s 
obligation to strongly express its concerns in this DEIR comment letter, as there will be significant 
environmental effects caused by the project in Roseville which remain unmitigated despite the availability 
of feasible mitigation measures. 

The City has found the analysis and mitigation contained in the DEIR to be inadequate.  The DEIR should 
be revised and recirculated to address the concerns outlined in this letter, and should also be recirculated 
with the fiscal analysis and proposed development agreements for the project, which should include the 
requirement to implement applicable mitigation measures identified in the DEIR.  The City respectfully 
requests the opportunity to develop mutually-agreeable, adequate mitigation and the opportunity to review 
and provide input on the fiscal analysis and development agreements, prior to the recirculation of the DEIR. 

The County published a staff report which listed areas of controversy and held a public hearing on the DEIR 
on February 14, 2019, at which a City representative provided oral comments.  Of the twenty areas of 
known controversy, the City is particularly concerned with twelve, as follows: 

• Odor-related impacts: The project includes an amendment to the Placer County General Plan’s Solid 
Waste Public Facilities Buffer Standards to reduce the residential buffer zone of the landfill from one 
mile to 2,000 feet (or 1,000 feet on a case-by-case basis).  Placer County General Plan Policy 4.G.11 
further states: “When considering land use changes in the vicinity of a landfill operation, the County 
shall consider the landfill as the dominant land use in the area.”  The DEIR analysis acknowledges that 
reducing the landfill buffer could cause odor impacts and lead to incompatible land uses, which would 
create a need for solutions which are extremely costly or even infeasible, but concludes that because 
Placer County does not control the landfill, mitigation is infeasible.  This conclusion is incorrect.  
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Payment of fair share fees is a feasible mitigation measure which would allow the landfill to make 
needed modifications, and should have been examined in the DEIR. 

In addition, the project analysis of landfill impacts is limited to an analysis based on the existing 
condition.  However, landfill expansion is a reasonably foreseeable project, and conceptual layouts for 
the expansion have been available since 2016 (see the Western Placer Waste Management Authority 
website: https://www.wpwma.com/) but the DEIR analysis does not examine the impacts of the project 
compared to the expansion.  The DEIR must include this cumulative analysis in order to comply with 
CEQA; please revise the DEIR to include this cumulative analysis. 

• Transportation impacts: The City’s General Plan Circulation Element, page III-33, includes Level of 
Service Policy 1, which requires a Level of Service standard of “C” at a minimum of 70% of all 
signalized intersections and roadway segments.  According to the DEIR, the project will cause PM 
peak hour operations in Roseville to drop from 84% to 68% of intersections operating at Level of 
Service C (LOS C) or better. As a result, the proposed project will have a significant traffic impact and 
it will cause the City’s traffic network to be inconsistent the City’s General Plan.  Furthermore, the 
DEIR identifies more than 40 mitigation measures which are not within the City’s Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP); therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the County has committed to ensuring that 
the proposed mitigation measures are fully enforceable.  This is a significant concern to the City and 
is not adequately addressed within the DEIR. 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.14-3 and 4.14-4 describe a fair-share fee program to offset the 
impacts to City of Roseville facilities that is not well-defined.  The City has been requesting that the 
County work cooperatively with the City to craft mutually agreeable transportation mitigation 
measures since issuance of the NOP.  These measures could have been better defined for review 
by the public by the time of publication of the DEIR, but the County elected not to coordinate 
acceptable traffic mitigation measures.  The City is very concerned that the language presented in 
the DEIR about negotiating in “good faith” within a “reasonable time” does not commit the County to 
specific, feasible actions to offset impacts to City facilities and is, therefore, not enforceable mitigation. 

• Foothills Boulevard: The DEIR fails to disclose that the Foothills Boulevard extension is a required 
project improvement, both on- and off-site. This critical roadway needs to be identified as a project 
responsibility and evaluated at a project-level to ensure that the improvements are feasible.  The 
DEIR must analyze the entire off-site portion of the proposed Foothills Boulevard, which is a 
reasonably foreseeable improvement.  Failure to include the project-level analysis in the DEIR 
jeopardizes the ability to obtain the necessary funding and right-of-way dedications.  The DEIR 
indicates that 50% of the PRSP could be developed before this connection is needed and that 75% 
of PRSP would need to be built before the necessary funding is available.  The City takes strong 
exception to the assessment of need.  As explained in more detail in Attachment 1 of this comment 
letter, the impacts to Fiddyment Road and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard are substantially 
underestimated in the modeling and therefore the Foothills Boulevard extension may be essential to 
mitigating impacts to Roseville roadways.  As a result, the DEIR analysis of when this required facility 
will be necessary is significantly misstated.  This improvement will be needed significantly earlier than 
indicated in the DEIR.  Additionally, the City takes issue with the fact that the DEIR does not speak 
directly to the timing and funding of the roadway connection and bridge construction costs. 

• Public services: The analysis has deferred detailed consideration of impacts on police/emergency 
services, fire services, and library services.  All of the public service analysis in the DEIR 
acknowledges that the project will increase demands on these public services, but it does not identify 
locations for new or expanded facilities or the environmental impacts of such facilities.  The mitigation 
does not include triggers for the timing of construction or include any performance standards.  The 
project as proposed is very likely to result in increased demands on City services and require facility 
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expansions within Roseville.  Roseville residents recently passed a sales tax measure (Measure B) to 
preserve—and in some cases restore—public service levels within the City.  As currently proposed, the 
project would create an unfunded increase in City service demands; Roseville residents should not 
have to pay for services and expanded facilities required to support the project.  The DEIR analysis 
and mitigation should be revised to ensure the project will meet anticipated service demands, in order 
to avoid impacts to City services and facilities. 

• Public recreation and parks: The analysis in the DEIR has not demonstrated that all required 
parkland is being provided to support the entire project.  The analysis provides parkland credit to 
private facilities which are not publicly-accessible, and does not include the residential units contained 
within the SAP in its calculations. It also does not provide sufficient recreation facilities to meet County 
standards.  All of this will result in the increased use of City park facilities, which will contribute to 
substantial physical deterioration of City park sites and the need to make physical improvements, 
without adequate funding sources. 

• Utilities Distribution and Treatment Capacity: The DEIR fails to consider cumulative impacts 
related to both the landfill and wastewater impacts. Regarding the landfill, the DEIR does not analyze 
the proportional increase in solid waste generated by the Project and by full build out of the SAP, and 
its effects on the life-span of the landfill.  Regarding wastewater, the DEIR compares the projected 
project wastewater flows to the current Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plan flows, rather than 
to the build-out flow conditions.  As a result, the complete project impacts to the treatment plant are 
undisclosed in the DEIR. 

• Stormwater drainage facilities: Implementation of the project would require construction of the 
planned Pleasant Grove Retention Facility in the City of Roseville, as stated on multiple pages within 
the DEIR (e.g. DEIR page 4.9-28).  However, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b is not sufficient, because it 
does not require payment of fair-share fees to the City, establish or discuss operational and 
maintenance funding, and does not reference the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility. 

• Conflicts with planned facilities: As stated previously, the DEIR does not examine the project in 
light of the planned landfill expansion, and it also does not require right-of-way dedication for Placer 
Parkway. 

• Aesthetic impacts:  This is a significant new development area, which allows up to 150-foot-tall 
structures in the Innovation Center and up to 225-foot-tall structures in the Commercial Recreation, 
Hotel, and Hotel Resort land uses.  The City of Roseville shares three miles of common border with 
the project area, but despite this fact the analysis in the DEIR only includes a single vantage point in 
the City, which is taken from Fiddyment Road at one limited angle of view.  No photosimulations are 
provided, which makes it difficult to understand the scope of the impacts.  The DEIR includes images 
from only a handful of viewing locations, which are not representative of actual viewpoints observed 
by the most affected viewer groups; has provided photos which are of limited scope/direction and do 
not represent the actual view of a person standing at the viewpoint; and have been taken from 
locations which ensure there are intruding visual encroachments in the foreground that distorts the 
actual view which would be experienced. 

• Project phasing and timeline: The City is deeply concerned about the timing of mitigation measures 
in relationship to the timing of project phasing and construction.  Many of the mitigation measures do 
not include development triggers or other timing mechanisms to ensure that needed mitigation occurs 
before or at the time of project impacts. 
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Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Detailed City Comments on DEIR 
Attachment 2 – Placer County Comments on the City’s NOP 
Attachment 3 – Pages from City of Roseville Open Space Preserve Overarching Management Plan 
Attachment 4 – Riley Library Borrower Map 
 
 
Cc: 
 
Dominick Casey, City Manager, City of Roseville 
Mike Isom, Development Services Director, City of Roseville 
Greg Bitter, Planning Manager, City of Roseville 
Lauren Hocker, Senior Planner, City of Roseville 
Michelle Sheidenberger; Assistant City Attorney, City of Roseville 
Ellen Garber, Esq., JD, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
Todd Leopold, County Executive Officer, Placer County 
Steve Pedretti, Community Development Resource Agency Director, Placer County 
Michele Kingsbury, Principal Management Analyst, Placer County 
Crystal Jacobson, Principal Planner, Placer County 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
The City of Roseville has the following comments on the DEIR, which consist of general comments, 
followed by more specific comments on chapters and sections of the DEIR, as indicated below. 

