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INTRODUCTION

According to Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, final EIRs must contain the following
information:

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.

(¢) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR.

(d)  The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.

(¢)  Any other information added by the Lead Agency. (Public Resources Code)

This part (Volume II) of the Final EIR for the Placer County Countywide General Plan responds to items
(b), (c), and (d), while Volume I, which is a comprehensive revision of the Draft EIR, addresses items (a)
and (e). The following paragraphs describe the County’s public review process for the Draft EIR and how
the this Final EIR addresses the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines for responding to comments
received on the Draft EIR.

DISTRIBUTION AND REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR

The State CEQA Guidelines requires that agencies preparing EIRs "provide adequate time for other public
agencies and members of the public to review and comment on a draft EIR." (Section 15203) While the
law does not generally define what constitutes "adequate time," it does specify that draft EIRs submitted
to the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research should be subjected to a
review period of at least 45 days. Section 15025 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that draft EIRs
for four classes of projects be submitted to the Clearinghouse: (1) those for which a state agency is the
Lead Agency; (2) those projects for which a state agency is a Responsible Agency, Trustee Agency, or
otherwise has jurisdiction over the project; (3) projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance;
and (4) reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA). The Guidelines (Section 15206 (b)(1)) further defines local general plans as projects fitting into
the third category above (i.e., projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance).

In compliance with requirements described above, the County submitted copies of the Draft EIR on the
Countywide General Plan to the State Clearinghouse on October 1, 1993, thus initiating the mandatory
45-day review period. At the same time, the County distributed copies of the Draft EIR to numerous local
agencies, organizations, and individuals with an interest in the General Plan Update. The State CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15203 (a)) requires that the local review period for a draft EIR be consistent with
applicable Clearinghouse review periods, so the County established a local review period that coincided
with the Clearinghouse’s 45-day review period (i.e., October 1, 1993, through November 15, 1993).

The County received two types of comments on the Draft EIR during the 45-day review period: first, it
received approximately 60 written communications and, second, it received oral comments concerning the
Draft EIR from 12 persons at four public hearings conducted during the 45-day review period (October
14, 28, and 29, and November 11, 1993).
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ORGANIZATION OF THIS VOLUME OF THE FINAL EIR

This volume of the Final EIR is divided into two sections. The first is the Common Responses to
Frequent DEIR Comments, which consists of a discussion of 11 recurrent themes in the comments
received on the Draft EIR. This discussion is presented at the beginning of Volume II to minimize
repetition in the individual responses and to highlight the major issues in the comments on the Draft EIR.

The second section of this volume contains the County’s response to each comment on the Draft EIR it
received. It includes a photocopy of each comment letter, with each individual comment marked with a
unique identifier (A-2-3). Preceding each letter is a brief summary of each comment contained in the
letter along with the County’s formal response. In cases where the comment pertains to issues addressed
in the Common Responses to Frequent EIR Comments, the County’s response refers to one or more of
the 11 responses in that section. Volume II also summarizes the oral comments made at public hearings
concerning the Draft EIR along with the County’s response to these comments.

The comment letters are organized in to nine section sections according to different classes of commentors,
as follows:

Placer County Cities

School Districts

Other Local Public/Quasi-Public Agencies
State and Federal Agencies
Environmental Organizations

Property Owners and Developers

General Public

Community Organizations

Oral Comments

~ZomMmoUowy

Within each of these sections the comments are presented chronologically according to the order in which
they were received.
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SECTION 1

COMMON RESPONSES TO FREQUENT DEIR COMMENTS
1. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Several commentors on the Draft EIR questioned the County’s approach to satisfying CEQA’s requirement
for the analysis of project alternatives. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must "describe
a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly
attain the basic objectives of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” In the
interest of satisfying CEQA requirements and following the directions set forth in the General Plan
Guidelines, the Placer County General Plan Update Work Program included an "Issues and Options”
phase, during which the County considered a series of policy and program options and several broad land
use alternatives.  The primary vehicle for this consideration was the General Plan Issues and Options
Report, which was published in January 1993. The report was subjected to an extensive round of public
review, including six townhall meetings at various locations throughout the county and seven public
meetings before the Board of Supervisors. The purpose of the Issues and Options Report was to solicit
policy direction, based on a comparative analysis of alternatives, from the Board of Supervisors on key
issues to be addressed in the General Plan Update and to provide the framework for developing the goals,
policies, implementation programs, and land use and circulation plans of the General Plan Policy
Document. The Issues and Options process, in conjunction with the research for the Draft General Plan
Background Report and other work undertaken as part of the General Plan Update (including a series of
townhall meetings conducted in November 1991), actually served as an expanded scoping exercise,
involving extensive early consultation with persons, organizations, and agencies concerned with the project
via the numerous public meetings. This comports well with CEQA’s descriptions of the environmental
planning process, although it does not appear to satisfy the expectations of some who believe that the most
appropriate time to consider alternatives is during the environmental report writing process.

The County stands by the approach to alternatives analysis used in the DEIR. The Issues and Options
process provided a thorough opportunity to compare and assess the implications of not only a set of
distinct land use alternatives, but also a variety of policy and program options. The process is particularly
well-suited to the type of broad, long-range planning that is necessarily involved with the preparation of
a general plan, as opposed to the narrower, shorter-term perspective associated with development project
review. Furthermore, the public review of the Draft General Plan by the Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisors provided a forum for consideration of an additional alternative, with the benefit of the full
Draft EIR. The County believes that the General Plan Update Program, through the Issues and Options
process and public review and discussion of the Draft General Plan, maximized opportunities for
meaningful public discussion of alternatives.

While the County stands by its approach to alternatives analysis, it nonetheless concedes that the Final
EIR should provide a clearer explanation of how the chosen approach to the CEQA-required alternatives
analysis operates. Specifically, Chapter 10 of the FEIR contains an expanded discussion of the alternatives
that the County considered during the General Plan Update process. This includes the addition of a
comparative analysis of the alternatives considered during the process and an expanded description of how
the process has addressed the State CEQA Guidelines’ directions concerning alternatives analysis,
including a more thorough discussion of how the Board of Supervisors defined the project (i.e, selected
an alternative). Chapter 10 also more thoroughly explains why the Board rejected various alternatives
considered during the Update process, including those that might have been environmentally superior to
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the "project.” Finally, Chapter 10 of the Final EIR includes a matrix comparing the significant impacts
of the General Plan with those that might have occurred under the alternatives considered.

2. APPROACH TO MITIGATION MEASURES

As described in the Draft EIR, the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR were prepared simultaneously in
an effort to incorporate environmental mitigations into the plan. As the two documents were prepared and
analyzed, policies and programs were developed and included in the Policy Document to reduce
environmental problems and to mitigate potentially adverse impacts. Several commentors questioned this
"self-mitigation” approach. The County strongly believes that this is the most sensible and practical way
to "plan environmentally." By folding its mitigation measures into the Policy Document as policy, the
County makes its "mitigation measures” enforceable through implementation of the General Plan, which
the California Supreme Court has called the "constitution" for development within a city or county. This
commits the County, according to state law, to ensuring that all subsequent zoning decisions, specific
plans, use permits, subdivision maps, development agreements, and other actions comply with the General
Plan policies (mitigation measures), thus guaranteeing their enforcement.

The alternative to this "self-mitigating” approach would have been to prepare the E/R following
preparation of the Policy Document, identifying mitigation measures to address the identified impacts
within the EIR. These mitigation measures would then be referenced in the findings and mitigation
monitoring program adopted in conjunction with certification of the EIR; this is the approach typically
taken with project-level EIRs. The County’s approach to preparing the General Plan accomplishes the
same objectives, but with the added policy commitment described above. The County feels that the
approach to mitigation measures that it has taken in the EIR affords those concerned with the best
available information regarding the County’s commitment to addressing the environmental impacts of
development.

Some commentors also expressed concerns regarding how mitigating policies are linked to the impacts
that they address. The Final EIR has improved the reader’s ability to make such a connection by
including the text of mitigating policies and programs, whereas the Draft EIR contained only references
to policy and program numbers.

Finally, related to mitigation measures, several comments on the DEIR and the Draft Policy Document
seemed to presume that the County would nor implement the policies and programs of the General Plan,
and thus would not mitigate potential environmental impacts resulting from development under the Plan.
Upon adoption, the General Plan constitutes the County’s official policy statements with respect to growth
and development; failure of the County, including the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, and
staff, to ensure that development projects and other County actions are consistent with the General Plan,
therefore, constitutes a violation of state law, as well as adopted County policy.

3. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Several commentors, particularly the cities and Caltrans, expressed concerns that the traffic analysis in the
Draft EIR did not adequately consider impacts on roadways that are not under County jurisdiction. Many
of these same commentors also criticized the DEIR for not defining mitigation measures to address impacts
on non-County roadways. In preparing the Draft EIR, the County decided that it would be inappropriate
for the County to recommend measures to the cities and Caltrans to mitigate traffic impacts revealed by
the County’s EIR analysis. In the Final EIR, in response to such comments, the description of impacts
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on roadways outside of the County’s jurisdiction has been expanded and potential mitigations suggested,
without prescribing definitive solutions.

On a related note, several of the critics of the DEIR’s traffic analysis seem to have misunderstood both
the nature of the traffic analysis and the approach to the preparation of the development estimates that
underlie the analysis. In response, it should be noted that (1) the development scenarios in the EIR
allocated assumed (fixed) population and employment levels at years 2010 and 2040 and (2) the
development estimates do include development within incorporated cities and their spheres of influences,
including development on land adjacent to cities that is designated for agricultural uses on the County’s
Land Use Diagram. In other words, the findings of the EIR’s traffic analysis reflect impacts resulting
from both unincorporated and incorporated development, as well as development elsewhere in the
Sacramento region; much of the congestion forecasted in the County’s traffic model, in fact, is the result
of the high levels of development assumed within the cities.

Finally, some critics of the Draft EIR circulation analysis asserted the traffic modeling technique used is
not sufficient to address the requirements of CEQA. They argue that the analysis should address impacts
at an intersection, rather than roadway segment, level. The County disagrees with this assertion and stands
by the basic approach used in the EIR.

4. INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS

One of the fundamental underpinnings of the £IR’s infrastructure analysis is the presumption that, because
Policy Document policies require new development to cover the cost of necessary infrastructure, the
impacts on sewer, water, and drainage systems will be less-than-significant. In other words, the Policy
Document will preclude development that cannot demonstrate that it can adequately address infrastructure
needs. Many commentors either took issue with this presumption, or did not understand it; this relates
to item 2 above.

While the County disagrees with the general criticism of the infrastructure analysis, it does acknowledge
several items needed to be made clearer in the Final EIR than they were in the Draft EIR. Accordingly,
the analysis was edited to more closely resemble the other FEIR analyses, and the empbhasis of the analysis
was modified to focus more specifically on impacts resulting from development in 2010, with a
de-emphasis on development in 2040 and at buildout.

Finally, the County would like to point out that the CEQA does not require the detailed infrastructure
analysis requested by several critics of the Draft EIR.

5. FISCAL/FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

Several commentors requested that the DEIR include analysis of the fiscal and financial implications of
development under the Draft General Plan. The County’s Economic Consultants (Recht Hausrath &
Associates) did prepare a separate memorandum addressing fiscal issues, which was not incorporated into
the Draft EIR; this memo was, however, provided to the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors and distributed to the public.

A final, and critical, point related to this comment is that CEQA does not require that EIRs assess fiscal
and financial "impacts,” despite the usefulness of such information in helping local officials make land
use decisions. Placer County understands well the utility of fiscal and financial analysis, as demonstrated
by the substantial expenditures it has made to establish an ongoing framework for such analysis.
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6. IMPACTS ON WESTERN REGIONAL SANITARY LANDFILL

The Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA), among others, took issue with the DEIR’s
failure to address the potential effects of locating development near the Western Regional Sanitary
Landfill. The County feels that the buffer standards and policies adequately address these concerns.
Furthermore, WPWMA's concerns have since been addressed by the Board of Supervisors’ decision to
remove the Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan Area designation from the Land Use Diagram.

7. SCHOOLS ANALYSIS

The Placer County Office of Education, along with several Placer County school districts and other
commentors, requested that the County supplement the DEIR with an analysis of school impacts. The
Office of Education also provided an analysis of these impacts, which has been used as the basis for the
discussion of school impacts added to the Final EIR. While the County agreed to add the discussion of
school impacts, it did so with the understanding that these impacts would not be considered as "CEQA”
impacts and that the FEIR would not recommend mitigation measures on behalf of the school districts.

Perhaps the most important school-related action the County took as a result of the public review of the
Draft General Plan and Draft EIR was the addition of Policy 4.J.13, which states that "before a residential
development, which includes a proposed general plan amendment, rezoning or other legislative review can
be approved by the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, it shall be demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the hearing body that adequate school facilities shall be provided when the need is
generated by the proposed development.” This addition was a direct response to requests from the Placer
County Office of Education and several local school districts.

8. MITIGATION MONITORING

The Draft EIR explained that CEQA’s requirement for monitoring of mitigation measures would be
satisfied through the ongoing implementation and review of the General Plan, specifically through
Implementation Program 10.1 of the Policy Document. Some commentors suggested that this approach
does not adequately address CEQA’s requirement. The County disagrees; the approach to mitigation
monitoring described in the DEIR and FEIR is both practical and legally adequate. According to that
approach, those policies and programs that are essential to either maintaining less-than-significant impacts
below the level of significance or minimizing the effects of impacts judged to be significant have been
listed in findings prepared for the adoption of the General Plan and certification of the Final EIR. This
list will be used in the annual review of the Policy Document to evaluate the County’s application of
mitigating policies and implementation of mitigating programs.

9. ANALYSIS OF WATER SUPPLY AVAILABILITY

Several commentors question the DEIR’s assertions that water supply impacts will be less-than-significant
in spite of statements that in some cases surface water rights may be insufficient to serve both domestic
and agricultural irrigation demand in 2040. The County acknowledges that the DEIR was confusing in
this respect, so the Final EIR’s analysis has been recast. The County would like to further point out that
the primary focus of the DEIR’s analysis is the year 2010 and that conclusions of significance are stated
for that year, not for 2040. The infrastructure section of the Final EIR, and the FEIR generally, makes
this point more clearly than did the Draft EIR.
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10. SUBSEQUENT PROJECT-LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Some commentors on the Draft EIR appeared to assume that no project-level environmental analysis will
be conducted following adoption of the General Plan. This is not the case. State law mandates such
environmental review, and the Policy Document emphasizes this requirement by explicitly stating that all
new major development projects will be subjected to full environmental review under CEQA.

11. DRAFT GENERAL PLAN NEW GROWTH AREAS

Much of the public commentary the County received on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR focused
on the four "new growth areas” designated on the Draft Land Use Diagram. The most frequent comment
regarding the new growth areas questioned whether they were necessary, given the amount of land
designated already for development in Placer County. Throughout the General Plan Update process, the
County has conceded that the amount of land designated or zoned for development in Placer County, both
within and outside of cities, is sufficient to accommodate forecasted population and employment growth
well beyond the year 2010. In providing direction on the Draft Land Use Diagram, however, a majority
of the members of the Board of Supervisors concluded that areas not currently designated for development
might be more appropriate than those areas currently designated, including areas within the spheres of
influence of the cities. Part of the Board’s rationale in providing this direction was to allow for a broader
range of locational choices for accommodating demand for new development. In doing so, the Board
members recognized that locations in unincorporated areas would be competing with locations in cities
for the same increment of growth.