General Comments  

1. On Page 4-1, the DEIR states that it provides two levels of analysis: project-level for the PRSP, and 
program-level for the SAP and University.  For the “program-level” analysis, this DEIR defers 
required analysis of known project details to a later date.  While citing CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168(a) to support this approach, the DEIR neglects to account for Section 15168(b), which states 
that the program EIR can “provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects 
and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an individual action,” and “ensure 
consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis.” 
[emphasis added]  The purpose of a Program EIR is not to avoid detailed analysis, as this DEIR 
seems to imply. Rather, the purpose it to allow streamlining later analysis of subsequent actions by 
providing a comprehensive and connected analysis.  However, this analysis has done the opposite. 

As an example, although modifications of the SAP land uses are proposed as part of this project, 
and the traffic generation of those uses can be determined, the cumulative traffic study does not 
include intersection analysis of the complete project buildout.  This avoidance of a complete analysis 
of the proposed land use is not consistent with the intent or purpose of a program-level analysis, 
and is an improper deferral.  The County is proposing to adopt a land use plan without having 
analyzed the impacts of the entire project.  Either these complete impacts must be examined, or 
the portions of the project which are “well beyond the planning horizon” should be excluded from 
the project. 

2. As a general rule of practice, legally adequate mitigation measures must: 

• Be quantifiable or sufficiently specific to demonstrate how the impact will be reduced; 

• Be fully enforceable through conditions or other binding agreements; and 

• Not defer formulation of measures until some future time, but may specify performance 
standards. 

In addition, the impacts of the mitigation measures themselves should be analyzed. 

Throughout the document, impacts to the City of Roseville are identified, but the mitigation 
measures simply state that the City of Roseville would be responsible for mitigation and the 
County will “coordinate with the City.”  As discussed below, specific mitigation measures for 
impacts to Roseville must be addressed and analyzed in the DEIR and not deferred.  

 Chapters 1- 3 (Introduction, Summary, Project Description) 

3. Page 2-3, Required Permits and Approvals.  Please add to the list an agreement with the City of 
Roseville delineating fair-share obligations for impacts to roadways within Roseville 

4. Page 2-64, Impact 4.9-1, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b.  Development in Placer Ranch needs to fund 
additional design costs for any additional retention or detention storage needed to accommodate 
project stormwater runoff, as well as share in any associated costs including purchase, design, and 
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technical studies (including environmental review) for such storage.  In addition, funding for future 
maintenance and operations is required.  A City/County funding agreement is required prior to any 
development approvals being granted that would rely on this facility for mitigating stormwater 
impacts. 

5. Page 2-73, Mitigation Measure 4.11-5a.  Is rubberized concrete intended to refer to rubberized 
asphalt concrete (RAC)?  In order to provide permanent sound reduction, a surface paved with RAC 
must be properly maintained (regardless of material, road noise increases as a road wears) and 
must be resurfaced with RAC, which is not a traditional paving material.  The mitigation measure 
does not establish a process or program to ensure that regular maintenance and resurfacing with 
RAC occurs.  Also, RAC should not be used on designated Truck Routes, because research has 
shown that it is much less effective at reducing noise from heavy vehicles (Report on the Status of 
Rubberized Asphalt Traffic Noise Reduction in Sacramento County, Bollard and Brennan, Inc, 
November 1999). 

6. Page 2-79, Mitigation Measure 4.13-8.  How will the increased maintenance cost to the City be 
mitigated?  It is anticipated that additional maintenance will be incurred due to the large increase in 
traffic from Placer Ranch.   

7. Page 2-80, Mitigation Measure 4.14-1a.  The widening of Sunset Boulevard needs to occur before 
the first building occupancy. 

8. Page 2-80, Mitigation Measure 4.14-1b.  The extension and widening of Foothills Boulevard from 
the City of Roseville to the project boundary needs to occur concurrent with the initial specific plan 
infrastructure construction. This is important to ensure that traffic impacts on City roadways are 
minimized to the extent practicable.   

9. Page 2-82, Mitigation Measure 4.14-3.  The impact fees associated with mitigation for impacts within 
the City of Roseville should include the cost of timing new signals and retiming existing signals to 
accommodate the increase in traffic. 

10. Page 2-91, Mitigation Measure 4.14-10.  Fair share contributions to regional roadways should 
include Placer Parkway. 

11. Page 3-4, Exhibit 3-3 Project Area Map.  Please note that the Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) approved the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan for annexation into the City of 
Roseville in December 2018.  Please update the City of Roseville boundaries accordingly. 

12. Page 3-7.  The Project Objectives for the PRSP indicate that an objective is to integrate plans for 
Placer Parkway, including establishing a corridor, and that the impacts of the facility were covered 
in a previously approved EIR.  It should be noted that the previous program level EIR/EIS and 
project approval only established where the corridor would be located, but it did not include 
specifics such as information on facility performance standards, right-of-way needs, dedication of 
land, cross-sections, buffers, or interchange designs.  While some of this information is contained 
within the PRSP and SAP, this information should at least be referenced within the DEIR.  
Otherwise, it appears that the project has not been designed to accommodate the facility, and it 
is unclear whether the physical impacts of facility construction have been analyzed.  The Specific 
Plan also does not include a requirement that developers dedicate right-of-way, despite this 
language being included for other facilities.  Please see the City of Roseville’s Amoruso Ranch 
Specific Plan and EIR (SCH# 2013102057) for an example of the level of detail which should be 
included in the analysis. 
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13. Page 3-16. Housing in the Commercial and Industrial zones.  The project includes a General Plan 
Amendment, which will allow up to 30 residential units per acre within the Entertainment Mixed-
Use, Innovation Center, and Light Industrial land uses.  However, while up to 30 units per acre 
would be permitted, Table 3-3 of Project 20-Year Development does not list any housing units within 
these land uses.  Because residential development of 30 units per acre would be consistent with 
the proposed General Plan Amendment, the table should be amended to disclose the assumptions 
used in the DEIR analysis, particularly the traffic study, for the amount of residential development 
that could be built within these commercial areas as part of the project description. 

14. Page 3-23, Exhibit 3-7, Circulation Diagram.  The sections of Foothills Boulevard and Industrial 
Avenue within the City of Roseville should be widened to match the required lane geometry required 
just to the north of the City.  This should be figured into the project cost and/or accounted for in the 
mitigation fee. 

15. Page 3-26, Public Transit.  Please provide more details regarding the Bus Rapid Transit 
requirements, including additional travel lanes, queue jump lanes, and transit stations.  The need 
for additional right-of-way dedication should be defined. 

16. On page 3-55 in the discussion of recycled water, the 1st Paragraph, 2nd Sentence states: 
“…Recycled water would be provided to the PRSP area using existing infrastructure from the City 
of Roseville Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plants…”.  The City will need 
to determine (based on capacity) which plant or plants will deliver the recycled water.  Therefore, 
it is premature to determine whether the Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove waste water treatment 
plant would be selected. 

17. On page 3-55 Wastewater Treatment, Paragraph 1, the final sentence states that the PRSP will 
generate average dry weather flows of 1.99 MGD. Under the utilities section of the DEIR and in 
the master sewer plan, it is determined that the Project will generate 2.17 MGD.  Please modify 
the sentence on page 3-55 to refer to 2.17 MGD. 

18. Page 3-58, PRSP Drainage System.  The fees collected by the County for the Pleasant Grove 
Retention Basin should consider all previous and future costs for property acquisition, 
environmental, design, construction, operation, and maintenance.  Refer to prior comment 4. 

19. Page 3-64 Foothills Boulevard (north).  This section does not mention the facility improvements 
which would be needed within the City of Roseville to complete the extension of Foothills Boulevard.  
While Page 4-5 incorporates by reference the City’s Foothills Business Park Annexation EIR for the 
extension of Foothills Boulevard, the scope of the extension project has changed in terms of both 
the number of lanes and the proposed alignment, so the analysis cannot entirely rely on this prior 
EIR and the DEIR analysis must be supplemented. 

20. Page 3-69, Pleasant Grove Retention Facility, last paragraph.  The fee program referenced in this 
section must ensure that a mechanism is in place to fund all associated costs for property 
acquisition, environmental review, design, construction, operation, and maintenance. 

21. Page 3-79, Section 3.8.  Foothills Boulevard is described as a four-lane arterial in this section.  In 
other places in the DEIR, it is described as a six-lane facility.  Please revise the DEIR to be 
consistent. This section should also include offsite mitigation improvements or appropriate fees for 
the widening of Blue Oaks Boulevard between Washington Boulevard and Foothills Boulevard, and 
the extension of a four lane Roseville Parkway between Washington Boulevard and Foothills 
Boulevard. 
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4.1 Aesthetics 

22. The update to the Sunset Area Plan will substantially increase development potential over the 
existing Sunset Industrial Plan.  This update would allow buildings up to 150 feet in height in the 
Innovation Center and 225 feet in height in the Commercial Recreation, Hotel, and Hotel Resort 
land uses.  The City of Roseville shares three miles of common border with this development 
area, but despite this fact, the visual analysis in the DEIR only includes a single vantage point in 
Roseville, which is taken from Fiddyment Road at one limited angle of view.  No photosimulations 
are provided, which makes it difficult to understand the scope of the impacts.  The quality of a 
view, and the impact thereon, depends on the viewing location and the viewer group observing 
the view.  However, the DEIR has included only a handful of viewing locations, which are not 
representative of actual viewpoints observed by the public in those locations; has provided photos 
which are of limited scope/direction and do not represent the actual view of people standing at 
the viewpoint; and have been taken from locations which ensure that there are intruding visual 
encroachments in the foreground, thereby distorting the actual view that would be experienced.  
These comments will focus on the viewpoint in the City of Roseville, to explain the concerns. 

For example, Viewpoint 6 is taken from the end of Fiddyment Road, and is intended to represent 
the existing viewshed for City of Roseville residents.  Rather than taking the photo from the end of 
the road or sidewalk, the photo has been taken from a position farther back, which ensures there 
are barricades, a light standard, and other encroachments within the foreground.  The analysis 
states that the vividness, unity, and intactness of the view are low, though it provides very little 
explanation of this conclusion.  The City would agree that the vividness of the view is low, but the 
conclusions regarding unity and intactness are based entirely on the assumption that the viewshed 
includes a foreground consisting of incompatible urban residential elements. Many citizens of the 
City of Roseville who live and travel on the southern boundary of the Project site have significant 
views of the Sierra Nevada mountain range.  Future development will likely block these views.  
Therefore, the City disagrees that aesthetic impacts would be less than significant, for the reasons 
stated above. 

4.3 Air Quality 

23. Page 4.3-9, Exhibit 4.3-1 shows that even at a distance of one mile, there are already many odor 
complaints due to the landfill. Therefore, the DEIR needs to more fully discuss the impacts of 
reducing the land use buffer surrounding the landfill, which will exacerbate odor impacts.     

24. Page 4.3-11 Future WRWMA Operations.  This section discusses the future program, but doesn’t 
carry the analysis through the document.  The landfill expansion plans are a reasonably foreseeable 
project and, due to the County’s proposal to amend its General Plan to reduce the land use buffer 
between future residential development and the landfill, would increase odor impacts and land use 
incompatibility related to odor (see comments on Section 4.10, below).  The DEIR should analyze 
and disclose these reasonably foreseeable significant impacts. 

25. Page 4.3-51 concludes that because odor impacts are subjective, mitigation is infeasible, but this is 
not accurate.  Please refer to the City’s comments on the land use compatibility analysis; the project 
should include payment of fair share fees, which is feasible mitigation.  

4.4 Biological Resources 

26. The DEIR does not mention potential impacts to City of Roseville wetland preserve areas adjacent 
to the project, and should be corrected to reflect the following: 
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a. Show the adjacent City preserve areas graphically, specifically labeling the location of 
preserved wetlands. 

b. The open space preserves are owned by the City, and the City could be liable to federal 
and State permitting agencies if any impacts occurred to protected wetlands on its 
property.  Therefore, the County’s mitigation measure should include a requirement to 
submit improvement plans to the City’s Open Space Manager for review and comment 
prior to construction.  

c. Onsite conservation plans should include a management approach for the locations where 
PRSP Area open space is contiguous with City of Roseville preserve areas. The City of 
Roseville recommends management consistent with the City of Roseville Open Space 
Preserve Overarching Management Plan. 

d. The Project’s Design Standards currently show that open fencing will be provided adjacent 
to the City’s open space preserve.  Development adjacent to the City of Roseville preserve 
areas should use masonry walls, or fencing otherwise designed to prevent impacts to the 
biological resources (e.g., unauthorized drainage, gates for accessing the open space for 
recreational use, dumping of yard waste, landscaping, etc.) 

e. Project design must ensure that outfalls do not drain into City of Roseville preserve areas; 
therefore, the County’s mitigation measure should specify this design requirement. 

27. The potential for disturbance of biological resources in the adjacent City of Roseville preserve 
areas is high, and could be mitigated with measures including (but not necessarily limited to) the 
measures identified in Section 5.2 of the City of Roseville Open Space Preserve Overarching 
Management Plan (dated August 5, 2011), as included in Attachment 3, substituting the County 
as the overseeing agency. 

4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

28. The Hydrology and Water Quality chapter uses the term "future development" when describing 
all planned development in the SAP and PRSP.  The City finds this terminology to be acceptable 
as long as the County agrees that the term "future development" is equivalent to "all SAP and 
PRSP development," all of which is reasonably foreseeable, such that no exclusions would occur. 

29. Flooding of existing County properties, including the Gleason’s and Amoruso Estates, are known 
areas of controversy, even during the two-year event.  The DEIR does not address this issue.  
The DEIR should indicate whether the Project will create any increase in offsite flows that would 
impact these areas.  This is of concern to the City, because flows from PRSP and SAP will be 
conveyed through the Amoruso and Creekview Specific Plan areas.  Until the Amoruso and 
Creekview improvements are implemented, there may be additional impacts that are not currently 
identified in the DEIR.  This should be addressed in the DEIR. 

30. Page 4.9-28 indicates that implementation of the PRSP would require construction of the planned 
Pleasant Grove Retention Facility in the City of Roseville.  However, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b is 
not sufficient.  The DEIR states that the City has already designed and approved, but has not yet 
constructed, the facility.  It should be noted that the flows from this Project were not contemplated 
at the time the program-level City of Roseville Retention Basin Project (aka Pleasant Grove 
Retention Facility) EIR was certified (State Clearinghouse Number 2002072084). Additional 
environmental review will be required to construct the facility, particularly since DEIR Appendix C 
(Storm Drainage Report) indicates that the project will require expansion of this planned facility. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b discusses payment of fair-share fees to the County, but not to the City, 
and does not specifically reference the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility.  Mitigation Measure4.9-
1b also does not acknowledge the fact that the project will result in a need for expansion of the 
planned facility, which should be reflected in the fair-share fee developed for the project.  Please 
add the following language to make it clear that a fair-share development fee will be required and 
is a fully enforceable mitigation measure: 

“The applicants for individual projects shall annex into the City of Roseville Regional Retention 
Basin fee district and pay the Pleasant Grove Drainage fee, which will be calculated to address 
the cost to accommodate the contribution of the Placer Ranch/Sunset Area project, to the City 
prior to the approval of each building permit. The fee shall be calculated to cover the fair share 
cost of retention and maintenance for that development’s portion of the Pleasant Grove Retention 
Basin Project at the Al Johnson Wildlife Area. 

Development proposals in the PRSP and SAP shall demonstrate, through the preparation of 
technical engineering studies, that the increased volume of stormwater runoff from the proposed 
development can be accommodated in the approved City of Roseville Regional Stormwater 
Retention Facility.  The results of the study shall be submitted to the City of Roseville Public Works 
department for review and concurrence.  If expansion of the retention basin is required, the County 
shall work with the City to expand the retention facility as necessary, following appropriate 
environmental review, and funded through fair share contributions by SAP project developers at 
the building permit stage.” 

31. Page 4.9-28.  Lakeview Farms Retention Basin. The City suggests updating the statement 
“currently planned for construction in 2018,” date unless construction did start in 2018. 

32. Page 4.9-31, Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a: Submit final drainage report (Net SAP Area and PRSP 
Areas) City recommends adding this statement at end of the paragraph “The final drainage report 
shall...address comments submitted during the public review period.” 

33. Page 4.9-43.  The City is concerned that the DEIR does not define and map the 100-year 
floodplain areas for the entire project area, instead deferring that information and analysis of 
impacts within the 100-year flood zone (Impact 4.9-5) to future, individual projects as part of 
improvement plan submittal.  As a direct result of this deferral, the analysis concludes that the 
impact is potentially significant, because the ability to avoid floodplain impacts cannot be known 
with certainty (DEIR page 4.9-43: “However, at this stage of planning, the details of these 
measures have not been developed, and the County conservatively determines this impact to be 
potentially significant.”  The City of Roseville is downstream in the Pleasant Grove Watershed, so 
any impacts due to increased development in the 100-year flood zone within the project area have 
the potential to cause downstream impacts in the City.  The DEIR should be revised to disclose 
the location of the existing 100-year floodplain within the project area as a necessary prerequisite 
to considering the impacts of full buildout of the project. 

As a result of the above concerns, the City also has questions and recommended changes to the 
proposed Specific Plan policies, which may help reduce or avoid this impact.  Greater explanation 
should be provided for Policy PFS-5.6, which is unclear on the methodology that must be used to 
mitigate impacts (the policy states “unless another methodology has been agreed upon by Placer 
County.”)  Policy NR-3.2 also should be revised to add a definition for “calculated 100-year-
floodplain,” which should include a 100-year future, fully-developed floodplain.   

34. Appendix D – Volumetric Retention Studies: ensure that the updated work that the County, City 
of Roseville, and consultants have produced up until October 2018 is incorporated into Appendix 
D and the DEIR. 
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4.10 Land Use 

35. Page 4.10-14, Impact 4.10-2 discusses impacts related to consistency and compatibility with the 
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (landfill), and concludes the impacts are potentially significant.  
The project includes an amendment to Placer County General Plan’s Solid Waste Public Facilities 
Buffer Standards to reduce the residential buffer zone of the landfill from one mile to 2,000 feet (or 
1,000 feet on a case-by-case basis).  Existing Placer County General Plan Policy 4.G.11 further 
states: “When considering land use changes in the vicinity of a landfill operation, the County shall 
consider the landfill as the dominant land use in the area.”  The DEIR analysis acknowledges that 
the purpose of the existing buffer is to protect the landfill from pressures to implement odor control 
or reduction measures due to land use incompatibility.  The analysis also acknowledges that a one-
mile buffer is recommend by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, though it does not 
mention that the same recommendation is contained within the California Air Resources Board “Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook.”  Despite acknowledging these factors, and concluding on DEIR 
page 4.10-17 that the project would increase odor complaints and lead to pressure on the facility to 
implement additional odor control measures, the analysis concludes that because Placer County 
does not control the landfill, mitigation is infeasible.  This conclusion is incorrect.  Payment of fair 
share fees is a feasible mitigation measure which would allow the landfill to make needed 
modifications, and should have been examined in the DEIR. 