As a result of public review of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, the Board of Supervisors deleted
all references to the new growth areas from the Policy Document and removed the Specific Plan Area (SP)
designations for these new growth areas from the Land Use Diagram. These changes are reflected in the
elimination of the Stanford Ranch West and Placer Villages new growth areas and the reversion of these
areas to the designations that appeared on the previous general plan land use map (a mix of industrial and
agricultural designations for Stanford Ranch West and agricultural designations for Placer Villages). In
addition, the Bickford Ranch new growth area was eliminated, but designated Rural Residential, and the
Villages of Dry Creek new growth area was included as part of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community
Plan (and accordingly removed from the Countywide General Plan Land Use Diagram).
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A-l City of Roseville, Mayor’s Office (10/5/93)

A-1-1.  Short review and compressed process

The 45-day review period for the Draft EIR provided by the County complies with the requirements of
State law. The Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission extended by several months the public
comment period on the Draft General Plan. The description of the General Plan preparation process in
Chapter I of the FEIR describes the Board and Commission hearings. .
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Honorable Members of the Board:

SUBJECT: Review Schedule for the Placer County General Plan Update and
Draft Environmental Impact Report

By this letter, we are objecting fo the extremely short review time and the compressed
public heanng process for the County's General Plan Update and Draft EIR. Belween
the date that these documents were received (lale October 1, 1993) and the first
scheduled public hearing, there are only seven full working days to complete and
coordinate the City's review. This schedule is in strong contrast with the review
process that the Cily conducted in the 1992 Roseville General Plan upcate. The draft
Plan was distributed for public review seventy (70) days and the Draft EIR was made
available thirty (30) days before the first Planning Commission meeting. Given the
long term importance of the City's Plan, we feel strongly that any shorier review period
would not have been in the best interests of the citizens of Roseville. Similarly, the
County General Plan update and Draft EIR are of vital importance fo the County’s
future. The Counly's extremely shortened review schedule is unrealistic énd a
disservice {o the citizens of Placer County.

In closing, the City cannot overstress the importance of providing acequate fime for
the Placer County communily including its cities to review and comment on these
planning documents. In order to adequately address the potentially long term effects
of the propcsad Plan, we are requesting that ihe County revise the schedule and
provice for a more reasonable time frame.

Smc;rely,

GRS
< Bill San!ucc:

Mayor
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A-2 City of Rocklin (10/13/93)

A-2-1.  Objection to abbreviated review

The 45-day review period for the Draft EIR provided by the County complies with the requirements of
State law. The Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission extended by several months the public
comment period on the Draft General Plan. The description of the General Plan preparation process in
Chapter 1 of the FEIR describes the Board and Commission hearings.
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City of Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

P.O. Box 1138
R CGgckin. CA 85677
Q\}C% ATCE /4816) 632-4000

October 13, 1993
L RECEIVED 80 632-4013

OCT 14 1993

Placer County Board of Supervisors
and Placer County Planning Commission
7% Fulveilew Rvanus g PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, California 95603

Subject: Schedule for Processing General Plan Amendment and
Draft EIR

Members in Session:

This letter is to express our strong objection to the

| abbreviated process being followed by Placer County in the
required public review of its General Plan Amendment and
related EIR. The process gives the inpression of being
driven by an artificial deadline, rather than by sound
planning principles.

The County General Plan Amendment has a potential of

significantly impacting the City of Rocklin, particularly

with respect to traffic, land use compatibility, public

services, air quality and growth inducement. The City, A-2-1

therefore, intends to review the proposal carefully, and
| subnit detailed comments.

The City's ability to analyze the project is affected in

large part by the amount of information it has to review on

the project. It cannot thoroughly analyze the project or
| understand its impacts on the city w1thout the environmental
| information.

| _ The City received the draft EIR on October 1, 1993. CEQA
| mandates a minimum 45 day review period to review the draft
EIR and submit comments. Thereafter, responses to comments
‘ are prepared and published in the final EIR. This document,
| taken as a whole, contains vital information on the project
‘ which is necessary to the final review of the project and
| the City's understanding of how the project will impact the

City.
Acminisirative Services Bu.¢ing Depaniment Cuy Fat Cammundy Deveiopment
' €32-4000 632 430 632 <750 622 2020
FAX 632 4173 FAX A24 3789 FAX 622 8518 [AX f33 3788
! Community Sinvies Fagineeang Coparishoen Foe Depantment Cobhe \Wire e ettt
X Faghine /12 037 . ARiD 2100 PEE T

‘ (32 2100 TAX 628 27 PAX B3 00 0, Ve .
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Letter to Placer County Board of Supervisors
and Placer County Planning Commission
October 13, 1993

Page 2

It is our understanding that the County intends to begin
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor hearings on the
Project well before the time that the draft and final EIRs
are completed. In fact, the first Planning Comnission
hearing is scheduled for October 14, 1993, only seven
working days after receipt of the draft EIR. While the City
intends to participate in these hearings fully, its ability
to participate meaningfully, raise issues, offer objections
and propose modifications, is significantly restricted by
the lack of information available cn the project at this
time. The draft EIR contains approximately 350 pages. The
City staff has only begun to review this docurment. By
scheduling and conducting Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisor hearings prior to the completion of the forty-
five day environmental review process prevents the City from
participating in that process to the extent it desires and
to which it is legally entitled.

We feel that conducting the hearings on the project prior to
the completion of the environmental review process violates
both the letter and the spirit of the law. We ask that you
revise the schedule to give not only the City of Rocklin,
but other affected jurisdictions, firms, and individuvals the
opportunity for meaningful participation in this izportant
process.

Sincerely,

Carlos A. Urrutia
City Manager
City of Rocklin

CAU:bei
cc: Placer County Planning Department
City of Roseville

City of Linceln
Don Lunsford

cau/county

-13-
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A-3 City of Roseville Planning Department (10/14/93)
A-3-1. New growth areas not needed to meet demand projections
Refer to Common Response #11.

A-3-2.  Impacts on Roseville streets

Refer to common response #3 and Chapter 4 of the Final EIR.
A-3-3.  Impacts on Roseville facilities and services

Since CEQA requires no such analysis, the EIR does not assess the fiscal impacts of development under
the General Plan, either on unincorporated areas or incorporated areas. The County's fiscal/economic
consultant, Recht Hausrath & Associates, has, however, prepared a memorandum summarizing the
findings of a fiscal analysis prepared in conjunction with the preparation of the Draft EIR. This memo
is available for review and can be obtained through the Planning Department. In partial response to the
commentors request, the memo does mention that cities have the latitude to institute user fees and service
charges on non-residents to offset costs incurred as a result of use of city facilities and services by these
non-residents. The memo also points out that historically the majority of purchases by residents of the
unincorporated areas of Placer County has occurred in the cities; these purchases result directly in sales
tax subvention revenues that support the provision of facilities and services within the cities, thereby

offsetting costs that may result from the use of these facilities and services by unincorporated area
residents.

A-3-4.  New growth areas will result in sprawl; no assurance that buffers will work

See common response #11.

A-3-5.  Roseville supports directing new growth to cities

See common response #11.

A-3-6.  County has not responded to earlier Background Report comments

The Draft Background Report had not been revised between the time it was published in draft form on
September 25, 1992, and the date of the comment. The Background Report has since been revised for
adoption as part of the General Plan and for certification as part of the Final EIR. These revisions are

based on all comments received since its publication of the Background Report in draft form.

A-3-7.  General Plan format is confusing and difficult to review and Background Report is outdated and
inaccurate.

The Draft Background Report was widely distributed in 1992. Virtually all public agencies that received
the Draft EIR earlier received the Draft Background Report for review. The cover letter for the Draft EIR

and Draft Policy Document noted the Draft Background Report’s availability. See also the response to
comment A-3-6.
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A-3-8.  Issues and Options Report cannot provide basis for policies because its not incorporated by
reference.

While the Issues and Options Report is not formally part of the General Plan, the directions from the
Board of Supervisors on the subjects addressed in it provided the policy framework for the General Plan
Policy Document.

A-3-9.  Because inaccuracies in Background Report and Issues and Options Report are uncorrected,
Policy Document is erroneous

Commentor provides no specifics in support of this assertion. No response required.

A-3-10. Elements of General Plan are inconsistent because Circulation Diagram does not address
Roseville streets

The circulation element is correlated with the land use element as required by Government Code Section
65302(b). The General Plan achieves this correlation through traffic model analysis, level of service
policies in the Draft General Plan Policy Document, and specification of needed circulation improvements.

A-3-11. Plan is internally inconsistent because it calls for long-term industrial uses in Sunset Area

This comment concerns potential conflicts with the Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan, which appeared
on the Draft Land Use Diagram, but no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, no response is
necessary. See also Common Response #11.

A-3-12. No consistency between agricultural preservation policies and designated new growth areas

The General Plan focuses on preserving agricultural areas as designated on the Land Use Diagram. The
Land Use Diagram represents Placer County’s local legislative statement regarding the appropriateness
of agricultural development relative to other types of development; this statement does not necessarily rely
on an evaluation of soil types or agricultural land classification. The two new growth areas that would
have converted the greatest amount of agriculturally-used land have been removed from the Land Use
Diagram and agricultural buffers have been retained to address the interface between suburban and rural
residential development and agriculturally-designated areas.

A-3-13. Urban separator buffer standards are inadequate

The urban separator buffers have been removed from the Policy Document because the new growth area
designations that would have required the application of the buffer no longer appear on the Land Use
Diagram.

A-3-14. No implementation measures have been identified for majority of policies

Commentor provides no specifics in support of the claim in the first sentence. There is no requirement

in State law that implementation measures in a general plan be directly linked to specific policies or that
one or more implementation measures be specified for each policy.
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A-3-15. Because of internal inconsistencies. plan fails to address City’s concerns regarding land supply,
umpacts on city, and preclusion of sprawl

Comment noted. No response necessary.

A-3-16. Text and diagram are inconsistent because diagram does not show buffers, so their feasibility
cannot be demonstrated

There is no requirement that buffers be shown on the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-17.  Ag preservation policies are inconsistent with new growth area designations

The General Plan focuses on preserving agriculturally-designated areas. See response to comment A-3-12.
A-3-18. Plan policies do not mitigate potential traffic problems

This comment concerns the Stanford Ranch West and Placer Villages new growth areas, which have been
removed from the Land Use Diagram (see common response #11).

A-3-19. Draft EIR does not identify mitigation measures
See common response #2.
A-3-20. Draft EIR alternatives analysis are grossly deficient

The essence of this comment is addressed by common response #1. The County would like to point out
that the State CEQA Guidelines allows agencies considerable flexibility in preparing EIRs for general
plans.

A-3-21. NOP Comment: New growth areas will significantly impact Roseville

Comment noted. No response necessary.

A-3-22.  NOP Comment: County has adequately designated land to accommodate growth
See response to comment A-3-1.

A-3-23.  NOP Comment: Draft EIR should consider fiscal impact of unincorporated development on City
of Roseville

See response to comment A-3-3.

A-3-24. NOP Comment: Development in incorporated areas will result in more logical and
environmentally growth sensitive pattern

This comment implies that the cities of Placer County are necessarily more suitable sponsors of urban and

suburban development and better custodians of the natural environment than is the County. The Counry
disagrees with this contention. Furthermore, the County would submit that land within city spheres of
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influence is not inherently more suitable for development or less environmentally sensitive than land in
the unincorporated area of the county.

A-3-25. NOP Comment: Draft plan can and should include provisions regarding jobs-housing balance

The EIR includes no analysis of the jobs-housing balance, per se. While the consideration of the
relationship berween residential development and employment-supporting development is helpful in
reviewing the implementation of long-range plans, and the Policy Document calls for such consideration,
a jobs-housing imbalance is not in itself a significant adverse impact. The traffic congestion resulting
from an imbalance could, however, be an adverse impact; partly in recognition of this possibility, the EIR
includes a very detailed traffic impact analysis based on a travel demand model that, among other things,
considers the relationships among different types of development (e.g., Jjobs-housing balance, commute
patterns).

The County’s Housing Element, which was adopted in June 1992, and various sections of the Draft Policy
Document include policy and program commitments to ensure that new development in Placer County
addresses the housing needs of all income groups likely to reside in Placer County.

A-3-26. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address growth-inducing impacts of County plan on Roseville

The new growth areas designated on the Draft Land Use Diagram, to which this comment evidently refers,
no longer appear on the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-27. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address impacts of residential development in Sunset -

Industrial Area near landfill

The Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan area, to which this comment evidently refers, no longer appears
on the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-28. NOP Comment: Plan should provide for adequate buffers between Roseville and new growth
areas

Neither the new growth areas nor the urban buffer standards to which this comment refers any longer
appear in the General Plan.

A-3-29. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address cumulative impacts on Roseville’s roadways

The travel demand model used for the EIR analysis takes into account traffic on Roseville’s roads,
including traffic originating from development within the city of Roseville and from development in the
unincorporated area. Because roadway improvements within Roseville’s city limits are outside of the
County’s jurisdiction, however, the EIR does not recommend mitigation measures to address the need for
such improvements.

A-3-30. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address flood impacts in Roseville

The EIR references Policy Document policies and programs designed to address all flooding and draina ge
impacts associated with development under the General Plan.
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A-3-31.NOP Comment: Draft EIR should identify mechanism for providing sewer supply

The Policy Document stipulates, and the EIR assumes, that new development will be required to provide
for all infrastructure necessitated by the development.

A-3-32. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address water supply to new growth areas
The Policy Document specifies that future urban development should rely on surface supplies for potable
water and that the cost of developing these supplies will be borne by the development proponents. Refer

also to common response #11.

A-3-33. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address Draft Plan’s impacts on services and facilities
provided by City of Roseville

The Policy Document stipulates, and the EIR assumes, that new development will be required to provide
for all infrastructure necessitated by the development. At the time that such development is proposed, the
County will require that the providers of any services are consulted regarding the potential effects of the
development; this would include the City of Roseville, if the development is assumed to rely on the City
for any services and facilities. ‘

A-3-34. NOP Comment: Draft plan should address regional bikeway system

The Draft Policy Document includes several policies and an implementation program addressing the
development of an interconnected system of hiking, riding, and bicycling trails and paths.

A-3-35. NOP Comment: Draft plan should address urban runoff in Roseville

The Draft Policy Document includes policies and programs addressing drainage issues generally, and
urban runoff specifically.

A-3-36. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should address farmland conversion

The EIR addresses the effects of farmland conversion.

A-3-37. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should state project objectives clearly

Project objectives are summarized in Chapter 1 of the EIR.

A-3-38. NOP Comment: Rationale for project alternatives should be clearly described
Refer to common response #1.

A-3-39. NOP Comment: Analysis of cumulative impacts should consider development applications on
file in cities

In preparing the development estimates used as the foundation for much of the analysis in the EIR, the
County’s consultants considered the most recent estimates of development capacity available from all of
the local agencies within and immediately adjacent to Placer County. These estimates in many cases
reflected an aggregation of project proposals as described by representatives of the local agencies,
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including recognition of a considerable amount of speculative development projects within the sphere of
influence of the City of Roseville. The County would like to point out that this is a general plan EIR and,
for cumulative impact analysis, it would have been appropriate to simply look at the adopted general
plans of other local agencies, but in the interest of providing as useful an analysis as possible, the
County’s consultants chose to evaluate information not heretofore analyzed.