In addition, the project analysis of landfill impacts is artificially limited to an analysis based on the 
existing condition.  However, planning for landfill expansion is underway.  Conceptual layouts for 
the facility expansion have been available since 2016, stakeholder outreach and planning have 
been ongoing since that time, and the Notice of Preparation for the expansion project is in 
development and expected to be released shortly (per the Western Placer Waste Management 
Authority February 14, 2019 Board of Directors agenda).  The expansion is a reasonably 
foreseeable project, and conceptual layouts for the expansion have long been available, but the 
DEIR analysis does not examine the impacts of the project due to the expansion.  Please revise the 
DEIR to include this cumulative analysis. 

4.11 Noise 

36. Page 4.11-34 Roseville Power Plant 2 – This section states that “The draft PRSP indicates a 
masonry wall would be located around the existing RPP2 site but does not provide specific 
performance criteria to ensure that adequate sound attenuation would be achieved.” The DEIR 
should be modified to reflect the following: 

a. The specific plan developers shall be responsible for the construction of the wall, at their 
cost. 

b. The wall must meet City of Roseville Design and Construction Standards for sound barrier 
design, and should be submitted to the City for review, to ensure the City’s facility is 
adequately protected from land use conflicts created by the Project. 

c. Mitigation Measure 4.11-4B should be revised to specify that either the wall, or a 
combination of a wall and setbacks, must result in the achievement of Placer County noise 
standards.  Currently, the measure says only that a 5 dB reduction in sound is required, 
which is insufficient to offset this impact. 

4.13 Public Services 

37. Page 4.13-24, Impact 4.13-1.  The City of Roseville Fire Department is currently providing a 
disproportionate level of service due to calls for service in Placer County in order to backfill 
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services in the Sunset Area.  This project has the potential to substantially increase the need to 
provide mutual aid.  This is not currently addressed in the DEIR.  Although Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1b states that two fire stations must be constructed in order to offset impacts of the project, 
the measure does not identify the locations, provide triggers for the timing of construction, or 
include any performance standards for determining the effectiveness of this mitigation measure, 
instead deferring that to a future decision-making process.  The City has previously made this 
comment, and in response the DEIR has included a statement that fire stations are a permitted 
use on commercially zoned properties; this is not sufficient. Rather, the DEIR must disclose the 
size of the stations, where they will be located, the timing for construction, and how they will be 
funded, which are essential to the understanding of the impacts to the City of Roseville Fire 
services and whether they are being mitigated. 

38. Page 4.13-27, Impact 4.13-2.  The DEIR does not adequately address the law enforcement impacts 
and increased demands which would affect the Roseville Police Department.  The plan area would 
directly adjoin the City of Roseville and would create the physical and visual impression that it 
receives law enforcement services from the City of Roseville.  DEIR Page 4.13-1 specifically 
identifies that the City of Roseville expressed concern about impacts to City law enforcement 
services, but does not discuss City police services.   The City has the following concerns: 

a. Communications Center impacts.  Citizens seeking law enforcement services increasingly 
rely on cellular phones for their primary telephone services and do not have landline phones.  
Cellular 9-1-1 calls under the current technology are routed to the nearest “public safety 
answering point” (PSAP) via an imprecise system based on cellular phone tower location 
and antenna orientation.  This project will result in daily increased calls for service to the 
Roseville Police Department, which is the PSAP for Roseville and handles all 9-1-1 calls, 
police dispatching, fire dispatching, and EMS dispatching for the City of Roseville.  This 
increased demand would adversely affect the capabilities of the RPD because dispatcher 
workload would increase. Dispatchers would have to answer every additional call, triage the 
need for services, and then route to the proper agency, which is likely to result in reduced 
response times.  The DEIR includes no discussion of this critical public safety impact. 

b. Traffic impacts. The California Highway Patrol Auburn Office provides coverage to hundreds 
of miles of state and county roadways and is lightly staffed.  The Roseville Police 
Department is regularly tasked to respond and assist at major collision scenes near our city 
because of their staffing shortage. The proposed plan will greatly increase traffic volumes, 
on Fiddyment Road and Blue Oaks Boulevard, as indicated by the traffic impact study in the 
DEIR, which will result in increases in accident rates. This will result in increased demands 
upon the Roseville PD and Roseville FD to respond to collisions within the City.  The DEIR 
states that because the project is not adding to the freeway system, no impacts to CHP 
services will occur, which is not accurate.  Without additional CHP staffing the Roseville PD 
will receive increased requests for allied agency assistance from the CHP to this area. 

c. Page 4.13-27, on staffing for police services.  Policy 4.H.1 of the County General Plan 
states: “within the County’s overall budgetary constraints, the County shall strive to 
maintain the following staffing ratios (expressed as the ratio of officers to population): a. 
1:1,000 for unincorporated areas.” The DEIR does not adequately explain how the County 
will maintain this staffing ratio for the planned development, and whether additional 
stations or other physical facilities will be required.  The DEIR indicates that 19 additional 
officers will be needed for the project.  Nineteen officers will not meet the residential growth 
(24K population/roughly 8,000 units). An urban standard of one officer per thousand 
population would require a minimum of 24 Officers. There is also no analysis of the 
impacts due to a reasonably foreseeable student population of 30,000 at the proposed 
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university, even though some proportion of this population will live off-campus within the 
project area or surrounding cities such as Roseville. Additionally, there is no discussion 
regarding timing of officers, how police response will be handled during initial phases, or 
mutual aide. 

d. Response Times. The proposal would result in law enforcement staffing which is below the 
standards set forth in the County’s General Plan. On page 4.13-4 of the DEIR, it is stated 
that the average call response rate is 15 minutes for Priority 1 calls. According to Policy 
4.H.2 of the County General Plan: “The County Sheriff shall strive to maintain the following 
average response times for emergency calls for service: 6 minutes in urban areas.”  The 
DEIR does not include an analysis of how this development will affect response times. 

39. Page 4.13-33, Impact 4.13-4.  The project impacts to the City’s Martha Riley Community Library 
(Riley Library) is a concern.  The Riley Library is only 3.5 miles away from the project area.  City of 
Roseville Parks, Recreation, and Libraries staff mapped the home addresses of all library 
cardholders who use the Riley Library (see Attachment 4), and found that a significant number of 
users are within close proximity to the County’s Rocklin library and, nevertheless, still utilize Riley 
Library. This indicates that use of the Riley Library would increase even more due to the proximity 
of the project plan area to the Riley Library.  This impact is acknowledged by the DEIR, but neither 
the SAP nor the PRSP include a public library to meet demands, and no fair-share fees to the City 
are included in mitigation.  The DEIR instead speculates that it is possible the proposed university 
will provide a library which meets community-wide needs and is publicly accessible.  The conclusion 
further states that unmet library demands within the project will be supported by a planned regional 
library within Placer Vineyards (DEIR page 4.13-34), even though the library is not currently planned 
for construction and would be a minimum of two miles farther away for residents than the City’s 
Riley Library. With no commitment from the future university and no funding to build a new library 
within the project area, the City is concerned about the increased demand that will be placed upon 
the City’s library, which could require expansion.  This is an unmitigated and unfunded impact to 
the City library system which must be addressed in the DEIR. 

40. Page 4.13-35, Impact 4.13-5.  The City has a number of concerns related to the DEIR analysis of 
park impacts, as follows: 

a. The DEIR includes privately-owned park acreage in its determination that required parkland 
dedications are met.  This is inappropriate, because this private parkland is not accessible 
to the public.  At a minimum, the DEIR must demonstrate that the parkland dedication 
requirement will be met both for private and public subdivisions, to ensure that private 
parkland isn’t being used to meet demand generated by populations who will not have 
access to these private recreational facilities. Counting private recreation facilities towards 
parkland requirements increases unmet park needs and increases the likelihood that 
residents of the project will increase use of and substantially degrade City facilities. 

b. While the SAP area includes fewer residential units than the PRSP area, it will nonetheless 
generate a population that will have a demand for parkland.  The DEIR does not include 
these units in its calculations of parkland, which further increases the unmet needs that City 
facilities will fill and impacts on City park and recreational facilities.  See prior comment, 
above. 

c. Thank you for looking at expanding one of the plan area’s park sites.  It certainly helps in 
addressing the recreation needs of the new community.  According to the County standards, 
4 hardball diamonds, 4 little league diamonds and 6.6 soccer fields are needed based on 
the projected population.  Only 2.5 little league fields and 4.5 soccer fields are planned, 
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however, leaving the unmet needs to be addressed by the City of Roseville.  With no 
commitment from the future university to provide additional public park and recreation 
facilities, this impact on City park and recreation facilities due to increased use and facility 
wear and tear, leading to substantial deterioration of the facilities, will remain a significant 
unmitigated impact.  See Comments 2 and 3, above. 

d. The DEIR discloses Roseville parks that are likely to be impacted by the project, but 
excludes key facilities from the list.  The DEIR should be revised to discuss Stizzo Park, 
Harrigan Greens, Bos Park, Sierra Crossing Park and Astill Family Park.  In addition, page 
4.13.38 references Maidu Regional Park, but the closest regional park is Mahany Park, 
which is not listed or shown in the DEIR. 

41. Page 4.13-44, Impact 4.13-13: Cumulative impacts due to additional demands on existing park and 
recreation facilities within the City of Roseville are potentially significant.  The City has implemented 
in-lieu fees as a mechanism to address city-wide or regional parks within our boundaries.  This does 
not include or address impacts or increased demands from beyond city limits, however, as 
described in the comments above.  Therefore, this is an unmitigated and unfunded impact to the 
City’s park system which must be addressed in the DEIR. 

4.14 Transportation and Circulation 

42. The City previously requested that the County address the extension of Foothills Boulevard.  The 
DEIR continues to lack a description and analysis of the Foothills Boulevard Extension even though 
it is a necessary improvement for buildout of the project.   This critical roadway needs to be identified 
as a project responsibility and evaluated at a project level to ensure that the improvements are 
feasible.  The DEIR must include an analysis of the entire off-site portion of the proposed Foothills 
Blvd.  Failure to include a project-level analysis at this time jeopardizes the ability of the County to 
obtain of funding and right-of-way dedications.  Page 4.14-51, Foothills Blvd Extension:  The DEIR 
specifies that 50% of the PRSP could be developed before this connection is needed, and that 
75% of PRSP would need to be built before the necessary funding is available.  The City takes 
strong exception to this assessment of need.  The City’s concerns with project scenario modeling 
assumptions, also stated elsewhere in this comment letter, indicate that the impacts to Fiddyment 
Road and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard are substantially underestimated, and therefore the 
Foothills Boulevard extension may be essential to mitigating impacts to Roseville roadways.  As 
a result, the DEIR analysis of the when this required facility will be necessary is significantly 
misstated as well.  Additionally, the City takes issue with the fact that the DEIR does disclose the 
timing and funding of the roadway connection and bridge construction costs. 

43. The analysis of the cumulative scenarios assume the completion of major roadways outside the 
boundaries of the project.  The construction of these regional improvements will provide alternative 
routes of travel that will effectively minimize impacts to the City.  Many of these projects rely on 
funding programs that have yet to collect the needed money to compete the projects.  Therefore, to 
insulate the City from development impacts, without the assumed project in place, a Phasing plan 
should be developed that identifies threshold of absorption that could occur prior to the completion 
of  corresponding improvements of certain roads that aid in minimizing impacts to existing streets. 

44. The traffic modeling assumptions used in the scenarios analyzed in the DEIR include roadways 
connecting Fiddyment Road to Blue Oaks Boulevard, and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard to Blue Oaks 
Boulevard through residential neighborhoods via Crocker Ranch Road and Parkside Way.  While 
Crocker Ranch Road is a residential collector, this roadway has not been included in any previous 
traffic impact model analysis.  Parkside way is a local residential roadway with residential frontages 
and is not appropriate to include in the model as a major linkage.  A traffic impact analysis should 
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not rely on or include minor residential roadways such as these, because it creates alternate cut-
through routes that are inappropriate, and artificially lowers modeled volumes on major arterials.   
Inclusion of these minor residential roadways in the model leads to an under-representation of the 
impacts on Fiddyment Road and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard, as well as the impacts and timing 
expectations for the Foothills Boulevard extension as a required offsite improvement of the Project. 
The “Existing plus Project” model indicates 20,000 ADT on Parkside Way, a local residential 
roadway, and up to 24.9K ADT on Crocker Ranch, a two lane residential collector. These links 
should be removed from the model in order to accurately estimate the impacts to Fiddyment Rd 
Woodcreek Oaks Blvd and other roadways and intersections in the Study Area. 

45. Pages 4.14-94 through -96.  The Cumulative “No Project” traffic modeling and the various 
“Cumulative Plus…” scenarios include assumptions that are not reasonably foreseeable.  The City 
does not agree with the following assumptions: 

a. Full buildout of SR65/I-80 interchange improvements.  Comment: While the SACOG 
MTP/SCS includes completion of this facility, funding sources are speculative and 
unsecured at this time.  It is unlikely that full buildout of the interchange improvements will 
be funded and completed before significant traffic impacts develop as a result of the Project.  
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the interchange project are reasonably foreseeable, based on 
funding sources.  The model should be revised to reflect completion of Phase 1 and Phase 
2 of the interchange only, in order to accurately calculate estimated impacts to other 
roadways and intersections in the study area. 

b. Completion of Placer Parkway to Santucci Blvd/Watt Ave. Comment: The City does not 
agree with the statement that construction of this segment is “predicated on development in 
the PRSP area.” Placer Parkway is an independent facility approved by the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) in 2009 to meet regional transportation needs; it 
is not part of or solely dependent upon the SAP/PRSP project.  The project and DEIR do 
not include a commitment by the County to build this facility with the project, nor does it 
include the necessary project-level environmental review required to build the facility.  
Completion of this segment of Placer Parkway is subject to funding provided through the 
SPRTA Tier II fee program which relies on development impact fees collected through full 
buildout of several other large development projects—projects which the transportation 
analysis does not include in the Project study area, such as buildout of Placer Vineyards 
and other areas subject to the SPRTA Tier II fee program identified in the Tier II 
Development Fee MOU dated December 9, 2008.   

Completion of Phase I of Placer Parkway can be reasonably assumed at this time due to 
the ongoing collaborative efforts between Placer County and the United Auburn Indian 
Community, in coordination with PCTPA, to advance funding for Placer Parkway Phase I.  
However, the Phase 2 segment cannot be assumed without including full buildout of the fee 
areas included in the SPRTA Tier II MOU.  Therefore, completion of Placer Parkway Phase 
2 is not reasonably foreseeable and should be removed from the model in order to 
accurately determine project impacts on the other roadways and intersections in the study 
area.  If Placer Parkway Phase 2 is to be included as a reasonably foreseeable 
improvement, then the traffic analysis must be modified to assume full buildout of the 
SPRTA Tier II fee program areas as identified in the SPRTA Tier II MOU. 

The result of these issues is a DEIR that misrepresents and understates cumulative 
transportation impacts.  Having determined that Placer Parkway is dependent upon the 
project, the DEIR includes a Cumulative No Project scenario which excludes Placer 
Parkway and a Cumulative Plus Project scenario which includes the facility.  Placer Parkway 
is a regional facility that causes significant changes to traffic distribution, which skews the 
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analysis and significantly underreports the impacts of the project on Roseville’s traffic 
network. 

c. Riego Road is widened to four lanes from SR 99 to Placer County line. Comment: These 
improvements are unfunded and are not currently identified in an established fee program.  
Further, these improvements are not included in the SACOG MTP/SCS.  This segment 
improvement should be removed from the model in order to accurately determine project 
impacts on Riego/Baseline Road and other roadways and intersections in the study area. 

46. Blue Oaks Boulevard is extended west of Roseville city limits to Santucci Boulevard. Comment: 
This segment is unfunded and not currently identified in an established fee program. This segment 
improvement should be removed from the model in order to accurately determine project impacts 
on Blue Oaks Blvd and other roadways and intersections in the study area. 

47. Page 4.14-39. The proposed LOS E within the project (Policy TM-1.2: Level of Service) is 
significantly lower than the adjacent County LOS C and City of Roseville LOS C.  This will result 
in an inconsistency in the width and number of lanes on the two major roadways connecting PRSP 
to the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (ARSP).  The ARSP model identified the need for 4-lane 
minor arterial roadways while the PRSP model indicates the need for 2-lane collectors.  Increasing 
the PRSP roadways to 4 lanes would allow more south-westerly traffic volumes to utilize the 4-
lane connections to 6-lane Westbrook Boulevard, which would alleviate project impacts to 
Fiddyment Road and Woodcreek Oaks Blvd. 

48. Page 4.14-13, Table 4.14-8. Unsignalized intersection Operations – Existing Conditions.  
Junction/Park Regency will be signalized during summer 2019 by the City. Woodcreek 
Oaks/Crimson Ridge & Woodcreek Oaks/Painted Desert were signalized in 2018.  Woodcreek 
Oaks/Northpark & Woodcreek Oaks/Parkside would need to be signalized at the time Woodcreek 
Oaks is “punched through” due to ongoing political and safety concerns.  With all of these existing 
conditions changed, how does that change the model?  The traffic analysis should be updated to 
reflect these factors, particularly with respect to the analysis of the proportion of intersections 
operating at LOS C or better.  (These same comments apply to pages 4.14 69-71) 

49. Page 4.14-27, Policy 3.A.7 – Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan – Arterial roadway Baseline 
– Sutter County Line to Walerga Rd/Fiddyment Rd: LOS E & Intersections Baseline Rd/Watt: LOS 
F and Baseline Rd./Fiddyment: LOS F. Potential impacts to the above facilities, for the portions 
which are within the City of Roseville, should be analyzed in the DEIR based on City of Roseville 
level of service policy/standards. 

50. Page 4.14-29.  The DEIR includes the City of Roseville General Plan Policy establishing an LOS C 
threshold for all signalized intersections and roadway segments, but needs to be corrected as 
shown below in bold, underlined text. 

Maintain a level of service (LOS) “C” standard at a minimum of 70 percent of all signalized 
intersections and roadway segments in the City during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Exceptions 
to the LOS “C” standard may be considered for intersections where the City finds that the required 
improvements are unacceptable based on established criteria identified in the implementation 
measures. In addition, Pedestrian Districts may be exempted from the LOS standard. 

51. Page 4.14-29.  The City’s LOS policy applies to both roadway segments and intersections.  Instead 
of expressing roadway segment LOS policy in terms of volumes, the City relies on its intersection 
LOS criteria to determine roadway width needs; that is, the number of through lanes needed for an 
intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS C is equivalent to the number of lanes needed on the 
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roadway segment leading up to the intersection.  Despite this adopted policy for roadway segments, 
no roadway segment impacts have been analyzed or identified in the DEIR for the City of Roseville. 