A-3-40. NOP Comment: Draft EIR should not rely on future studies to determine project impacts

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, recent case law (Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 729) indicates that it is entirely appropriate for EIRs on general
planning programs to defer specific impact analysis to subsequent environmental analyses. Furthermore,
the General Plan (not the EIR) appropriately stipulates that major development entitlements will not be
granted without significant additional planning and environmental review.

A-3-4]. Miscellaneous comments on Draft Background Report

The County has reviewed and extensively revised the Draft Background Report. This review and revision
considered all comments submitted since publication of the draft report.

A-3-42. Draft EIR should address full buildout of land use diagram

The County disagrees with the commentors interpretation of CEQA’s requirements. CEQA does not
require EIRs to speculate about all possible effects, however far into the future. The EIR primarily
assesses impacts in the year 2010 and secondarily in 2040. It is likely that full buildout of the
designations on the Land Use Diagram will not occur until well beyond 2040.

outcomes, and an analysis of full buildout of all land in the county designated for development would
clearly be speculative.

A-3-43. Draft EIR does not explain why viable project alternatives were eliminated from consideration
Refer to common response #1.

A-3-44. Draft EIR does not adequately describe feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
Refer to common responses #1 and #2.

A-3-45. Alternatives analysis does not address specific resource issues discussed in Draft EIR

The County acknowledges that the topical discussions of the Issues and Options Report differ from those
of the EIR. The County does not, however, believe that the differences detracted from the intended utility
of the Issues and Options Report, which was to provide the Board of Supervisors with information

necessary to choose among alternative courses of action. Also refer to common response #1.

A-3-46. Unless policies and programs are part of project description, Draft EIR must address impacts
through mitigation measures

The policies and programs of the Policy Document are definitely part of the project description. The

commentor is correct in observing that development projects that are not able to demonstrate that they
can comply with General Plan policies will not be able to proceed, and in many cases the feasibility of
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any given project’s compliance with General Plan policies will be determined via subsequent specific
planning and environmental analysis.

A-3-47. Draft EIR does not include mitigation monitoring plan, as required by County Environmental
Review Ordinance

Refer to common response #8.

A-3-48. Draft EIR does not specifically address short-term and long-term impacts of the project
Chapter 10 of the Final EIR includes a discussion of this issue.

A-3-49. Draft EIR does not include list of projects for the cumulative analysis

The State CEQA Guidelines specifically states that a cumulative analysis can rely either on a project list
or on a summary of projections. Chapter 2 of the EIR summarizes the development estimates that satisfy
this requirement. Refer also to the response to comment A-3-39.

A-3-50. Drayt EIR should discuss significance of cumulative impacts

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR describes the EIR’s approach to cumulative impact analysis.

A-3-51.  Draft EIR does not address cumulative impacts for all resources discussed

Refer to the responses to comments A-3-39 and A-3-50.

A-3-52. Draft EIR does not address growth in a sufficient level of detail

Commentor provides no specifics in support of this assertion.

A-3-53. Draft EIR should address impacts of "leap frog" development

The County believes that the EIR sufficiently addresses the issues that might be associated with "leap frog"
development. Furthermore, the new growth areas to which the commentor apparently refers have been
removed from the Land Use Diagram (see common response #11).

A-3-54. Draft EIR should address premature conversion of agricultural land

Refer to the response to comment A-3-12.

A-3-55. Draft EIR’s 2010 employment scenario is optimistic

The development estimates that underlie the EIR’s analysis are derived Jfrom estimates prepared by the
State of California Department of Finance (DOF). These DOF estimates, which consider regional, as well
as local, growth trends are generally recognized as the most thorough and reliable estimates available.

Furthermore, the estimates are consistent with similar estimates prepared by the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (SACOG).
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A-3-56. Draft EIR project description does not provide sufficient description of new growth areas

See common response #11.

A-3-57. New growth areas are inconsistent with project objectives

See common response #11.

A-3-58. Draft EIR does not adequately explain how new industrial development will minimize its
impacts on adjoining development

The policy references in the Final EIR cite standards and policies for buffering incompatible types of
development from one another. The Final EIR also contains the full text of referenced policies

A-3-39. Draft EIR does not describe potential land use conflicts in the Sunset Industrial/Stanford Ranch
West area

The Stanford Ranch West new growth area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.
A-3-60. Draft EIR land use impact analysis is too limited

The Final EIR’s land use impact section has been reorganized to more clearly describe the potential
effects of development under the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-61. Draft EIR should conclude that alteration of existing or planned land use is a significant and
unavoidable impact

The Final EIR concludes that the impact of changes to existing land use is significant.
A-3-62. Draft EIR should clarify whether term "open space” represents "traditional sense of the phrase”

The Policy Document now includes illustrative examples of the types of open space that will satisfy the
County’s standard for passive recreation areas. The County does not understand the commentor’s
reference to "open space in the traditional sense of the phrase,” since there is no universally-accepted
“tradition” regarding what constitutes open space.

A-3-63. Draft EIR should include clear analysis of adequacy of buffer zones

The County feels that the buffers described in the Draft Policy Document generally address the items listed
by the commentor. The potential incompatibilities associated with new development cannot specifically
be identified until more definitive project applications are submitted to the County. At that point, the
County will work with project proponents to define how to best implement the buffer standards.

A-3-64. How did Draft EIR conclude that jobs and housing would move closer to balancing?

The Draft EIR stated that did not conclude that jobs and housing "would” move closer to balancing; it
instead indicated that the designation of land for employment-supporting development will help stem the
flow of workers out of the county, which would, in turn, lead to a better balance between jobs and
housing.
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A-3-65. Will County amend Housing Element if additional policies or mitigation measures are necessary
to address impacts?

The County has reviewed the adopted Housing Element and has determined that it is consistent with the
Countywide General Plan. Amendment of the Housing Element is, therefore, not required.

A-3-66. Not clear how housing policy will be accomplished.

The Housing Element, which was adopted in June 1992, includes an implementation program to effect this
policy commirmment.

A-3-67. Not clear how housing policy will be accomplished.

See response to comment A-3-66.

A-3-68. Policy unclear

The County feels that this adopted Housing Element policy is stated clearly.
A-3-69. More information on implementation of policy should be provided
See response to comment A-3-66.

A-3-70. Not clear how housing policy will be accomplished.

See response to comment A-3-66.

A-3-71. How will fee waiver policy affect market rate housing?

The County will consider the waiver of fees on a project-by-project basis, stating findings as necessary
where such waivers are granted.

A-3-72.  Draft EIR should provide a range of cost estimates for all required municipal facilities

The level of specificity necessary to arrive at meaningful cost estimates Jor the types of facilities and
services indicated exceeds what is necessary to assess the potential infrastructure impacts of a general
plan. The type of analysis suggested is beyond what CEQA requires.

A-3-73.  Draft EIR should describe fiscal impacts of new growth areas.
The General Plan includes policies and programs to ensure that the proponents of development projects

demonstrate that their projects do not create a fiscal burden on the County. The type of analysis
suggested is beyond what CEQA requires. See also common response #S5.

A-3-74. New growth areas inconsistent with policy requiring adequate service availability
The statement to which the commentor refers is accurate; the policies of the Policy Document stipulate

that new development shall not occur unless infrastructure and services are available at the time the
development takes place.
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A-3-75. Draft EIR needs to address impacts on services and facilities provided by cities

Refer to response to comment A-3-3.

A-3-76. Draft EIR should address location of drainage and flooding impacts in more detail

The County believes the level of detail provided in the EIR is appropriate for a general plan EIR.

A-3-77. Draft EIR does not clearly state if additional upstream runoff will contribute to Roseville’s
existing flooding problems

The EIR cites Policy Document policies and programs designed to reduce potential flooding impacts to
a less-than-significant level through regional cooperation in addressing such potential problems.

A-3-78. Draft EIR should analyze use of groundwater in new growth areas

Policy Document policies addressing water supply require the use of surface water for potable supply in
urban-level development.

A-3-79. Draft EIR conclusion of no impact to ground and surface water quality is not substantiated

The County believes the EIR’s analysis includes a sufficient amount of information to support its
conclusions.

A-3-80. Draft EIR does not state if cumulative water quality impact is significant and unavoidable
The Final EIR clarifies the discussion of cumulative water quality impacts.

A-3-81. Draft EIR should provide more detailed information on wastewater system impacts and
feasibility of system improvements

The County believes the level of detail provided in the EIR is appropriate for a general plan EIR.
A-3-82. Draft EIR does not address surface discharge requirements for treated wastewater

Policy Document policies addressing wastewater require new development to address surface discharge
requirements. The EIR assumes that these policies will be enforced.

A-3-83. Draft EIR should identify Roseville drainages receiving wastewater from unincorporated
development

The drainage analysis in the EIR provides sufficient information to determine which drainages will be
affected by development in the unincorporated county.

A-3-84. Draft EIR wording regarding on-site wastewater treatment is unclear

The phrase should read "addressed,” rather than "identified.” The Final EIR includes this correction.
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A-3-85. Roseville Regional WWTP master plan does not anticipate development of new growth areas

The two new growth areas that the DEIR indicated would have been most reliant on the Roseville WWTP
have been removed from the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-86. Draft EIR statements regarding agricultural irrigation demands are not clear
The Final EIR has been modified to eliminate the confusion.

A-3-87. Roseville Regional WWTP master plan does not anticipate development of new growth areas,
so Draft EIR should identify other facilities

Refer to response to comment A-3-85.

A-3-88. Draft EIR should more thoroughly address availability of potable water for new development
The specificity of the EIR’s analysis is sufficient for a general plan EIR. The policies and programs of
the Policy Document will ensure that development projects demonstrate that water supply is available and
the EIRs on these projects will have to document this availability. The County would also like to point
out that the court case cited in the comment pertained to a project-level analysis, as opposed to a
planning-level analysis.

A-3-89. Draft EIR should identify formal mitigation measures to alleviate water supply impacts

Refer to common response #2.

A-3-90. Draft EIR should address policy consistency issues for all new growth areas and all resource
issues

The County disagrees with the commentor’s apparent conclusion that the EIR and Policy Document are
inconsistent.

A-3-91.  Accuracy of numbers in Draft EIR Table 5-1 should be confirmed

The referenced table has been revised for the Final EIR to reflect water demand associated with assumed
development at 2010 and 2040.

A-3-92. Draft EIR should address mitigation of water treatment needs

The adoption of the General Plan will not result in development entitlements. The policies and programs
of the Policy Document will ensure that no development entitlements will be granted without demonstrated
long-term reliable water supply.

A-3-93.  Draft EIR should address impacts of location of residential development near landfill

The Stanford Ranch West specific plan area, which might have included residential designations near the
landfill, no longer appears on the Draft Land Use Diagram.
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A-3-94. New growth areas are inconsistent with rest of the Draft Plan because they are not necessary
to accommodate demand and they will cause premature conversion of agricultural land.

The EIR concludes that loss of farmland and agricultural production will be significant adverse impacts
of potential development under the Policy Document, even with the removal of two of the new growth
areas from the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-95. New growth areas are inconsistent with agricultural preservation policies

Refer to response to comments A-3-12 and A-3-94.

A-3-96. Draft EIR should consider alternatives to the project as mitigation of agricultural land impacts
Refer to common response #2.

A-3-97.  Draft EIR should address state, as well as federal, protected species

The EIR analysis addresses both categories of protected species.

A-3-98. Draft EIR should address cumulative impacts on Swainson’s hawk

The EIR habitat analysis addresses Swainson’s hawk habitat.

A-3-99. Draft EIR should state whether the Draft Plan can protect resources better than alternatives

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR concludes that the General Plan, as revised, and the other alternatives
considered would protect resources better than the Draft Plan would have.

A-3-100. Draft EIR should analyze alternative sites for development as mitigation to habitat conversion
Refer to common response #1.

A-3-101. Draft EIR should analyze impacts on oak and riparian woodlands resulting from construction
in new growth areas

Policy Document policies and programs require that new development mitigate wetland and riparian
habitat losses. Refer to common response #1 regarding altematives.

A-3-102. Draft EIR should address visual impacts associated with loss of open space in new growth areas
The new growth areas that are the subject of this comment no longer appear on the Land Use Diagram.

A-3-103. Draft EIR should identify requirement of field surveys in new growth areas as mitigation of loss
or disturbance of cultural resources

Policy Document policies and programs call for the protection of cultural resources and require project-
level analysis for all discretionary development projects.
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A-3-104. Draft EIR should identify mitigation measures for impacts on Roseville’s roadways
Refer to common response #3.

A-3-105. Draft EIR should identify how roadway impacts would change if unfunded improvements were
removed from assumed network

Refer to common response #3.

A-3-106. Draft EIR should address the cost of improvements without identified funding sources
Refer to common response #3.

A-3-107. City opposes Draft EIR assumptions about Foothills Boulevard improvements

The extension of Foothills Boulevard to Lincoln was included in the City of Roseville’s General Plan EIR
under the analysis of the "2010 Specific Plan Buildout Scenario,” and is also shown in the City of
Lincoln’s Public Facilities Element. This facility will eventually be needed as a parallel route to State
Route 65 to accommodate short distance travel between Lincoln and Roseville. ’

A-3-108. Draft EIR must consider east-west roadways that go around, rather than through, Roseville

In preparing the Circulation Plan Diagram, the County did consider such alternatives, but rejected them
as ineffective solutions to regional east-west traffic.

A-3-109. Does Rocklin’s circulation element include north-south connector between Lincoln and Rocklin

This north-south connector is not currently on Rocklin’s circulation element due to the low residential
density allowed in the Sunset Ranchos development. The City of Lincoln does include this roadway in
their circulation element. Discussions have been held recently between Rocklin, Lincoln, and Caltrans
concerning this north-south connector.

A-3-110. Draft EIR identifies unrealistic roadway improvements

Table 4-24 in the EIR presents those roadways that would not operate at unacceptable levels of service
in 2040 without further mitigation beyond those included in the "2040 Base Transportation System.” As
noted in the Draft EIR, the transportation analysis focused on 2010 travel demand and needs. The 2040
transportation analysis was conducted so that transportation corridors that would be needed beyond 2010
could be identified. Table 4-24 also includes a general indication of the roadway lanes that would be
needed to achieve level of service standards by 2040. The Draft EIR also notes that the required lanes
may not be feasible or desirable 1o implement and alternative mitigations may be possible such as new
or widened parallel roadways, grade separations, significant transit, and/or travel demand management
measures, etc. (Also see Common Response #3.) The text related to proposed improvements on Cirby
Way (shown in Table 4-7) has been corrected in the Final EIR.

A-3-111. Draft EIR should analyze stationary sources of air pollution

The EIR presumes that stationary sources will be regulated by PCAPCD, and Policy Document policies
support the enforcement of APCD regulations.
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A-3-112. Draft EIR should incorporate TCMs from Air Quality Attainment Plan by reference

The Policy Document explicitly calls for the County to enforce the provisions of the AQAP; it would be
inappropriate for the County to incorporate by reference a plan over which it does not have Jurisdiction.

A-3-113. Draft EIR should address noise impacts in Roseville’s residential areas in more detail

The County believes the level of detail provided in the EIR is appropriate for a countywide general plan
EIR.

A-3-114. Draft EIR thresholds of significance for noise should reference City of Roseville’s standards
Refer to response to comment A-3-113.

A-3-115. Draft EIR should provide noise contour maps and data for roads within Roseville

Refer to response to comment A-3-113.