52. Page 4.14-35.  Proposed Road Access. Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard southerly into the City of 
Roseville –DEIR Impact 4.14-4 states that signal warrants will be met for this facility until the 
Foothills Boulevard extension is completed, at which point volumes would reduce to levels below 
signal warrants.  Given that the DEIR specifies 75% of PRSP would need to be built before the 
necessary funding for Foothills Boulevard is available, mitigation should specify that a signal must 
be installed at Woodcreek Oaks/Parkside and Woodcreek Oaks/Northparkat the project’s and/or 
County’s expense.  In addition to meeting signal warrants, this improvement will be vital because 
these intersections serve a park and school, and the signals will be needed to avoid safety impacts.  
Currently the City has been able to mitigate these safety impacts with an all-way STOP and 
pedestrian improvements, but these measures will no longer be effective due to the planned 
increase in traffic due to the project. The analysis should be updated to disclose this impact and 
identify effective mitigation. 

53. Page 4.14-39.  Proposed Sunset Area Plan Goals and Policy.  Building off of policy TM-1.11: 
Autonomous Vehicle Technology there is no mention of any other Intelligent Transportation 
Technology/Systems (ITS) in this section or any other mention of it within the Transportation section.  
ITS technology needs to be incorporated into all areas of the transportation plan to take advantage 
of innovative technology that will help provide the safe and efficient movement of traffic within and 
between the jurisdictions. 

54. Page 4.14-42, Policy TM-5.1 – Truck Routes – The County needs to work with adjoining/local 
agencies when updating its commercial (STAA) routes to ensure that adequate routes are provided 
to and from the local freeway system.  A mitigation measure or policy language should be added to 
the DEIR and Specific Plan to reflect this. 

55. Page 4.14-45, Exhibit 4.14-9.  The change in ADT existing and existing plus Project Buildout shows 
only 40+ new trips generated on Fiddyment north of Pleasant Grove and Blue Oaks, which seems 
like an obvious underestimate of traffic on this four-lane roadway.  Page 4.14-49 states that it would 
operate at LOS D, E, or F, which is extremely unclear. 

56. Page 4.14-50. Phase 1 of Placer Parkway – This section states that several roadways and 
intersections in Roseville will experience degraded traffic operations, and that the County is 
currently in the final design stage for Phase 1 of Placer Parkway and is trying to secure funding for 
those improvements. The DEIR states that if funding is secured, construction is anticipated to be 
completed by 2022, which will help mitigate the traffic impacts.  The DEIR further states that 
approximately 25% of the PRSP could be developed prior to the opening of Phase 1 of Placer 
Parkway, and that these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.  Given that funding is 
unsecured and construction documents have not been started, the estimate of a 2022 completion 
date for Placer Parkway Phase I is unrealistic.  Since this facility is being relied upon to offset 
impacts, mitigation should be included which includes a development trigger for the facility.  That is, 
mitigation must specify the amount of dwelling units representative of 25% buildout, and require 
that the facility be installed before any further residential building permits are issued. 

57. Page 4.14-51. Significance after Mitigation – The DEIR explicitly states there is a timing gap 
between when significant impacts to Roseville facilities will occur and when funds for mitigation will 
become available.  Specifically, it is stated that impacts will begin at approximately 50% of planned 
PRSP development, but funds for improvements wouldn’t be available for any mitigation projects 
until 75% of the development in the PRSP area occurs.  This is considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact when relying on the TIF program for mitigation, but the analysis does not 
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explore or describe whether there is other feasible mitigation which could reduce the impact at the 
time it occurs. 

58. Page 4.14-54.  SAP Area – PFE/Watt – will experience an increase in delay from 85 seconds to 
492 seconds, which is more than 8 minutes.  The DEIR states that the facility will meet signal 
warrants, but there is no discussion of whether the installation of a traffic signal in this location is 
within the Sacramento County CIP or planning documents. 

59. Page 4.14-59, Impact 4.14-3:  The City’s General Plan Circulation Element, page III-33, includes 
Level of Service Policy 1, which requires an LOS standard of “C” at a minimum of 70% of all 
signalized intersections and roadway segments.  According to the DEIR, the project will cause 
PM peak hour operations in Roseville to drop from 84% to 68% of intersections operating at Level 
of Service C (LOS C). As a result, the proposed project will have a significant traffic impact 
because it will cause the City’s traffic network to be inconsistent with its own General Plan.  
Furthermore, the DEIR identifies more than 40 mitigation measures which are not within the City’s 
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP); therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the County has 
committed to ensuring that the proposed mitigation measures are fully enforceable.  This is a 
significant concern to the City and is not adequately addressed within the DEIR.  More specific 
concerns, which add to this comment, include: 

a. The Traffic report identifies impacts on several facilities anticipated to operate at less than 
LOS C that otherwise would be classified as significant and unavoidable or mitigated to 
achieve a higher LOS, except that the SAP calls for changing the policy to LOS E (Policy 
TM-12).   This is in contrast to the City/County MOU which expressly states that the County 
will achieve an LOS policy of C for all urban and suburban roadways excepting those that 
are within a ½ mile of state highways, where LOS D is acceptable. 

b. There are multiple capacity improvements which the DEIR states are within the City’s CIP, 
and on that basis the analysis concludes the impacts are not significant.  However, the 
analysis does not discuss how the project affects the timing of these improvements.  The 
City’s CIP identifies when improvements are needed, and bases its funding on that timing.  
The proposed project will result in many of these improvements being needed much 
sooner—decades sooner—than had been anticipated, and yet this impact is not discussed. 

c. 4.14-68 Signal Timing Improvements/Optimization is listed as a mitigation measure that 
is feasible and is part of the City of Roseville’s regular maintenance by City staff.  The 
listed timing changes are not necessarily part of the City’s “routine maintenance,” 
however.  The City must carefully consider any timing modifications, because adding 
green time to one movement will necessarily delay other movements, causing further 
impacts.  Therefore, all of these proposed timing modifications must be evaluated to 
demonstrate that they would mitigate the identified impact without causing other impacts.  
This analysis should be provided within the DEIR. 

d. A significant number of mitigation measures identified to improve impacts to City facilities 
are insufficiently analyzed or are infeasible.  Examples include the following: 

i. Mitigation Measure - Modify Signal Timing: The signal modification is proposed at 
multiple locations as a mitigation measure. Timing changes could adversely affect 
existing signal coordination along major corridors. Additionally, there will be costs 
associated with retiming individual signals and retiming the corridors. Additional 
evaluations should be completed to accurately determine the financial and LOS 
impacts to the City of Roseville. The following corridors require a more thorough 
investigation: 
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1. Blue Oaks Blvd Corridor 

2. Cirby Way Corridor 

3. Douglas Blvd Corridor 

4. Pleasant Grove Blvd Corridor 

5. Roseville Parkway Corridor 

ii. Mitigation Measure – Add Right Turn Overlap/Prohibit U-turn Movement: This 
mitigation measure is proposed at multiple intersections. In most cases, this would 
cause impacts that would restrict access to local businesses, and would therefore 
be infeasible to implement. Furthermore, the structural improvements which would 
be needed to implement these measures have not been identified, so the costs are 
unknown and are not contained in any existing fee program.  These costs could be 
significant due to the large quantity of intersections affected. The following 
intersections are examples of infeasible mitigation: 

1. Cirby Way/Riverside Ave Intersection 

2. N Sunrise Ave/Lead Hill Blvd Intersection – Business owner opposes 
restricting u-turns. U-turns were previously restricted and restrictions were 
removed due to impacts to business owners. 

3. Pleasant Grove Blvd/Fiddyment Road Intersection 

4. Pleasant Grove Blvd/Washington Blvd Intersection 

iii. Mitigation Measure – Intersection Widening: This mitigation measure includes 
construction of additional through and/or turn lanes which would require roadway 
widening at multiple intersections. Further analysis needs to be completed to 
evaluate potentially significant improvement costs that currently are not identified in 
any fee program. These costs include, but are not limited to, ROW 
acquisition/eminent domain, widening of receiving lanes, existing utility relocations, 
signal modifications, approval from Caltrans and other jurisdictions, and 
environmental impacts related to the improvements. Some improvements may not 
be feasible at all due to proximity to existing structures or City Council action. Some 
examples include: 

1. Cirby Way/Riverside Ave Intersection – Roseville City Council has previously 
determined via Resolution that a third left turn lane at this location is feasible 
or desirable. 

2. Sunrise Blvd/Douglas Blvd Intersection – Infeasible due to proximity to 
existing structure. 

3. Roseville Parkway/Taylor Road Intersection – The mitigation is to widen 
west-bound approach to include a fourth through lane, but the facility is 
constricted by bridges on both sides and is infeasible. 

iv. Improvements proposed at the following locations are unclear based on existing 
geometry: 
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1. Douglas Blvd/I-80 Offramp 

2. Pleasant Grove Blvd/SR-65 Northbound Ramp 

3. Pleasant Grove Blvd/SR-65 Southbound Ramps 

4. I-80 Westbound Offramp/Riverside Ave 

5. SR-65 Northbound Ramps/Stanford Ranch Road 

60. Page 4.14-63, Mitigation Measure 4.14-3 and 4.14-4 describe a fair-share fee program to offset the 
impacts to City of Roseville facilities.  The measure states that the County “shall negotiate in good 
faith” with the City “with the intention of achieving, within a reasonable time period after approval [. 
. .] commitment for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation.”  The project impacts to City 
facilities are extensive, and this mitigation measure is not well defined.  The City has been 
requesting the County work cooperatively to craft mutually agreeable transportation mitigation 
measures since issuance of the NOP on November 3, 2016, so that these measures could be better 
defined for review by the public by the time of publication of the DEIR, but the County did not do so.  
The City is very concerned that the language presented in the DEIR about negotiating in “good 
faith” within a “reasonable time” does not commit the County to specific, feasible actions to offset 
impacts to City facilities and is, therefore, not enforceable mitigation. 