A-3-116. Draft EIR does not address how noise impacts will be addressed in already-developed areas
affected by increased traffic congestion

Refer to response to comment A-3-113.

A-3-117. Draft EIR should indicate that alternatives to new growth areas would mitigate noise impacts
Refer to common responses #2 and #11.

A-3-118. Draft EIR summary section lacks information required by CEQA Guidelines

The County feels that the summary of impacts, in combination with the body of the EIR analysis, satisfies
the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines. The EIR does not isolate impacts resulting from
development within Roseville, nor does CEQA require such isolation.

A-3-119. City of Roseville NOP comment lettér incorporated by reference

Refer to responses to comments A-3-21 to A-3-40.

A-3-120. Draft Plan should include policy related to affordable housing in new growth areas

The Policy Document and the adopted Housing Element include numerous provisions for affordable
housing that are applicable throughout the unincorporated area of the county.

A-3-121. Comment on jobs-housing balance discussion in Draft Background Report

This comment refers to the Draft Background Report, which has been revised.
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A-3-122. Draft Plan’s jobs-housing goal appears to establish a conflict between existing urban areas and
new growth areas

Comment noted. The County recognizes that the new development in the unincorporated areas will
compete for development with existing urban areas.

A-3-123. Draft Plan’s economic development policies are inconsistent with conversion of industrial land
to residential land in Stanford Ranch West

The Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.
A-3-124. Draft Plan’s standards for new growth areas should include policy related to affordable housing

The referenced standards have been removed from the Policy Document. Refer to response to comment
A-3-120.

A-3-125. Observation about development scenario in Table 2-7 of Draft EIR
Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-126. Draft EIR development scenario assumes new growth areas will absorb 35 percent of residential
demand projected in Roseville’s market study

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-127. Draft EIR development scenario assumes new growth areas will absorb 32 percent of non-
residential demand projected in Roseville’s market study

Comment noted, no response necessary.
A-3-128. Draft EIR recognizes employment growth rate is aggressive

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-129. Draft EIR should address ability of development in new growth areas at 2010 to provide
services and should reconsider need for new growth areas

Refer to responses to comments A-3-1 and A-3-3.

A-3-130. Comments A-3-122 and -123 also apply to Draft EIR

Refer to responses to comments A-3-122 and A-3-123.

A-3-131. Draft EIR does not analyze the fiscal effects of inclusionary zoning policies and fee waivers
The commentor is correct. The EIR does not include such an analysis. The Policy Document does,

however, include provisions calling for project-level fiscal and financial feasibility analyses to address
these concerns. Also refer to common response #5.
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A-3-132. Draft EIR does not adequately address recreation demands created by new residents

The Policy Document has been revised to support organized, activity-oriented recreation programs in
conjunction with urban and suburban development in the unincorporated county, although the policies
call for special districts, recreation districts or public utility districts to operate such programs.
A-3-133. Draft Plan standards for tennis and basketball courts are below national standards

The County feels that the stated standards are appropriate for development in the unincorporated county.
A-3-134. Draft EIR does not specifically mention archaeological resources in Roseville

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-135. Why doesn’t Draft EIR natural resource analysis include Roseville?

The EIR and General Plan focus primarily on the unincorporated areas of Placer County. Each local
agency, including Roseville, is responsible for the effects of development within its jurisdiction on local
natural resources.

A-3-136. Draft Plan and Draft EIR have very little information on law enforcement issues

The EIR addresses the impacts of development under the General Plan on the provision of County
services, including those specified in the comment.

A-3-137. Circulation Plan Diagram designates Foothills and Blue Oaks Boulevards as arterials
Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-138. Draft Plan policies do not identify dramatic differences between law enforcement needs of
urban and rural areas

The County feels that the policies of the Policy Document are appropriate for a countywide general plan.

A-3-139. Draft EIR describes County facilities, but not services, and does not address courts, probation,
corrections, or District Attorney

This comment is not accurate; these subjects are addressed in Chapter 6 of the EIR.
A-3-140. Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not adequately address library services

The omission of policy language dealing with libraries was an oversight. A policy addressing library
services has been added to the Policy Document (see Policy 4.A.5 on page 61).

A-3-141. Draft EIR should analyze and propose mitigation for traffic on Roseville streets; shouldn’t
assume extension of City streets, should identify east-west roadway.

Refer to common response #3.
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A-3-142. Draft EIR Table 4-3 should include additional specified information

Table 4-3 reflects PCTC’s "Draft Funding Assured Project List" for their 1993 Regional Transportation
Plan. The Sunrise Avenue/Douglas Boulevard intersection improvements were not included on PCTC'’s
Draft List and thus did not appear in Table 4-3. However, this improvement was included in the "2010
Base Transportation System" evaluated in the Draft EIR, as well as PCTC’s Project List in the adopted
1993 RTP. The jurisdictions shown on Table 4-3 reflect those used by PCTC, which did not include the
Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority.

A-3-143. Draft EIR Table 4-4 should not include unfunded roadway improvements

As noted in the EIR, the estimated levels of population and employment within the cities of Lincoln,
Rocklin, and Roseville indicated that portions of their urban reserve and proposed annexation areas would
need to be developed by 2010 to accommodate their projected growth. The "2010 Base Transportation
System,"” therefore, assumed several new roadways that would be needed to provide access to these areas.
The roadways needed to serve the new growth areas in Roseville were based on the City’s ongoing

Comprehensive Land Use Element Update.

A-3-144. Draft EIR Table 4-17 should be based on an intersection-level analysis, not a roadway-link
analysis

Refer to common response #3.

A-3-145. Draft EIR Table 4-18 incorrectly identifies Foothills Boulevard as an existing 2-lane roadway
north of Roseville

Table 4-18 has been corrected in the Final EIR.

A-3-146. Draft EIR Table 4-18: under Foothills Boulevard, Carlsberg Drive should be replaced with
Pleasant Grove Boulevard

Table 4-18 has been corrected in the Final EIR.

A-3-147. Draft EIR Table 4-18 should not include segment of Junction Boulevard not included in City’s
General Plan and CIP

The extension of Junction Boulevard to Fiddyment Road was listed as a mitigation measure in the EIR
on the Del Webb Specific Plan and was assumed to be implemented by 2010 due to the assumed
development in the urban reserve areas of the City of Roseville.

A-3-148. Draft EIR should propose mitigation of roadway impacts not within Jurisdiction of the County
Refer to common response #3.

A-3-149. Draft EIR should propose mitigation of roadway impacts not within jurisdiction of the County

Refer to common response #3.
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A-3-150. Draft EIR Table 4-24 proposes roadway mitigation that is infeasible
Refer to response to comment A-3-110.

A-3-151. Draft EIR Table 5-12 underestimates impervious surface area increase through 2040; existing
flood control plans don’t anticipate new growth areas

At the recommendation of the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the
referenced table has been removed from the Final EIR. See also common response #11.

A-3-152. Draft EIR Table 5-10 indicates increase in impervious area in addition to "planned” increases.
Comment noted; no response necessary.
A-3-153. New growth areas will require storage volumes beyond those specified in flood control plans

The new growth areas causing the concern expressed in this comment no longer appear on the Land Use
Diagram. See also common response #11.

A-3-154. There is no funding mechanism in place for Cross Canal Flood Control Plan projects in
unincorporated areas or Auburn and Rocklin

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-155. Draft EIR references to public transit should refer to plural operator(s)

The Final EIR incorporates the recommended revision.

A-3-156. Draft EIR should not refer to feeder bus service to LRT lines without funding
This question is rhetorical; no response necessary.

A-3-157. Draft EIR inaccurately describes short range transit plans (SRTP)

The suggested revisions have been made in the Final EIR.

A-3-158. City of Roseville is under contract with RT to prepare preliminary engineering and EIR studies
for LRT extension to Roseville

The reference has been added to the Final EIR.

A-3-159. Draft EIR incorrectly implies that Proposition 116 monies for rail transportation capital
improvements are still available

The Final EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Proposition 116 funding.
A-3-160. Draft EIR recommended text correction

The recommended revision has been made in the Final EIR.
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A-3-161. Draft EIR needs to mention need for additional funding sources for transit capital and operations
The recommended revision has been made in the Final EIR.

A-3-162. Recommended text revision and observation about DEIR statement.

The recommended text revision has been made in the Final EIR and the observation has been noted.
A-3-163. Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts on transit services

The County believes that the transit services analysis is appropriate for a countywide general plan EIR.
A-3-164. Draft EIR does not provide solutions to lack of commuter-oriented transit

The County feels that the policies and programs included in the Policy Document are appropriate for a
countywide general plan. Furthermore, the commentor provides no constructive recommendations to

illustrate her point.

A-3-165. Draft EIR should include mitigation measures calling for “significant” participation in trip
reduction ordinance programs

The County feels that the policies and programs included in the Policy Document are appropriate for a
countywide general plan.

A-3-166. Draft EIR should recognize that new technology may address air quality problems, but not
traffic congestion

Numerous Policy Document policies and programs encourage and promote opportunities for alternative
transportation that would address traffic congestion.

A-3-167. Draft EIR should recognize that lack of staff and funding hinder implementation of a bikeway
system

The County understands the commentor’s concerns. The Policy Document, accordingly, includes policies
and programs that call for new development to contribute to implementation of a comprehensive pathway
system. The requested references are, however, too specific for a countywide general plan.

A-3-168. Draft EIR Transit, TSM, and Non-Motorized Transportation sections lack substance

The County feels that the analysis is appropriate for a countywide general plan EIR, and that the policies
and programs included in the Policy Document are appropriate for a countywide general plan.
Furthermore, the commentor provides no constructive recommendations to illustrate her point.

A-3-169. Draft Plan policy change recommendation

Comment noted; recommended change not made.
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A-3-170. Draft Plan policy change recommendation

Comment noted; recommended change not made.

A-3-171. Draft Plan policy change recommendation

Comment noted; recommended change not made.

A-3-172. Draft Plan policy change recommendation

Comment noted; recommended change not made.

A-3-173. Draft Plan policy change recommendation

Comment noted; recommended change not made.

A-3-174. Draft Plan program recommendation concerning materials recovery facility
The recommended program has been added to the Policy Document.

A-3-175. New development areas do not currently have direct source of water, and Roseville cannot
provide without exorbitant costs

The Policy Document stipulates, and the EIR assumes, that new development will be required to provide
for all infrastructure necessitated by the development. At the time that such development is proposed, the
County will require that the providers of any services are consulted regarding the potential effects of the

development; this would include the City of Roseville, if the development must rely on the City for any
services and facilities.

A-3-176. Roseville does not have excess treatment capacity to serve Dry Creek area

Refer to response to comment A-3-175.

A-3-177. Roseville’s Water System Study does not consider serving Placer Villages

The Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.
A-3-178. Roseville’s Watef System Study does not consider serving Villages of Dry Creek
Refer to response to comment A-3-175.

A-3-179. Draft EIR summary of impacts for Stanford Ranch West should mention reclaimed water for
agricultural irrigation

The Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.
A-3-180. Draft EIR should conclude that water supply and distribution impacts will be significant

County feels that the EIR’s conclusion is accurate.
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A-3-181. Draft EIR should not assume that new growth areas will be able to rely on Roseville Regional
Wastewater Treatment Plant

Refer to response to comment A-3-175.

A-3-182. Draft EIR Table 5-7 should use wastewater flow generation figures consistent with master plan
for Roseville Regional WWTP

The EIR uses the same wastewater flow factor for all analysis areas to ensure consistent comparison of
the prospective impacts.

A-3-183. Draft EIR should not conclude that water systems impacts will be less than significant
County feels that the EIR’s conclusion is accurate.

A-3-184. Draft EIR Table 5-13 incorrectly states 1990 waste disposal for Roseville

As noted in footnote 2 of Table 5-13 (Table 5-10 in the Final EIR), the solid waste generation figures
cited in the table are the result of the application of a solid waste generation factor of 6.4 to the 1990
population. The EIR uses the same factor for all analysis areas to ensure consistent comparison of the
prospective impacits.

A-3-185. Draft EIR analysis of solid waste impacts should be more thorough

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-186. Draft EIR analysis of solid waste impacts should be more thorough

Comment noted; no response necessary.

A-3-187. City of Roseville opposes accelerated review period for Issues and Options Report

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-188. Issues and Options Report discussion is based on faulty assumptions

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-189. Issues and Options Report does not adequately address impacts on City of Roseville facilities
and services

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-190. Issues and Options Report does not sufficiently address fiscal impacts on the City of Roseville
or the County

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.
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A-3-191. Board of Supervisors should defer decisions on Issues and Options Report until meeting with
cities

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary. It should be noted, however, that
the County did meet with representatives of the Cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville during the Issues
and Options phase of the General Plan Update process.

A-3-192. City of Roseville supports Land Use Alternative 1 from Issues and Options Report

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-193. Issues and Options Report underestimates amount of growth cities can accommodate

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-194. Issues and Options Report does not adequately address impacts on City of Roseville facilities
and services

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.
A-3-195. Issues and Options Report does not discuss fiscal impacts of growth in sufficient detail
Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.

A-3-196. Development concentrated within cities will result in a more logical and environmentally
sensitive growth pattern

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.
A-3-197. City of Roseville’s recommended alternative for Issues and Options Report

Comment refers to Issues and Options Report; no response necessary.
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October 14, 1993

Placer County Planning Department
Attn: Mr. Loren Clark

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA $5603

SUBJECT: Comments on the Placer County General Plan Update and
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. Clark:

On behalf of the City of Roseville, we are transmitting comments
for consideration of the draft County General Plan Update and for
response as part of the DEIR. Because of the extremely short time
period for review of these documents before the first scheduled
public hearing, these comments do not include all of the cCity's
comments. Rather, we have attempted to identify major areas of
concern and adequacy, and to the degree possible, provide the
County with specific comments. Prior to the end of the statutory
review period for the DEIR, the City will be submitting additional
comments on both the Plan and the DEIR. Thank you in advance for
your consideration and written response to these comments,

OVERA COMMENTS

Throughout the Board of Supervisors' discussion of the Issues and
Options Report, the City consistently voiced significant concerns
with the proposal to amend the General Plan adding major growth
areas in very close proximity to Roseville. Neither the General
Plan Policy Document or the DEIR address these concerns. 1In fact,
both documents evade these issues and do not propose any mitigation
that is reasonably achievable to alleviate adverse effects on the
City of Roseville. The City's concerns continue to be:

1. Adequate areas suitable for urban growth for the _1
next twenty years already exist in the County and

Cities, and the addition of the new growth areas in A-3-1
the County are not needed to meet reasonable market -J
projections.

2. Impacts of locating approximately 33,332 dwelling

units with a projected population of 98,000 people
adjacent to or in close proximity to Roseville will
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have significant adverse impacts. These include:

-traffic and circulation impacts to Roseville
cellector and arterial streets, which based on

the existing DEIR analysis are infeasible to
.mitigate; and

>
&
N

~increased demand for City of Roseville
services and facilities, without the provision
for reimbursement, including fire and police
protection, parks and recreation facilities
and programs, and libraries.

L

>
w
&

3. The development of the proposed growth areas will
result in urban sprawl from Loomis to the borders
of Sacramento and Sutter Counties, as the Plan and
DEIR do not include adequate mitigation and there
are no reasonable assurances that implementation of
proposed buffers will be successful.

r 1L

L

For these reasons, the City of Roseville continues to support 1

Option 1 of the Issues and Option Report, directing new urban A-3-5
growth into the Cities. _J

COUNTY GENERAL PIAN ~ Draft Policy Document

1. vious Comments on the Gene Plan Background Report. [
Insofar as the General Plan is comprised of both the Policy
document and the Background Report, we are incorporating by
reference the City's comments, dated March 11, 1993, which A-3-6
have not been responded to nor have resulted in any revisions

to the General Plan documents. These comments relate to both
the General Plan documents and to the DEIR and should be

addressed in the Final EIR. A copy of this letter is attached _J
for your information and response.

2. General Plan Format is confusing and difficult to review. As ™
noted above the City, as well as other agencies and the
public, submitted extensive comments on the Background Report
which was circulated for public review in December 19%2.
Based on this review and despite significant comments, no
revisions have been made (to our knowledge). Further, this A-3-7
document was not circulated with the draft General Plan. As
this document provides the "supporting documentation for
general plan policy", review of the Policy document without
this information 1is extremely difficult. As previously
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pointed out, the Background Report includes inaccuracies and
is a very dated document considering the Becard's action on the
Issues and Options Report. Based on this, the Policy document
is missing adequate inforzation critical to addressing

statutory requirements of the General Plan.

Further, the Issues and Opticns Report is not incorporated by
reference as part of-the General Plan, yet the Policy document
states that this report solicited direction from the Board of
Supervisors on key issues to be addressed in the General Plan
update, and that "this direction provided the framework for
the development of the goals, policies, implementation
programs, and land use and circulation plans contained in the
Draft General Plan Policy Document". (Policy Document, 5.)

Because inaccuracies in these documents have not been
corrected and have in turn provided the basis for the General
Plan Policy Document and EIR, the resulting policies and EIR
analysis are not coordinated and are erroneous.

Ihe Elements of the General Plan are interna inconsistent.
State planning law requires that a General Plan be internally
consistent. Specifically, Government Code Section 65302 (b)
requires that the circulation element be fully integrated with
the land use element. The circulation element does not
address circulation problems resulting from the land use
element proposals, specifically as it relates to the new
growth areas. As drafted, the General Plan does not include
any proposals to lessen traffic impacts to the City of
Roseville yet it acknowledges that the new growth areas will
require the extension of City arterials and collectors to
provide connections from these areas to regiocnal
transportation routes (I-80 and Highway 65).

These connections will have a severe adverse effect on the
City of Roseville, as we have seen with Granite Bay traffic
impacts on Douglas Boulevard. Proposed County policies do not
require that these impacts be mitigated prior to approval of
entitlements. In addition, the policies permit a level of
service on City maintained rocads that are inconsistent with
the City's General Plan. The only requirement is that "The
County shall work with neighboring jurisdictions to provide
acceptable and compatible levels  of service and joint
funding...". The County's Plan proposes levels of service on
City roads that are inconsistent with policies of the
Roseville General Plan. Why would the City want to enter into
joint funding programs that could result in very adverse
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impacts to the City (e.g. eight lanes on Cirby Way). This is
the only proposed remedy for traffic impacts to the City and
there is no reasonable assurance of it's success.

Other examples of internal inconsistencies include:

- Policies seek the long term protection of lands designated
for industrial use in the Sunset Community Plan area. Based
on this policy, the County is proposing that the City
eliminate the City's Sphere of Influence which includes some
of the Sunset area, in an effort to assure future industrial
growth. Yet much of this area is also included in the
Stanford Ranch new growth areas where a new community of
22,500 people are proposed to reside. This also clearly
conflicts with policies related to the long term use and
protection of the regional land fill and buffering of
residential and industrial uses (land fill and City operated
electrical facility located in this area).,

- There 1is no consistency between policies directed to
preserving viable agricultural production and the proposed new
growth areas. The new growth areas will not only impact those
areas proposed to be converted to urban use but will also
result in fragmentation of agricultural acreage and will
adversely effect long term viability of such operations.

- Urban Separator Buffer polices would permit one acre parcels
to be developed between two urban areas (Policy Document,
p.5). Beyond the City's concern that this will not provide an
adequate buffer, policies addressing buffer zone preservation
require "land acquisition, purchase of development right,
conservation easements, etc". How will this be reasonably
implemented on very small residential parcels? Permitted uses
in the buffer area and the proposed intent of the buffers are
not consistent.

- The plan does not identify feasible measures to implement
the Plan policies. While the plan does include some
implementation measures, these are not clearly 1linked <o
specific policies and in many instances it appears that no
implementation measures have been identified for the majority
of the plan policies.

Because of these internal inconsistencies, the General Plan
Policies do not address the City's ccncerns that an adequate
supply of land exists for future urban develcpment, assure
that the impacts to Rcseville will be mitigated, and will not
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preclude urban sprawl.

The General Plan Text and lLand Use Dia ram are_inconsistent.
Policies of the General Plan require a variety of buffers
(agriculture, industrial, sensitive habitat, urban separator,
etc.) and further, require that such buffers be internalized
into new growth areas. These are not reflected on the land
use diagram, and if they were to be incorporated, we question
the feasibility of incorporating such boundaries as the
resulting area available for development may be minimal (e.qg.
urban separator between Roseville and Stanford Ranch West,
plus industrial buffer and public facilities buffer between
electric generation plant and the regional land fill). This
leads to a concern as to whether the proposed buffers, if
infeasible, will have any of the Plan's proposed effects.

Policies of the General Plan also call for the protection of
agricultural lands, maintenance of agricultural lands in a
size sufficient to retain viable farming units, and encourage
infill development in urban areas as an alternative to
expanding urban boundaries into agricultural areas (Policies
7.A.1, 7.A.7 and 7.A.8, p. 103). The land use diagram is
clearly inconsistent with these policies as it designates new
growth areas within existing agricultural areas, creates areas
between urban areas that will not be viable for agricultural
production, and does not encourage infill development.

The land use diagram, circulation Plan diagram and designated
transit corridors are inconsistent with plan policies. This
is especially a concern for new growth areas, where the stated
General Plan objective for the Placer Villages and Stanford
West Specific Plans are to be self-sufficient communities and
to facilitate modes of transit other than the automobile. The
Circulation Plan diagram, and projected trips, clearly
indicate that the principal mode of transportation beyond the
year 2010 will be the automobile. At the same time, the Plan
designates transit corridors with the stated intent that these
are to guide future land use decisions specifically in new
growth areas with regards to higher intensity residential
development and employment centers. Potentially contrary to
this are the specific development standards for new growth
areas, where it is stated that there is no assurance as to
total dwelling units that ultimately can be developed due to
site constraints, buffers, etc. and there are no standards
requiring that the specific Plans be designed to develop
residential at locations or densities high enough to support
transit (light rail or bus),
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DRAFT EIR

In Citizens of Goleta Vallev v. Board of Supe isors (199%0)
52 Cal.3d 553, 564, the court found that:

"The core of an EIR is the mitigation and
alternatives sections."

To allow agencies to avoid or mitigate significant
environnental impacts at the findings stage of the CEQA
process, EIRs "nust produce information sufficient to
permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are ccncerned." (San_Bernardino
Valley Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of San Bernardino
(1984) 155 Cal.App.3d 738, 750-751, see also Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisor ("Goleta I") (24
Dist. 1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1179; aurel Height

mprovement Associati of San Francisco v. Regents o

the University of Californja (1988) 47 cal.3d 376, 405-

406.)

Considering the magnitude of the General Plan update in terms
of provision of significant new growth areas and the
identified impacts that will result to the City of Roseville,
it is inconsistent with the provisions of the california
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that there are no mitigation
measures identified. Yet for every impact identified, there
are feasible mitigation measures or environmentally superior A-3-19
alternatives. While it is not uncommon for a General Plan
document to be "self mitigating", that is that the policies of
the General Plan reduce the potential impacts to less than
significant, as noted above, this has not occurred with these
documents. Mitigation measures must be identified and
alternatives thoroughly analyzed.

[ L

The alternatives analysis in the EIR is also grossly {
deficient. The EIR cites requirements from the CEQA
Guidelines and case law regarding alternatives, and then
fails to comply with the requirements. (EIR, 10:1-2.)
The major problem with the "alternatives analysis" is
that there is absoclutely pno analysis in the EIR. The EIR A-3-20
says the analysis is required but fails to do it
apparently because it would be burdensome and "would
provide little utility in terms of helping the County
"define" or '"redefine" the project", (EIR, 10-4.)
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However, the objective of the analysis is not to help the
project proponent to "define" the project. The objective
is to establish which alternative is environmentally
superior. The EIR at 10-4 concedes that it ignores
alternatives and focuses exclusively on the "project", in
viclation of the CEQA regulations cited in the EIR on the
preceding two pages. It is apparent that the drafters of
the EIR intentionally ignored the purpose of alternatives
analysis.

The EIR indicates that the alternatives analysis was
conducted in a separate document, the "Issues and Options
Report" ("IOR") (EIR, 10-4). It is legally acceptable to
incorporate by reference another document into an EIR,
but in this case the EIR does not explicitly state that
the IOR is incorporated by reference.

Furthermore, according to the CEQA  Guidelines,
incorporation by reference is not an appropriate
technique in this case. (CEQA Guidelines §15150.)
Typically, incorporation by reference involves a
situation where a prior environmental document is
incorperated into a more recent document. Although other
types of documents can be incorporated by reference,
"incorporation by reference is most appropriate for
including long, descriptive, or technical materials that
provide general background but do not contribute directly
to the analysis of the problem at hand." (CEQA
Guidelines §15150.) The IOR, on the other hand, is not
long, descriptive or technical. Furthermore, rather than
providing general background, the IOR provides the entire
alternatives analysis. Finally, it does contribute
directly to the analysis of the problem at hand. Thus,
a good argument can be made that the IOR cannot be
incorporated by reference and should not be considered as
part of the EIR.

However, even if the IOR is considered, the analysis is
flawed in various respects. The EIR states that the IOR
satisfies "the spirit of CEQA's requirement to address
alternatives" (EIR, 10-3), but the IOQR actually neets
neither the letter nor the spirit of CEQA. The most
significant problem with the IOR is its complete lack of
comparison between the proposed Project and rejected

alternatives. This is the very essence of the

requirement that alternatives be considered. (Laurel

eights Improvement Association v. Re ents of Universit
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of California (1588) 47 cal.3a 376.) This 1lack of
comparison should have been foreseen by the drafters
because when the IOR was prepared and reviewed, the
"Project" as it is now defined had not been established
or even considered. Only after reviewing the IOR, did
the Board determine that a hybrid land use alternative,
called "Alternative 5", should be pursued. Furthermore,
the "new towns" were not included in the General Plan
until after completion of the IOR and are not analyzed in
the IOR. Thus, it is impossible for the IOR to fulfill
the essential role of comparing the "Project" to
alternatives because the IOR did not include
consideration of the most important information. The
lack of any meaningful comparison between Alternative 5
and the other alternatives renders the entire discussion
totally defective.

Furthermcore, the IOR was not intended to and does not
meet CEQA requirements as an alternative analysis. The
sections of the IOR, although in some respects similar to
EIR components, do not track CEQA. For example, the IOR
does not discuss cumulative impacts or growth inducing
impacts, and traditional CEQA terminology (significant
impacts, etc.) is totally absent. It is quite clearly
not an environmental document and this fact is candidly
conceded in the "County-wide General Plan Draft Policy
Document" (Policy Document) which states as follows:

"The purpose of the (IOR) was to solicit
policy direction from the Board of Supervisors
on key issues to be addressed in the General
Plan Update. This direction provided the
framework for the development of the goals,
policies, implementation programs, and land
use and circulation plans contained in the
Draft General Plan Policy Document." (Policy
Document, 5.)

Although the EIR attempts to evaluate "Alternative 5",
the County might contend that nuch of the IOR's
discussion of Alternative 3 (new growth areas) would be
pertinent. However, this assumption is incorrect because
Alternative 3 is based on a single new town of 20,000
inhabitants (IOR, 2-6) and the Project consists of
several new towns consisting of over 40,000 units (EIR,
2-4), or approximately 100,000 people. Thus all of the
adverse effects associated with Alternative 5 will be far
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more severe than under Alternative 3.

Furthermore, even if we were to assume that a compariseon
to Alternative 3 could be considered a comparison to the
Project, major problems remain. The IOR compared the 3
alternatives ((1) growth directed toward established
cities, (2) existing conditions continued, and (3) new
growth areas), but it did not reach a conclusion as to
which alternatives were environmentally superior. This
probably is due at least partly to the fact that the IOR
was not written as an environmental document. However,
the essence of the alternative analysis is comparison and
discussion as to why an environmentally superior
alternative was not chosen. (Kings County Fa Bureau v.

City of Hanford (1990) 221 cal.app.3d 692.) The IOR does
not provide this.

A review of the three alternatives indicates that
Alternative 1, directing growth to existing cities, is
the preferred alternative in virtually every category
discussed. The only clear benefit from Alternative 3,
the "new growth area" alternative, is that the County
would benefit fiscally. Although fiscal issues may
influence policy decisions, fiscal impact is not an
appropriate consideration under CEQA. (San_Franciscans

easonable ow V. u of Sa ncisco (1989)
209 Cal.App.3d 1502.) However, the fact that the'"new
growth area" alternative causes the most serious

environmental impacts is not addressed anywhere in the
EIR or IOR.

In Sierra Club v, City of Roseville (Superior Court, No. s-

1100; the Roseville Hospital case) the court ruled:

Alternatives to a proposed project must be
discussed in enough detail @ to enable
meaningful public review. The discussion must
be specific enough to permit informed decision
making and public participation, especially
when the Lead Agency is also the project
proponent or closely related to the proponent.

ure eichts Inmprovement Association wv.

Regents UC (1988) 47 cal.3d 376, 403-405.
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The alternatives analysis is clearly not incompliance with CEQA or
recent court actions.

The EIR also violates Placer County's own Environmental Review A-3-20

Ordinance (Ordinance) adopted in 1990 and revised in 19%2.
Ordinance §31.618(D) describes the nature of the alternatives
analysis required in an EIR. These requirements, essentially drawn
from the CEQA regulations, are not met in the EIR.

Additional comments on the DEIR are attached for the County's
consideraticn and response. Unfortunately, the short time period
has not permitted the City to consolidate these in a better format
for your review. Also, as noted in the opening of this letter,
these comments do not reflect all of the City's comments and
additional comments will be submitted prior to November 15, 1993.

Citi Manager

ATTACHMENTS: Additional Commaents

Comments on the NOP . August 30, 1953

Comments on Placer County General Plan Background Report - March 11, 1963
Comments from Community Development Dezanment - October 14, 1993
Comments from Housing Division - Ociober 14, 1953

Commenis from Parks and Recreation Depanment - Ociober 12, 1993
Comments from Folice Department - October €, 1933

Comments from City Librarian - October 8, 1953

Comments from Engineering Division - October 13, 1993

A Tratfic

B. Drainage

9. Comments from Transit Division - October 12, 1993

10. Comments from TSM Coordinator - October 12, 1993

11, Comments from Environmental Utilities - October 12, 1953

12, Comments on Placer County Update from Planning Department - February 8, 1953
13. Comments on Placer County Update from Mayor 8ill Santucci - Mareh 22, 1993

PNOPAEWN -

cc: City Council

City of Rocklin
City of Uincoln
City of Loomis
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

PHONE: (51€) 7745334

CITY OF ROSEV[ LLE 318 VERNON STREET, g1¢02 . ROSEVILLE, CA 95£73

TRADITION « PRIDE » PROGRESS
August 20, 1593

Loren Clark, Senicr Slarrer
Placer Ccunty Planning Departzent
11414 "3" Avenue

Auburn, California §3603

Regarding: Notice cf Prevaraticn for t-e Place Ccunty Genera
Plan Uodate Draft Znvironzental Impact Report

Dear Ioren:

The City of Roseville Ccozunity Development Department apsreciates
the opportunity to corzent on the Notice of Preparaticn (NOF) for
the Placer County General >lan Update Draft EZnviron=ental Izpact
Report (DEIR). Given the significance of this update, and the
impact it will have cn Placer County and all of its cities, we

request that Reseville's ccncerns be theroughly addressed ia the
CEIR.