In addition to lacking a firm commitment, the measure contains extraneous information which 
complicates the ability to achieve a good faith negotiation. The measure provides that the County 
may, at its own discretion, choose to include other jurisdictions and the formation of a JPA in the 
negotiations; this measure is to offset project impacts to City of Roseville facilities.  All mention of 
negotiations with other jurisdictions and “regional improvements” should be eliminated, as they are 
unrelated to the impacts the measure is seeking to offset.  The measure should also eliminate the 
explicit requirement that the negotiated agreement contain reciprocity, because again, this measure 
is to address project impacts to City facilities.  The City agrees that it may be time to consider a 
broader discussion of a regional transportation fee agreement which includes reciprocity, but that 
should be a separate negotiation; it is unrelated to this CEQA mitigation measure. 

Finally, the City is concerned that this measure states that fair-share fees are to be paid to Placer 
County, but does not include language which specifies that the funds are to be held in trust for the 
City of Roseville, or that the funds must be used to improve the specified facilities within the City. 

61. The following Sunset Area Plan figures require amendment: 

a. Figure 1-2 Draft Land Use Diagram – update Foothills Blvd extension through Duluth 

b. Figure 2-1 Draft Circulation Diagram - update Foothills Blvd extension through Duluth. Is 
it a 6 lane with median? 

c. Figure 2-2 Bike and Pedestrian Mobility Plan - update Foothills Blvd extension through 
Duluth 

d. Figure 4.1.1 Circulation Diagram - update Foothills Blvd extension through Duluth 

e. Figure 4.1.2 Bike and Pedestrian Mobility Map - update Foothills Blvd extension through 
Duluth. 
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f. Figure 4.7.1 Foothills Boulevard Location - update Foothills Blvd extension through Duluth 
– need to show cross section of Duluth 

62. The following DEIR figures need to be amended: 

a. Exhibit 3-5 SAP Land Use Diagram – update to show Foothills Blvd extension through 
Duluth 

b. 3.6.1 Roadway Improvements Outside the PRSP Area – The extension of Foothills 
Boulevard through Duluth is shown in Exhibit 3-24 as a project related improvement, 
however the text in this section does not identify or describe the improvement.  

c. Exhibit 4.14-6 Placer Ranch Specific Plan Roadway Network- Foothills Boulevard 
extension is shown as a 4-lane roadway not the 6 lane as outlined and assumed in the 
DEIR  

d. Exhibit 4.14-7 Sunset Area Plan Network - Foothills Boulevard extension is shown as a 4-
lane roadway not the 6 lane as outlined and assumed in the DEIR 

e. In addition, figures in the Traffic Impact Study are inconsistent throughout the document, 
showing portions of Foothills which will be four lanes in some cases and six lanes in others. 

63. Page 4.14-91, Impact 4.14-13.  As with other impacts to City services which have been raised 
throughout our comments, residents of the project area could be expected to rely on City of 
Roseville transit services.  The DEIR provides no evaluation of transit trip distributions or of potential 
impacts to City of Roseville Transit.  The DEIR should be revised to examine these potential 
impacts. 

4.15 Utilities 

64. The DEIR fails to analyze the impact on the landfill and the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) 
due to the proportional increase in solid waste generated by the Project and by full build out of 
the SAP. The additional solid waste generated as a result of construction and operation of the 
project will reduce the life-span of the landfill. Expansion of the landfill will result in a financial 
burden to the rate payers, including Roseville residents. Mitigation should be required to ensure 
that the project pays its fair share for mitigation of the cumulative impacts to and expansion needs 
of the landfill.  Furthermore, because the analysis did not examine full build-out of the SAP, the 
DEIR does not analyze the full extent of impacts to landfill capacity and solid waste disposal 
needs. 

65. A wastewater metering facility location will be required for influent flows directed to the Pleasant 
Grove Wastewater Treatment plant, but the need for this facility has not been discussed in the 
DEIR, a location has not been disclosed, nor have the impacts been analyzed.  The DEIR should 
be revised to include this information. 

66. A recycled water metering facility location will be required, but this facility has not been discussed, 
nor has a location been disclosed in the DEIR and the impacts have not been analyzed.  The City 
requests that this facility be located at the City/Placer Ranch boundary. The DEIR should be revised 
to include this information. 

67. The Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan plans two 24-inch water stubs which terminate at the edge of 
the City, on the western boundary of Placer Ranch.  DEIR Appendix F, Figure 4-1 shows proposed 
12-inch water mains that extend from this location on the City’s boundary into the project site, 
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ultimately connecting to proposed 42-inch and 24-inch water mains further within Placer Ranch.  
The purpose of the interties is to provide backup water for “reliability and emergency,” as described 
in the master water plan.  If there is need to feed the 42-inch water main, a 12-inch line will be 
undersized.  Instead of reducing the line size, please revise the project to continue 24-inch lines 
from the City/Project boundary to the interties. 

68. Page 4.15-8.  Add to recycled water section: “The recycled water system will require a re-
evaluation of the recycled water availability at the time of connection.  If improvements are 
needed, they should be paid for by the PRSP and SIA projects.” 

69. Page 4.15-8, Add to recycled water section: “The City of Roseville will provide recycled water to 
customers on a first come first served basis. Placer County will be given an opportunity to reserve 
recycled water supply prior to PRSP/SAP development, as considered in the December 2009 
South Placer Regional Wastewater Systems Evaluation Final Report.” 

70. Page 4.15-8. The recycled water section of the DEIR must explicitly state whether recycled water 
demand for PRSP and SAP is within or exceeds the estimated peak day demand considered in 
the System Evaluation Study. Recycled water will be provided if adequate supply is available, but 
cannot be guaranteed above the amount contemplated in the study. 

71. Page 4.15-9, Paragraph 1: The DEIR states that “Placer County and the City of Roseville work 
together to monitor growth, plan for treatment plant expansions, and ensure that adequate 
wastewater treatment capacity is available in the SPWA area.” This should be revised to reflect 
the fact that the SPWA partners (Placer County, Roseville and SPMUD), currently work together 
on the issues described in this sentence. 

72. Page 4.15-12, 3rd Paragraph: This paragraph should disclose that the SPWA service boundary 
will be adjusted to include the entire PRSP and SAP.  Please reference the study which shows 
that there is capacity for the additional flow in the sewer distribution system and at the PGWWTP. 

73. Page 4.15-25, Wastewater section, Paragraph 1, sentence 1: The SPWA does fund regional 
wastewater facilities, but does not fund recycled water facilities. 

74. Page 4.15-43, Impact 4.15-3. The net SAP PWWF is listed as 11.76 mgd, but is later listed as 
8.49 mgd on page 4.15-45 (PRSP Area). This inconsistency should be corrected. 

75. Page 4.15-46, Impact 4.15-3, the second paragraph talks about upsizing the 24-inch sewer line 
to a 27-inch sewer line.  Neither the sanitary sewer master plan nor the hydroscience February 
2018 technical memo talk about upsizing these lines.  Is this still needed?  If so, please add a 
mitigation measure requiring the development within the PRSP and SAP to construct and fund 
the upsizing of any sewer facilities. 

76. Page 4.15-47, Impact 4.15-4.  A calculation of current flows to the Pleasant Grove Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and the projected flow at buildout of the project are used to show 
there is capacity at the PGWWTP. Instead of using current flows, an evaluation of the South 
Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) build out flow conditions of the PGWWTP should be used 
to ensure that total flows at build out do not exceed ultimate capacity of the PGWWTP (24mgd), 
as this could require expanded capacity and associated environmental impacts that are not 
analyzed in the DEIR. 

77. Page 4.15-47, Impact 4.15-4.  The flow for the PRSP and SAP used in this section are 1.99 and 
3.78 MGD respectively.  These flows do not match the sanitary sewer master plan flows of 2.047 
and 3.23 MGD respectively (DEIR Appendix H, page 19). 
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78. Page 4.15-48, Table 4.15-10 lists the SAP net ADWF as 3.782 MGD. This conflicts with the
sanitary sewer master plan, Appendix H, which state 3.23 ADWF.

79. In Appendix G, please remove references to the North Zone Pump Station. The intent is to provide
recycled water through the line in Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard.

80. In Appendix G, Section 4.3 Supply and Implementation: Please modify the first paragraph as
follows:  “…It should be noted that the recycled water supply for the project would be generated
either at the Dry Creek or Pleasant Grove WWTPs, though the majority of the recycled water
sources are assumed to be from the Dry Creek WWTP…..” 

81. In Appendix H, please remove references to the North Zone Pump Station. The City will determine
the best way to provide recycled water to PRSP.

82. In Appendix H, page 19 states that the Placer Ranch development will generate a total ADWF of
2.045 MGD. This conflicts with the flow stated on page 3 of the SSMP (2.17 MGD ADWF). Please
fix the inconsistency.
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5.2 Management During Adjacent Project Construction 

Past experience has shown that biological resources in Open Spaces are vulnerable to 
disturbance during construction (including new private development or modifications to 
improvements within existing Open Space undertaken by the City such as a sewer line 
connection).  In general, the minimum area necessary for construction and access will be used.  
Construction limits will be set that do not allow fill within any preserved waters of the U.S. and 
habitat for Endangered Species unless permitted by the Agencies.  To avoid impacts to the 
Open Space and the protected resources, the OSPOMP requires the following protective 
measures be taken during project construction. 

5.2.1 Improvement Plans 

The City will require that improvement plans for projects adjacent to Open Space show the 
boundaries and label the Open Space areas.  This will allow those working adjacent to these 
protected areas to be aware of the presence of the Open Space. 