1. IMPACT TO ROSEVILLE

8y far, our Dost inpertant comment is that development of
three new growth areas on the borders of Roseville will result
in significant unavoidable significant inpacts %o Reseville,
our citizens, the environment and our public facilities. ag
previously stated to the Board of Supervisors, the City of

Roseville is very zuch opposed to the current direction of tre
general plan update.

2. ADEQUATE AREAS SUITABLT FOR GROWTH ALREADY E=XIST AND
UNDERESTIMATION CF GROWTH POTENTIAL

Based cn existing land use plans (including both incorporated
and unincorpocrated areas of scuthern Placer County) and lands
suitable for develcgment within incorporated boundaries, there
is an adequate Supply of developable land to meet current 2010
growth projectiors. The ZIR should discuss thre inpact of
creating an imnerse surplus of such lands beyond a projected
twenty year demand. This 2nalysis sheuld include thre cotential
effects of providing land use to meet an unidentified fifty
year cdemand (and the inaccuracies with sueh growth
projections), the rremature ccaversion of resource production
areas, and the induced effect that an oversupply of
developable land zay have on Pieceneal, uncoordinated planning
and developnent in the South Placer Region.

This impact is further exacerbated by the proposed project net
reducing develcpzent entitlements where current Cecunty land

47
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NO?

use designaticns reflect unrealistic develorzent pctential.
The DEZIR nmust cuantify pctential develeopment cppertunities and
izmpacts associated with such develcpment in these areas as
part cf the cuzulative grecwth analysis.

The Ccunty has censiderably underestizated the azount of
growth that the cities, including Roseville, could absorb over
the next twenty vyears. The estizates fer Roseville are
significantly less than the City has currently received
applications for and is in the process of analyzing as part of
its Cozprehensive Land Use Element Update. As an example, the
2010 estizates utilized by the County are 31,000 to 38,000
residents shert of the 122,400 residents estizated for
Roseville by Recht Hausrath and Associates, with the estinated
"build out" approxizately 50,000 residents less than the
140,700 residents that the City is currently analyziag. This
underestimaticn results in a significant cverestizaticn of
growth that the unincerporated pertions of the County can
reasonably expect to capture, bringing into questicn the need
for the County to be censidering new grewth areas at this
time.

TISCAL IMPACTS OF GROWTH

County development that borders Roseville will use city
services and facilities that the County dces not Previde, or
provides at a lower service level than that provided by the
City. The impacts to service and the cost to the City need to
be defined. Mitigation for these impacts should be identified
and reimbursement to the City should be provided,
Reirbursenent by the County (and new development) should
follew the same =zethodeclogy as was used by the County to
estizate costs of providing services to the cities.

Additicnal issues that should be ccnsidered include the ceost
of providing urban level services in the unincorporated County
versus the cities, the impact to the Ccunty of the eventual
incorporation of new towns or annexation to adjacent cities,
and ippacts to the parket in both the cities and County should
urban development be pursued in unincorporated areas.

EFFICIENT ACCOMMODATION OF GROWTH

Planning for f{uture develcpzent needs within incerporated
areas can result in a more logical and envircnzentally
sensitive growth pattern. Roseville, as well as the other
Placer County cities, will continue to expand and aggressively
plan for growth over the foreseeable future. 2y planning
growth within the incorporated cities, or in areas to be
annexed by the cities, density is ccncentrated into existing
urbanized areas where it can more efficiently ke acconmodated,
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helping to remove developzent rressures frena existing open
Space and agricultural lands. If the County were to pursue new
towns cr other urran develcrzent in uninccrporated areas in
additicn to the grewth teing planned bty the cities, the result
could e pieceseal, Prezatire sprawl.

JOBS/HOUSING ZALANCE AND AFFCRDABLE HOUSING

Discussions and pclicy directicn en the rart of the Bcard of
Supervisors appears that they are under an incorrect
assuzption that they are powerless in assuring a reasonable
jobs/housing balance and have, therefore, relinquished control
to the zarket place. This is an incorrect assuzpticn and
following an =IR 2nalysis of projected types of jobs, incone,
and housing prices, Ditigaticn zeasures such as phasing of
residential versus (job producing) non residential development
through develop=ent agreenents, tining of granting
entitlezents, etc., and Dandatory provision of afferdable
housing should be identified.

Further, the claiz=s made by the new County growth areas that
affordable housing will re produced is highly questicnable and
should be analyzed. The County's cost of service analysis
indicates that a house within the unincorporated area would
need to sell for a minirum of $200,000 just to break even.
Based c¢n this analysis, how will affordable housing be
Produced that is also not a fiscal drain on the County?

GROWTE-INDUCING IMPACTS

The DZIR should address growth-inducing impacts to the City of
Roseville. The prcposed additien of 30,000 people izzediately
adjacent and north of Roseville, and another 40,000 peocple
just west of Roseville will contribute to urban sprawl already
widespread throughout the Sacramento cetropeolitan area.

INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL LAND USEZ COMPATIBILITY

The general plan update includes proposed residential in an

area currently kncwn as the Sunset Industrial Area. The NOP
states:

"General Plan land use desigrnations will
pernit commercial, professional and
residential development adjacent to the

Western Regicnal Sanitary Landfill in the
Sunset Industrial area."

How will the County ensure compatibility between existing

industrial land uses, such as Ultrapower and the regicnal
landfill and the Proposed residential land uses? Negative
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NOP

exterralities, including noise, cder, and hazardous Saterials
frea existing uses and future industrial land uses ceculd
izpact the residential uses. Residential land uses could
limit use of industrial facilities. 1It is critical that the
regional landfill be protected, because withcut adequate
landfill capacity, existing developnent would be significantly
izpacted and future developzent would net be viable. As the
land £ill and proposed residential land uses are clearly
inconpatible, ‘the DEIR should discuss icpacts and
opportunities to relocate the land fill site,.

Roseville is alseo cencerned that eliminating or significantly
reducing the industrial land use in the Sunset Industrial Area
will adversely izpact the ability to attract industrial jobs
to Placer County. This area Plays an important role in
providing a land tase for industrial uses, including heavy
industrial, which may not be available or appropriate
elsewhere in the County or incorporated areas. The
appropriateness of industrial uses in this area relates to a
nuxber cf unique factors including its overall size, existence
of heavy industrial uses including the land fil) and
Ultrapower, and proximity to rail access and Hdighway 65. The
EIR shculd analyze what other opportunities exist within the
County to absorb heavy industrial uses, ang how the
elimination of industrial use in the area will izpact the
ability to attract heavy industrial users to Placer County.

DISTINCTION BETWEEN COMMUNITIZS

Three new developzent areas will abut the City of Roseville.
Substantial buffers, large enough to accozmodate ecoriomically
viable agricultural use should be provided between the new
developnent areas and Roseville. One to five acre rural
residential parcels are not adequate to create a Fermanent
transition or accozmeodate agricultural use.

The buffers, to adequately mitigate izpacts, zust provide the
following benefits:

o reduce the potential for the adbpearance of urban sprawl,
o create definable communities;
o

reduce the potential for incompatibility between land
uses in the adjacent comnunities;
o provide a permanent separation of land use patterns; and
o prcvide an open space connection between the comnunities.

What permanent mechanisn (Transfer of developrent rights, deed

restrictions, etc.) to ensure long term retention of the
buffers will be used?
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10.

11.

TRAFFIC AND CIRCUIATICN

The County sheuld censider cu=ulative traffic izpacts <o
Roseville (PFZ Rcad, Foothills Soulevard, Blue Oaks Boulevard,
Baseline Rd/Main Streert, etc.) from the prepesed rew grewth
areas. 8y rlacing rew c¢rowth areas west of Rcseville,
Dotorists are ferced ts travel through Roseville streets to
reach Interstate 30 (I-30) and Highway 65.

The NCP states:

"Policies will also insure that new urban
cevelopzment will pay for the transportaticn
facilities neecded in order to meet the demands
Generated oy that [new) developzent."

Past perfcroance ty the Ccunty has shown that they have nct
niticated significant traffic iopacts to Roseville froa County
projects. The City is currently looking at a total of $15
millicn in improvezents ¢o the Sunrise/Douglas intersecticn to
neet a IOS C. :2prrexizmately 28% of the trips resulting in the
need for the izprcvements are nrot attributable to Roseville,

but ccze fron surrcunding cezmunities such as Granite Bay,

To adequately nitigate these inpacts, the EIR should require
the establishzent of a regional fee. This fee should not only
nitigate short term izpacts but should also insure that
develcpzent within the unincorporated areas will not consume
capacity on City roads that will be needed at its planned,
ultizate build-out and that required improvements to maintain
the City's adopted 1L0S C can be feasibly constructed.

The County should consider develcopment cof a new regicnal
transportation cerrider (as-part of this general plan update)
to move vehicles frem southwest and southeast Placer County,
around Roseville, to Interstate 8§0.

FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS

The NOP states that the Froject zay result in increased flecod
levels in Placer County. The DEIR should explain how this
will contribute to the cumulative flood problem in Rcseville?
Will new developzent contribute to resolution of Pleasant

Grove drainage prcblems?
WASTEZWATER TRIATMENT
The NOP renticns that new urban development will ke required

to use regional wastewater treatment facilities. The City is
currently conmpleting a =master plan to address regicral
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i12.

13.

14.

treatzent plant expansicn. If the County is Projecting trat
New Ceunty developzent areas will be serviced as Part of the
regional treatzent, eit:er the current study will ke recuired
to be azended cor a new, cozprehensive study conducted. The
z=echanisz fecr rroviding sewer service to the new cevelorzent
dreas zust be identified apnd analyzed in the DEIR.

WATER SUPPLY

The initial study checklis* indicated that the gereral plan
update project would not substantially reduce the amount of
water available for public water supplies. However, it would
seen that develcpzent cf four new towns would require a
substantial amount of potable water. What are the rew water
sources and hew will it be conveyed to these currently
undevelored areas. In addition, Roseville opposes the use of
groundwater to serve urkan development.

PUBLIC SZRVICES AND FACILITIZS

The ZIR needs to generate information relating to the impacts
on the facilities and services in Roseville under the varieus
growth and policy option scenarics, and how these izpacts will
be nitigated. The initial study does not address Previsions of
pPolice services at all. 1n addition, the EIR will need to
discuss the increased demand for police services resulting
fro@ urban ratker than rural types of develorment.
(Typically, urban police services are far zmore extensive that
"on-call" service provided by a rural sheriff's cdepartnent).

further the EIR, =zust discuss Dechanisms for prevision of
basic 1life suppert, advanced 1life support, and fire
Suppressicn. V¥%hat will be the level of support and response
tines fer these services? Are there short tera and long term
izpacts to existing fire service previders?

Impacts can be also be anticipated to City Park & recreaticn,
library, water, wastewater, solid waste, electric, rcadway,
transit and affordable housing programs, services and
facilities. To adequately nitigate impacts to the City's
adopted service levels, the new development areas must provide
a level of service which, at a zinimum, is ecuivalent %o
Roseville's.

BIXEWAY

Roseville is interested in Prometing regicnal bikeways through
the City and cennecting adjacent cemmunities. As such, the
City is currently preparing a bikeway master plan that
includes regicnal connections to adjacent jurisdictiens.
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Placer County sheuld censider inclusien of a regicnal trail
systex as part of this rroject. This would facilitate
cevelcrzent cf a regicnal bikeway systex.

The ~=Reseville 2010 General =rFlan supperts this policy
directicn. COpen Space policy number 3 states, "Work with
adjacent jurisdictions to conrect the City with regicnal open
space and trail systems, providing a network of Open srace and
habitat resources, pathways and, where reascnable, eguestrian
trails, through the City *o link rearby cemounities."

WATER QUALITY IN ROSEVILLE

The General >lan update should address mainterarce and
enhancezent of water quality in urban runoff. Urban runoff
from southeast =lacer County enters Rcseville's rnatura)

drainages and has the potential to affect water cuality in
Roseville.

AGRICULTURE

The Ccunty has izplied that the new town would be placed on
low value fara land. This stance must be docunented with an
objective farm land evaluation program, such as the land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) program. The National
Farmland Trust can provide additional information on this
method 2and other =ethods of ranking farzland. Suitability cf
farmland for conversion should be assessed using a nucker of
ranking factoers, including tining of and alternatives to
farmland conversicn, parcel size, soil types, surrounding land
uses, access to roads, and access to other infrastructure.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The project objectives listed are extrezely general. They do
not identify a tize period fer the General Plan (2010, 2040),
nor co they identify a targeted population by year which
serves as a planning tool. Is it the County's intent to
accornzodate all growth projected within the Placer County area
within unincorporated areas. Ts this growth market driven cr
will the County 2pply other criteria by which develcrnment
entitlements will be granted? Is it an objective to minimize
impacts to existing residents and Cities, and that new
cdevelopzment not create an adverse fiscal impact?

Further, what entitlements of discretionary acticns ty the
County are anticipatead resulting from this project? Will the
General Plan update only provide policy direction fer future
community and specific plans, or will land use entitlements be
granted? dow will this EIR relate to land uUse approvals
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19.

20.

required in the new develcpzent areas? Wwill sutsecuent land
use entitledents and envircrsental review be recuired?

Without core specificity in the project cbjectives, it is
izpossible to ccz=ent on the acequacy of the preposed Project
alternatives. There is no tasis for analyzing the adequacy cf
propcsed alternatives to determine, as required by the CEQA
Guidelires, if they will "feasibly attain the basic objectives
of the rroject..." (CEQA Guicdelines, Section 15126).

ALTERNATIVES -

The identified project alternatives appear to accenzodate all
of the saze level of developzent and there is ro reference to
a projected planning horizen (2010, 2040, etc.). oOther than
the "No Froject" alternative, it is not clear that the other
alternatives have been formulated with the geoal orf
substantially lessening cr avoiding significant izpacts caused
by the propcsed project.

Without zore clearly defined objectives and more informaticn
regarding the rationale fcr the propesed project alternatives
that will be analyzed, the County runs the risk of not Deeting
CEQA requirements in the D:IR. This could require a
recirculation of this section of the DZIR and a delay in the

completicn of the General Plan upcate beyond the projected
schedule.

CUMULATIVZ ANALYSIS

For purpcses of the DEIR, the cumulative analysis needs to
include develcpment applications currently on file with the
City fcr urban reserve areas and sphere areas, as well as

those projects reascnably foreseeable in Rocklin, Locais, and
Lincoln.

TUTURE STUDIZS

Consistent with recent court decisions, the DZIR should not
rely on future studies to analyze the environmental impacts of
the prcposed project. To the degree that this is not
feasible, the EIR should require that no new land use
entitlenments, development agreenents, etc. be granted until
the studies are provided and subsequent environzmental review
conducted.

Thank you for the cppertunity to provide comments on this project.
Should you have gquestions regarding these comments, please call ne
at 774-5499. In addition, please call me if I can assist your
staff or consultants in identifying and directing questions to
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approrriate City staff for follew-up guesticns

during +¢he
Freparaticn of the DZIR.

Steve Dilloen
Cormmunity Development Director

cc: Al Johnson, City Manager
Patty Dunn, Planning Directer

Neila stewart, Environmental Coordinator
Roseville city council
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ATTACHIMENT #

. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF ROSEVILLE __ »vemonsmem s soseviie cavmen

TRADITION « PRIDE « PROGRESS

March 11, 1993

Loren Clark

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN BACKGROUND
REPORT

Dear Loren:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Placer County Draft General Plan Background
Report. This letter serves as a follow-up to our previous correspondence to the Board of
Supervisors dated February 8, 1992, in which the City indicated that it would be providing
detailed comments on the Background Report. A similar letter with comments on the Issues and
Options Report is being forwarded under separate cover. The cominents contained in this Jetter
reflect a comprehensive review by all the Roseville Community Development Departments as
well as the Police and Fire Departments.

DESCRIPTION

The Background Report has been prepzred zs the first major product of the Placer County
General Plan Update. The Report has chzpters concerning Land Use, Housing, Population,
Economic Conditions and Fiscal Corsiderations, Transportation and Circulation, Public
Facilities, Public Services, Recreational and Cultural Resources, Natural Resources, Safety, znd
Noise.

COMMENTS-GENERAL

1. Throughout the report, cocuments and legislation are referenced as drait or pending.
The report should be updated to include the events which have occurred between 1991
and 1993. In Roseville, for example, the Roseville General Plan was adopted November
18, 1992. In January 1993, the City Council directed staff to move forward with a
comprehensive land use allocation and a specific plan for the Del Webb Community.
These significantly change the City’s holding capacities, demand for public services, etc.
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Mareh 11, 1993

Placer County's policy in past years has been to encourage growth within the cities,
especially as it is related to affordable housing. It appears from the various development
proposals identified in the Land Use section, the County will be considering large scale
development in unincorporated areas of Placer County. As a result of this possible
policy change, the County General Plan and attendant documents should consider the
following.

a.

Job Growth in the unincorporated areas of Placer County should be balanced with
provisions which enable and encourage the development of housing affordable to
the workers filling the jobs.

The levels of public services to be provided in the new areas should be consistent
with the service levels found in adjacent cities. As a result, the residents of the

new areas will have access to adequate services, thus reducing potential impacts
on the adjacent city.

Chapter 1: Land Use

1-5

ngmgn;

Plan Organization. As indicated in the Background Report, the "Placer County
General Plan” is based upon four planning principles, one of which is that a
"balance should be encouraged between jobs and labor force.” In reviewing the
Land Use section, no discussion is included regarding the existing ratio of jobs
to employed residents and the projected ratio. This information is necessary as
one factor in analyzing whether the amount of current and future residential and
nonresidential acreage is adequate to provide a jobs and labor force balance.

The General Plan needs to include a detailed analysis of the actual implementation
of financing public infrastructure within the county. The Background Report
states that the primary constraint to development is the availability of financing
for infrastructure.  Has the county successfully implemented financing
mechanisms within the newer community plan areas. What are the chances that
future areas slated for development will be able to fund their own infrastructure?
This is critical to inform the decision makers of the alternative growth scenario
which will best serve all residents of Placer County.

The Background Report states that the "anticipated growth” adjacent to the Dry
Creek plan will increase development pressure within the plan. Is the anticipated

growth the new town? Does this mean the Dry Creek plan will be amended if
Alternative 3 is adopted by the Board of Supervisors? ‘

2
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1-7

1-20

1-25

1-26 & 27

1-27

1-.27

1-32

1-33

1-34

1-44

. Please update this chart to correspond with the 1993 status of the Placer County

community plans. Have the plans listed "Now Being Updated” in 1990 been
completed?

What are the FAR's used to calculate the commercial and industral square
footages for each jurisdiction?

Table 1-10 shows the summary of land use category acreages for each city's
general plan. Please see the attached land use table from the Roseville Gene
Plan so that the Background Report may be updated. :

The section on the Roseville General Plan should be rewritten to reflect the newly
adopted General Plan and current comprehensive land use update process.

Was the Public Facilities plan for the Sunset Industrial Area ever completed?

The report states that the growth rate for Roseville exceeded 10 percent for a
number of years. This should be clarified 10 say that the growth rate excesded
ten percent only in 1989,

Is the mcthodology for calculating holding capacity based upon written research
or daa from previous studies performed in Placer County?

What is the source for the persons per household rate of 2.69 people?

It should be noted that while Table 1-11 reflects the City’s current General Plan
holding capacity, the City is in the process of preparing a Comprehensive Land
Use Element Update that would raise the holding capacity up to over 140,000
residents. This update includes development proposals within all of the City’s
urban reserve areas, within a portion of the north industrial area and within the
Blue Ozks Village and Highlands (Cavitt Ranch) areas immediately adjacent to
the City.

The background report states that the expansion of the Roseville sphere would not
be consistent with the Agricultural Element. To convert such lands t0 urban use,
the City must demonstrate a "clear and immediate need for development”
Wouldn't this logic also apply to the proposed new town which would not be fully
developed until well after 2010. Is the County going to amend the Agricultural
Element to allow the new town but not to allow growth adjacent to existing
incorporated cities. With so much land designated for development is there 'a

3
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1-46

1-51

1-53

1-54

1-62

1-63

- "clear and immediate need" for additional land for urban uses where locally

- important agricultural land is now the designated use? The logic used in this

section of the report is contradictory if applied to the proposed Alternative 3.
The same rule of appropriateness should be applied to development whether it is
a City or a County proposal. In discussing Roseville's Sphere of Influence, it
should also be recognized that there are several "island” areas between Roseville
and Sacramento County ranging in size from 375 to 132 acres which are within
the City’s sphere. Most of these areas have existing residential development or
are proposed for such.

Table 1-1b should be updated to reflect that there are a total of 19,789 acres
within Roseville's City limits plus an additional 4,630 acres within the City's
sphere for a total of 24,419 acres. The listing of current and proposed uses
should be expanded to include residential in recognition of the "island” areas.
These numbers do not include the Blue Oaks Village and Highlands areas which
the City is currently analyzing for annexation.

The 1993 status of the Placer County Air Quality Attzinment Plan should be
included.

The report should include a regional map 1o show Placer, Yolo, Yuba, Nevada,
Sutter, and El Dorado Counties. The major transportation corridors should also
be shown.

The final document should include the status of Route 102 and the Board of
Supervisors position as requested in the Issues and Options Report and staff report
for the February 9, 1993 Board hearing.

The Livoti and Annabelle areas are not mentioned in the Background Report.
Shouldn't all county property be included in the comprehensive materials?. (See
comment 1-44.)

The text notes that for the Blue Qaks Villages project: “preliminary information
submitted with the project suggests that annexation to the City is not
contemplated.” The General Plan should note the Blue Oaks property owners
have submitted an application to the City to be annexed into Roseville and are
participating in the comprehensive land use update. A Similar request and
analysis is occurring for the Highlands (Cavitt Ranch) property which is not
mentioned in the report.
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1-65

1-73

- Please note that the City supports retaining industrial uses within the Sunset Area

whether the property is annexed to the City or retained within Placer County

~* jurisdiction.

Jobs/Housing Ratio. This section should be revised to note:

I The definition in the Land Use section states a ratio of 1.0 indicates a
jobs/housing balance. However, the ratio adopted by Placer County,
Rocklin, Lincoln and Roseville in 1983 through their involvement in the
South Placer Policy Commission indicates a jobs/housing balance is
achieved when 60 percent of the work force can be housed in affordable
housing within a six mile commute radius and 80 percent of the workers
could be housed in affordable housing within an 8 mile commute radius.
It seems that this adopted definition should be used in place of the one
identified on page 1-73.

2. The jobs/housing balance must also consider not only a numerical balance,
but also include a match between the wages earned by workers filling the
jobs and the affordability of the housing within the commute radius.

3. The jobs/housing balance is as important as a jobs/labor force balance and
should be included as one the basic planning principles upon which the
General Plan is based.

Chapter 2: Housing

Page
2-19

2-19

2-23

2-26

ngmgnt

Overpayment. The element is using 1990 MSA income information which should
be updated to the June 1992 Sacramento MSA income information release by
HUD.

Measures of Housing Cost Overpayment. The calculation of overpayment for
renters should include rent and utilities. This is the definition of Affordable

Housing as identified in the Glossary, Page 2-82.

Table 2-22. The tzble does not identify Maidu Village, an 80 unit senior
complex.

Senior Housing Complexes and Services of the Elderly. The first sentence should
be revised to show a range of 50-80 units. Maidu Village has 80 units.
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2-31

2-33

2-36

2-39

2-42

- Housing Needs of Disabled Persons. The apartment complexes noted as serving
- the disabled should include Maidu Village as it has units for the elderly/disabled.

Housing Needs of the Homeless. This entire section should be updated to reflect
the fact that the Regional Homeless Program did not move forward and currently
the Winter Shelter at the Roseville Armory is the only homeless shelter available
in Placer County.

The third paragraph describing St. Vincent De Pauls' Homestart Program should
be updated to reflect the lease of the Flamingo Hotel for the transitional housing
program. The jobs-housing balance should also be consistent with the definition
adopted by the South Placer Policy Committes. '

The income information should be updated to June 1992's HUD data.

Jobs-Housing Balance. The jobs/housing balance should also consider the match
between wages earned by the workers filling the jobs and the affordability of the

housing. The jobs-housing balance should be consistent with the South Placer
Policy Committee definition.

Non-Profit Housing Corporation. Project Go and Volunteers of America, two
non-profit corporations which develop affordable housing, are active in Placer
County and have constructed 144 affordable units, through November 1991.

The 12th bullet should identify 22 complexes if Maidu Village is included.
Community Redevelopment Agency. The element does not discuss Placer

County’s current efforts to create several Redevelopment Project Areas and
identify affordable housing financing resources available from redevelopment.

Chapter 3: Population

ngmgnt

Growth in Cities. This section should reflect the population changes currently
being processed by the City of Roseville as part of its Comprehensive Land Use
Element Update. See previous comments under the Land Use Section.
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Chapter 4: Economic Conditions and Fiscal Considerations

Page

General

4-3

4-36

4-46

Comment

This section should discuss the impacts on the Placer County work force and
businesses which will be affected by the closure of Mather Air Force Base, the
Sacramento Army Depot and downsizing of operations at Aerojet and McClellan
Air force Base. Available data indicates Placer County residents make up an
identifiable percentage of the work force for these organizations.

Jobs and Employed Residents. The second paragraph should note current
unemployment conditions resulting from the recession.

Public Assistance. This section should be revised to note:

1. The City of Roseville Housing Authority manages a large Section 8
program than Placer county. The Roseville Housing Authority manages
the Section 8 Program in the cities of Roseville and Rocklin.

2. The Roseville St. Vincent De Paul Society offers the only transitional
housing program for families in Placer County. This program is partially
funded by the City of Roseville,

3. A partnership of Placer County jurisdictions which include: Roseville,
Rocklin, Lincoln, Auburn and Placer County provide financial and staffing

support for the operation of the Winter Homeless Shelter in the Roseville
National Guard Armory.

Schools. It is our understanding that the Roseville Elementary and Roseville Joint
Union High School districts employ staff for their facility planning needs.

hapter 8: Transpgrtation an irculation

Page

5-13

5-14

ggmmgng

Local Transit Service. Clarification is needed regarding what is meant by
“independent transit operators” in the first sentence.

Roseville Area Dial-A-Ride (RADAR) should be added under Placer County
Transit as a service which PCT makes connections with. And, under "Roseville
Urban Shuttle (RUSH)" the third sentence should read: One route has 30 minute
headways, the other two are consist of looped routes; each loop on a 30 minute
headway with a total 60 minute headway for the entire route. The fourth sentence

7
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5-15

5-17

5-21

. ‘should read: The three routes are "hubbed” at the Sierra Gardens Transfer Point

and connect every 30 minutes at this location. Under "Roseville Area Dial-A-
Ride (RADAR)" the percent of elderly and/or disabled is 75%.

Under "Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA)," the date which
CTSA was incorporated should be given. The term in the last line of the first
paragraph should be social service programs rather then how it now reads "social
services”.

First Paragraph - The Placer County Transportation Commission (PCTC) is not
responsible for preparing Placer County's Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP). They
assisted in that effort. The SRTP is a County plan not a PCTC plan. The last line
in this paragraph should read: The City of Roseville has also developed a Short
Range Transit Plan for its three systems. The last update of this plan was
completed in fiscal year 1991/92. The City of Roseville has prepared a 20 year
Long Range Master Transit Plan to guide the development of transit until the year
2010. The document should include an explanation of what the SRTP is and why
jurisdictions prepare them.

Second Paragraph - Sacramento should not be in parenthesis. The implementation
schedule for the extension of light rail from Antelope Road to Roseville Parkway
is 2010. It should be stressed that the City of Roseville and Sacramento Regional
Transit are moving forward with the necessary planning and engineering work on
this alignment. It should also be stressed that “interest remains high" for this
project. '

Under "Capital Corridor Intercity Rail", the fact that Caltrans is providing
Amtrak bus connector service throughout the day from Roseville to Sacramento
should be mentioned.

First Paragraph - The City of Roseville does have bikeway plans for its individual
specific plan areas but does not have a Citywide Bikeway Master Plan. Roseville
is currently working on the preparation of one. A draft plan is expected to be
completed in early summer 1993,

Under this section, some mention of the projects within Placer County using

Prop. 116 funds should be mentioned. PCTC can provide a list and their
descriptions.
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5-23

5-25

5-39

5-40

5-43

- The last paragraph in this section is outdated information. Current information

should be solicited from PCTC.

Under "Existing Programs” - When do all the Cities and the County have to have
a TRO adopted by?

Under “Public Transportation” last paragraph - LTF goes to transit first then to
streets and roads if, and only if, it is determined by the PCTC that no unmet
transit needs exits. The existing sentence is misleading.

Under "Sale Tax Increase” - A majority vote is required of whom? The public or
elected officials? Under "Fuel Tax Increase” - What type of vote is required?
Majority? Under "Traffic Mitigation Fees" - The City of Roseville has been told
that these funds CANNOT be used for transit. This may need to be researched.

Last bullet - This information is incorrect and should be updated given new
circumstances. And, an additional bullet should be added which states the need
for land use planning and transportation to be linked.

hapter 6: Public Facilitie

mmen

Table 6-1 shows that Roseville has 2.7 million gallons of water storage - this
should be 8 million gallons of storage.

There is some discussion on basin-wide watershed surveys that need to be
completed by the water purveyors to comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act.
This is being completed for the American River Basin. There is participation by
all major water agencies that receive their water supply from this basin. This
study will try to establish Best Management Practices for the Basin. The drafter
of the document should talk to the agencies involved to review pertinent
information.
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Fig. 6-8  TFigure 6-8 states for Area | - Roseville Area:

“Possible High Nitrate concentrations without implementation of
community sewerage systems, if sewers are not made available, Placer
County DEH recommends large parcels (in excess of 7 Acres), area

modeled for potential nitrate build-up in Dry Creek/ West Plane
Community Plan".