5.2.2 Pre-Construction Meetings 

Pre-construction meetings for construction occurring adjacent to (within 250 feet) or within 
Open Space will address the presence of the Open Space, the sensitive habitats present, 
minimization of disturbance to the Open Space, and the Plan requirements if preserved habitat 
within the Open Space is impacted.  See Sections 8.3.2 and 8.3.3.  City inspectors can also 
conduct a post-construction inspection to determine if post-construction remediation is needed. 

5.2.3 Biological Monitor 

A qualified biologist will be retained by the project proponent to monitor construction activities 
occurring within 250 feet of adjacent Open Space Preserve unless there is clearly not 
foreseeable impact to Open Space habitats.  For example, if existing development or a roadway 
is within 250 feet of Open Space Preserve and all construction will occur within the roadway or 
on the non-Preserve side of the roadway or other development, a biological monitor would not 
be required.      

When a biological monitor is required for construction activities, the monitoring biologist will be 
on-site on the first day of ground disturbing activities during the initiation of each construction 
phase (e.g., start of the installation of a new sewer line).  Prior to ground disturbance, the 
monitor will lead a pre-construction meeting as discussed in Section 5.2.2.  After that, the 
construction monitor will make regular daily visits to the site to observe construction activities 
(minimum twice a day).  A journal should be kept of observations made during the construction 
monitoring.  The construction monitor will immediately report to the Open Space Manager and 
appropriate project manager or inspector any activities that might result in un-permitted 
impacts to the Open Space areas.  If work is stopped due to construction activities within, or 
affecting an Open Space Preserve, the Corps and Service will be notified within 72 hours.  

For construction projects occurring within or adjacent to General Open Space areas, the need 
for a monitoring biologist will be based on the individual project’s State and Federal permit 
requirements.  Monitoring frequency and reporting requirements for construction projects 
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occurring within or adjacent to the General Open Space areas will be as prescribed within the 
project’s plans and specifications. 
 
5.2.4 Grading Within the Open Space 
 
Grading for new development projects will likely include grading necessary to install roads, 
pads, bike trails, utility lines, and constructed wetlands, constructed swales/ditches, outfalls, 
etc. within and along Open Space boundaries.  Projects that include these activities within Open 
Space will have obtained permits as needed from the Corps, Service, and City prior to initiation 
of construction activities.  The only exception would be for outfalls and constructed 
swales/ditches which are discussed in Section 9.1.4 and activities that occur within the 50-foot 
transition zone where direct and indirect impacts will have already been identified and mitigated 
for in accordance with the development project’s 404 permit (see Section 5.1).  Grading will not 
disturb or modify existing waters of the U.S. unless the appropriate regulatory permits are 
obtained.  Portions of the Open Space areas that are graded will be hydroseeded with native 
seed as described in Section 5.2.9 to re-establish vegetation. 
 
5.2.5 Temporary Construction Fencing 
 
Prior to construction adjacent to or within any Open Space Preserve area, high visibility 
temporary construction fencing will be installed (Figure 5-2.  Temporary Construction Fencing).   
 
Temporary construction fencing will be installed along all Open Space boundaries that border 
the new development.  The fencing can be installed by project phase if the project is large 
(such as a specific plan) and there are Open Space Preserve areas that are not adjacent to the 
phase under construction. 
 
The temporary construction fencing will be installed either along the Open Space Preserve 
boundary or at the inner edge of the 50-foot transition zone.  It will be installed at the Open 
Space Preserve boundary if no work will occur within the 50-foot transition zone and it will be 
installed at the inner edge of the 50-foot transition zone if work will occur within the 50-foot 
transition zone (see Figure 5-2).  Open Space boundaries that are contiguous with other Open 
Space areas need not be temporarily fenced.   
 
Additional temporary construction fencing will be installed to protect sensitive resources and 
features based on the City’s Grading Ordinance, Tree Preservation Ordinance, and State and 
Federal permit requirements when improvements such as bike trails, outfalls, etc., are installed. 
This will be a requirement for Open Space within new developments or for City projects within 
or adjacent to existing Open Space.   
 
The temporary fencing will be maintained in good condition until permanent fencing is installed.  
The only exception would be if a project or phase within a project (such as specific plans) stops 
for greater than six months due to economic or other reasons.  In this case, maintenance of the 
temporary fencing is not required as long as construction has stopped completely and there is 
fencing at the greater project or phase boundary that would exclude motor vehicles. 
 
Upon completion of construction of each project or phase, this temporary fencing must be 
replaced by the project proponent with permanent fencing, except where the Open Space  
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Preserve is contiguous with the Open Space of neighboring projects (Section 8.2.4) or is not 
required to prevent access to the Open Space. 
 
5.2.6 Flagging Preserved Wetlands Adjacent to Construction Within the Open Space 
 
If construction is occurring within Open Space, prior to installation of temporary construction 
fencing denoting the limits of construction, a professional wetland biologist will flag the 
preserved waters of the U.S. within 25 feet of the fencing.  These brightly colored pin-flags will 
allow workers to be aware of the location of the protected habitat. 
 
5.2.7 Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
 
Stormwater BMPs prevent pollutant discharges into the Open Space and are required by the 
State Water Resources Control Board for any project over one acre in size.  A Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared and implemented to control sediment and 
erosion during construction.  The SWPPP shall follow the City’s adopted Design and 
Construction Standards and Stormwater Quality BMP Guidance Manual for Construction.  The 
plan will include measures to minimize runoff from dust control and dewatering (e.g., creek 
crossings).  Oil, soil amendments (e.g., lime) or other chemicals used in construction activities 
shall not be allowed to contaminate site runoff that discharges to the Open Space.  For all 
construction related activities in and adjacent to the Open Space, perimeter BMPs shall be 
installed prior to ground disturbance regardless of the time of year.  These measures will be 
maintained to ensure the construction site is prepared prior to the onset of any storm (i.e., 
straw wattle, silt fencing, etc.) as a minimum sediment control measure at all times (year 
round). 
 
5.2.8 Temporary Stormwater Discharge 
 
During construction, but prior to the completion of stormwater outfalls and associated swales, it 
may be necessary to discharge treated stormwater through the Open Space and into creeks and 
drainages.  These discharge points will be located so that they do not result in flows being 
discharged into vernal pools and avoid inundating oak trees.  This may require the installation 
of swales with appropriate erosion prevention measures to properly direct flows and ensure that 
erosion does not take place at any location along the swale or at the point of discharge.   
 
5.2.9 Use of Native Grasses in Post Construction Revegetation 
 
When construction work disturbs soil within the Open Space, all seed used to revegetate must 
be native to California, preferably ecotypes from western Placer or surrounding counties.  
Appendix 17 provides guidelines for seed mixes for different revegetation situations.  Appendix 
17 also provides information on local native grass seed companies.    
 
5.2.10 Trash Removal and Post Construction Clean-Up 
 
During construction, paper trash, food wrappers, and other trash often blows into Open Space 
from adjacent construction sites.  The entity constructing adjacent to or within the Open Space 
will remove trash blown into the Open Space from the construction on a daily basis.  After 
construction is complete and the temporary construction fencing has been replaced by 
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permanent fencing, temporary fencing and posts will be removed from the Open Space.  
Additionally, when disturbed areas adjacent to or within the Open Space (e.g., bike trail 
construction) have become revegetated and construction is complete, all temporary erosion 
control materials (e.g., straw bales, straw wattles and stakes, silt fencing) will be removed from 
the Open Space and discarded appropriately.    
 
5.2.11 Construction Impacts/Post-Construction Remediation 
 
Although steps are taken to avoid it, construction activities within the Open Space or accidental 
construction impacts (including discharges of sediment laden stormwater) may require post-
construction restoration.  Post-construction restoration means, for example, hydroseeding areas 
of the Open Space areas that were disturbed by equipment, restoring the original grade where 
the intent was not to alter it (e.g., smoothing out tire ruts or tracks), cleaning up construction 
debris, restoring accidentally impacted waters of the U.S. that were intended to be preserved, 
and generally reverting the area back to pre-construction conditions.  A list of native grass 
species and other locally native plants that can be used in revegetation/restoration is included 
in this plan as Appendix 20 and included in the Parks Construction Standards.   
 
Bonding and monitoring is required as outlined in Sections 8.3.2 and 8.3.3 if waters of the U.S. 
within City-owned Open Space are impacted.  Impacts that occur within a project’s specific 
Open Space Preserve prior to dedication to the City will be reported by the project proponent to 
the Agencies according to the OSPOMP.  Restoration and monitoring will be conducted 
depending on the impact type, as outlined in Section 8.3 or as required by the Agencies. 
 
5.3 Dedication Process for Open Space Preserves 
 
The City takes management and maintenance responsibility for Open Space once adjacent 
development is complete and the project proponent has completed the transfer 
process/obligations outlined in this section.  The Parks and Recreation Department Open Space 
Division procedures for dedicating an Open Space Preserve to the City is outlined below.  Other 
departments in the City may have additional requirements as outlined in the project’s 
improvement plans and/or Development Agreement:   
 
Prior to dedication, the Open Space Manager or other designated City staff member will conduct 
a walk-through with the Open Space owner.  The purpose of this walk-through will be to: 
 

 Ensure that permanent fencing and signs have been installed. 
 Ensure that cattle (grazing) fencing has been installed or the existing grazing fencing 

has been repaired or upgraded, if required. 
 Ensure trash and debris has been removed from the Open Space Preserve. 
 Ensure that any areas of erosion, sedimentation, or vandalism resulting from 

surrounding development have been corrected. 
 Ensure that the project proponent conducted appropriate habitat maintenance activities 

prior to turn over to the City (e.g., invasive plant removal) such that the City is able to 
accept the Open Space Preserve in good condition. 
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