Please explain this statement in more detail and give exact locations where this
is 2 problem. The reader may assume that the City of Roseville has a community
sewerage problem. Table 6-8 is also vague. (This is explained in the wastewater
section, but there should be some reference to this information.)

6-17 There is concern expressed zbout groundwater "overdrafting”. The following
statement is made: "As more stringent regulations are imposed upon water
purveyors regarding surface water, considerable effort is underway to replace
surface sources with groundwater sources.” What plans are there 1o mitigate this

problem and is there a County groundwater management plan that implements
BMP’s for groundwater usage?

Most of the groundwater used in Western Placer County is agriculturally related.
This is not readily apparent from the text.

Wastewater

Page Comment
General Since the emphasis on wastewater systems is on on-site disposal (septic tanks),

there should some discussion on where septic pumpers are going to discharge in
the future, when development increases around the current drying lagoons. There
is a brief statement that septage haulers discharge to "drying lagoons operated by
the County, located at the Sunset Industrial Park.... The dried septage is then
placed in the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill".

General What plans for disposal are there and what type of cleaning frequency is planned?
There is reference toa 2 to 10 year time frame for cleaning. The EPA suggests
every 3 to 4 years. If there is a potential impact, as suggested, should there be

a significant effort to educate the owners of proper operation and maintenance of
these facilities?

10
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General
Solid Wasie
Page

6-51

6-51
6-51

6-52

6-56

6-57
6-58

6-63

6-65

- There is no discussion of treatment facilities and future requirements.

ngmen;

Analysis of Future Waste Streams. This section implies that waste disposed is
total waste generated. The section should project total waste disposed. Some

waste is currently burned and buried in franchise areas and not accounted for in
the chapter.

(Last Paragraph) The City of Roseville Environmental Utilities Department
provides collection of municipal solid waste - not the Department of Public
Works.

Collection of Municipal Solid Waste. Roseville does not contract with private
firms for hauling. Commercial and industrial accounts are serviced through
municipal programs. Private haulers provide temporary services for construction.

Table 6-16 - The Berry Street Mall is owned and operated by Finger Estate. Fees
are $10.00/yard or $30.00/ton as of 1990.

The Materials Recoveru Facility is necessary to meet a 25 percent waste stream
by 1995 and 50 percent reduction by 2000. The facility will include a composting
operation.

The Environmental Utilities Director does not believe Placer County is
investigating RDF powers for meeting 50 percent diversion by 2000.

(Table 6-19) The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill Authority has revised its fee
structure to $20.00/ton and $5.20/cubic yard.

Tires are currently shredded and buried at the WRSL.
The cost of curbside recycling may increase rates 25 percent but not meet AB939
mandates. As worded, it appears that curbside is a preferred method over the

county supported MRF,

Composting is sized for 30 TPD.
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6-71

6-66

6-66

6-66

Fig.
6-21

6-69

ha

. 'Western Placer relies on surface water, not groundwater. Overdraft is most
likely due to well fields in Sacramento County. Well water is used as emergency
supply and supplement.

A fourth entity provides electrical service to Placer County residents, businesses,
and industries - the City of Roseville Electric Department,

The following should be inserted:
City of Roseville Electric Department
The City of Roseville Electric Department is owned and regulated by the
City. The Department serves customers in the area approximately the
same as City boundaries. The Department now buys its electricity from

the Northern California Power Agency and the Western Area Power
Administration.

SMUD is a publicly owned energy utility regulated by the elected SMUD board.
Within Placer County, SMUD currenty provides electrical service toa § square
mile area in the Dry Creek /West Placer Community Plan, west of the City of
Roseville and other areas adjacent to the City. SMUD does not currently obtain
electricity from the Northern California power Agency. Placer County should
check with SMUD about this.

All the references to "K.W." should be "kv".

The NCPA facility generates 49 megawaits of power and supplies electrical
energy to the City of Roseville and other members of NCPA. (The NCPA plant
is not a primary source of electrical energy for the City of Roseville.)

li rvi

tion 7.2 jal Service

7-2

This section does not discuss the services provided by the county's Community

Services Department which provides a range of housing and other social service
assistance

12

-67-




Correspondence to Lorea Clark
Placer County General Plan Update Background Report Comments
March 11, 1993

Section 7.4 Law Enforcement

Page

7-3

7-3

7-3

7-3

g:gmmeng

The criminal justice system consists of many elements which the County
provides. The draft report only addressed the Sheriff's Department and made no
mention of: the Superior and Municipal Courts, the District attorney, the
Probation Department, the Social Services Department or Mental Health. These
offices of County Government have a profound impact on the quality of life for
Roseville residents and should be evaluated with this report.

The report makes a very cursory review of the current level of services provided
by the Sheriff's Department and makes no mention of the future. It is impossible
to comment appropriately without more information.

The report states "The Sheriff is the only provider of jail services in the County;
thus, city police departments must book all their arrests into the County’'s
facilities.” The Roseville Police Department has maintained a Type 1 Jail at its
401 Qak Street facility for 20 years and booked more than 3,000 prisoners Jast
year.

The report does not address future expansion of County jail facilities into the
South Placer County area. Currently, these facilities are located in Auburn and
Lake Tahoe, leaving the bulk of the County population without readily available
services. The present jail is located on Highway 49 and booking officers can
easily spend more than one hour driving to and from this facility. The County

should provide a jail facility in the South Placer area to serve the tax-paying

population in this area.

There was no information provided regarding the proposed South County Service
Center. This facility is proposed to house all County facilities in one location,
conveniently located for the residents of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln.

The report does not address policies and their impact on the population of the
County. One example is the policy of not holding most arrests in custody.
Following arrest, most are quickly released on citations. If they fail to appear,
an arrest warrant is issued and they are then rearrested. This process can be
repeated many times, at great expense to law enforcement agencies. Periodically,
the Sheriff's Department and the Probation Department conduct “sweeps” to

13
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" incarcerate the same wrong-doers. This policy contributes to a lack of respect for

our system of justice and does little to protect the public.

Qhaptgf 8: Recreational and Cultural Resources

Page

812

8-15

Comment

The report indicates that "the aggregate local park acreage estimated exceeds
Placer County’s parkland goals”. It is important to recognize that just setting
aside acreage is not adequate to meet recreation needs. Financing measures need
to be implemented that assure that the set aside land is developed in a time frame
that relates to adjacent development. To date, many of the County’s identified
park sites remain undeveloped, although adjacent residential areas are occupied.

As a result, the cities continue to provide the main share of active recreational
needs for County residents.

Placer County has made it clear in this document that they do not provide
recreation services, therefore, other public agencies (i.e. Roseville) will be
impacted by populations within the County seeking recreation programs. Some
coordination is necessary and should be addressed in this document. The demand
by county residents of municipal services may have a large impact on the City of
Roseville Recreation program services. The county has no community centers or
recreation program staff therefore the County residents must rely on neighboring
municipal and special district jurisdictions for recreation services. Currently
many of the participants in City recreation programs are residents of
unincorporated areas of the County.

Chapter 9: Natural Resources

Note:

The Ciry has not comments on Air Qualiry. The section in the Placer Counry
General Plan Background Report is almost identical to that included in the
Roseville General Plan EIR, prepared by Jones and Stokes Associates and
certified by the Roseville Ciry Council in November 1992.

14
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Drainage
Page

Fig. 9-1

- Comment

Figure 9-1 depicts the major river watersheds, groundwater basins and flood
hazard areas. The map should include drainage names.

Significant Natural Areas

Page
9-32

9-32

9-32

ngmen;

Table 9-10 identifies ten significant natural areas (SNAs), designated by the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), located in Placer County.
Three are within the City of Roseville.

The first SNA is lower Miners Ravine which has been identified as the best
example (relatively undisturbed condition) of a fall-run chinook salmon stream.
Chinook salmon historically spawned in Miners Ravine but the current population
has been planted by CDFG. Are there no other streams supporting natural (or
planted) chinook spawning? Is this creek truly a special habitat because of the

chinook spawning? We are interested in understanding the relative importance
of this creek.

The second and third SNAs are classified 2s Roseville’s eastern and northern
vernal pool. They have been classified as two of the ten SNAs because they are
considered "extremely rare”. Are similar vernal pool habitat types of comparable
quality found elsewhere in California? Could you please provide additional
information supporting the rare identification? If these habitat types are
extremely rare, the City and state and federal agencies must evaluate current
preservation and development policies as the policies relate to the vernal pools.

Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Program

Page

9-39

mmen

Page 9-39 states, "USFWS is considering acquiring a sizable area of Placer and
Sutter Counties west of Lincoln and Highway 65 for part of a possible American
Basin Open Space Preserve”. Please provide more information on this preserve.
Is it within Roseville's sphere of influence? How will it relate 1o Roseville and
to the County's regional landfill? '

15
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Appendix 9-B

The following comments has been included for the benefit of the Placer County planners and for
the purpose of accuracy within the County's General Plan. Several scientific plant names have
been misspelled. The correct spellings are presented below:

0 popcorn flower Plagiobothrys sp.
-0 canyon live oak Quercus chrysolepis
) Tanoak Lithocarpus densiflorus

Chapter 10; Safetv

Page mmen
General The flood hazard section does not reflect the extensive studies prepared by the

City of Roseville and the Placer County Flood Control District. The consultant
may wish to include the findings of the Cirby-Linda-Dry Creek Flood Control
Project Reports as background materials in the flood hazard section. Additional
studies, including the Dry Creek Study prepared by JM Montgomery Engineers
for Placer County should be referenced and the findings should be included.

Chapter 11: Noise

Nore.: The Ciry of Roseville has no commenis on the Noise Section of the Placer Counry

General Plan Background Reporr. The information is extremeley similar to that
contained in the Roseville General Plan EIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Placer County General Plan Background
Report. If you have any questions about the comments included in this letter or would like
copies of information referenced herein, please do not hesitate to call Julia Burrows at 774-5434
or Dan Dameron at 774-5276.

Sincerely,

Julia Burrows Dan Dameron
Administrative Analyst 11 Senior Planner
Community Development Department Planning Department
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ATTACHMENT # 3

MEMORANDUM

TO: Can Dzrzercn

cc: Steve Dillen

FROM: . Neila Stewart

DATE: s ‘~ October 14, 1993

REGARDING : Comments on the Placer County General Plan DEIR
This memc contains comments from the Community Development

Department on the Placer County General Plan DEIR.

FULL BUILDOCUT SCENARIO

1.

According to Laurence Mintier, the consultant who prepared the
DEIR (public workshop, Octcber 7, 1993), the full buildout
develcpment scenario is not considered in this DEIR, because
it is unrealistic when considered in the context of the
existing and future land development market. It is the City's
perspective that, although the General Plan considers land use
in excess of market projections, the full impact of this land

use combined with existing land use should be analyzed and
disclosed.

CEQA requires analysis cf the full buildout scenario because
the General Plan effectively grants entitlements based on full
buildout. By not considering the full buildout of the
project, the DEZIR is not considering all potential impacts as
required by CEQA.

ALTERNATIVES

2.

Page 10-1 of the DIZIR states,

"The discussicn of alternatives shall focus on
alternatives capable of eliminating any
significant adverse environmental effects or
reducing them to level of insignificance, even
if these alternatives would impede to some
degree the attainment of the project
objectives, or would be more costly."

The DEIR does not seriously consider project alternatives to

the new growth areas, as required by CEQA. Viable
alternatives were eliminated from consideration, with no clear
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analysis of envircnmental cinsequences Cr ccnsequences %o
adjacent jurisdictions such 2s Rcseville. EIxamples of viable
alternatives include encciragement of growth within
established urban areas, encouragement of growth along

: ; . -34
regicnal transportation cerridcers (such as I-80), cr pursuit A-3-43
of developnment of a new regicnal transportation corridor, such
as "Route 102", to suppcrt the new grcwth areas. N

3. Section 21002 of the Califcrnia Public Resources Cocde (PRC)
forbids an agency from apprecving a project with significant
adverse impacts when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitication measures can substantially lessen such impacts
(Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council; citizens for Quality
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta; Kings County Farm Bureau v.
City of Hanford). (Remy, Thomas, and Moocse, 1992')

The ‘"feasible alternatives" or ‘"feasible mitigation®
requirement is particularly relevant to the Placer County A-3-44
General Plan Update which identifies three new growth areas on
the berders of Roseville. These new growth areas will result
in significant adverse impacts to Roseville. An example
includes traffic impacts which are identified in the DEIR.
There are several feasible nitigation measures that could
substantially reduce these izpacts including the development
of regional transportaticn links around Roseville to State
Route 65 and Interstate 80. This mitigation (or alternative)
is within unincorpocrated Placer County and its jurisdictien,
and thus, should be considered (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15091).

4. The alternatives analyses did not address the specific
resource issues discussed in the DEIR. Thus, the DEZIR
alternatives analysis should be expanded.

| Lzl
&

MITIGATION
5. Page 1-9 states,

"...this EIR identifies no additional feasible
mitigation measures beyond those incorporated
as General Plan policies and programs that
would be available to mitigate the significant .A-3-46
impacts of the D t Gerera

Unless the policies and programs are definitely part of the
project description, the Ccunty is required to address
significant impacts thrcugh nmitigation, as feasible.

'"Most of the discussions of relevant court cases have been
drawn directly from, "Guide to the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA)", by Remy, Thomas, and Moose, 1992 edition.

2

3.




6.

As an exanple, =ceasures suggested to provide sufficient
potable water to the new crowth areas must either re
identified in the General Plan, cr they rmust be adopted as
mitigation reasures. Otherwise, the new town projects may not
be develcpable, fcr a lack of potable water.

This scenario cof identifying potential solutions and
referencing the general plan is a common occurrence throughout
the docunment (especially in regard to infrastructure needed to
serve the new growth areas.) This method of addressing
potentially significant problems is insufficient because there
is no guarantee =ceasures will be accomplished and because
there is no guarantee or analysis that scme of the solutions
are feasible (e.g., acquisiticn of sufficient water to serve
agriculture in the year 2040).

The Placer County Envirconmental Review Ordinance (1990) states
that:

"Draft monitoring plans for projects for which
an EIR is prepared shall be included in the
Draft EIR. The monitoring plan shall be
subject to the same public review and comment
accerded all other portions of the EIR."

The Draft EIR did not include a mitigation monitoring plan,
pursuant to the County's Environmental Review Ordinance, most
likely because mitigation measures were not included in the
DEIR. However, the City of Roseville believes nitigation
should ke applied (as discussed in this letter). 1In addition,
many impacts are identified as being mitigated through
implementation of proposed General Plan peolicy. It is not
clear in the General Plan how this implementation of policy
will occur or how it will be nmonitored. This is because there
is a lack of implementation measures in the General Plan and
little linkage between the measures and policy. The mitigating
General Plan policies and irplementaticn measures, as well as
any additional mitigation measures, should be included in a
mitigation monitoring plan and circulated for review ky
interested agencies and individuals.

SHORT-TERM VERSUS LONG-TERM USES

7.

The DEIR should specifically explain short-term uses and long~
term impacts in the context of this project. The analysis
must focus special attenticn on impacts that narrow the range
of beneficial environmental uses or pose long~ternm risks to
public health and safety. The discussion must also explain
the reasons purportedly justifying going forward with the
project in the present "rather than reserving an cption for
further alternatives". (Remy, Thomas, and Moose, 1992)
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CCMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSES

8.

10.

The DEIR did net include a list cf projects for the cumulative
analysis. According to decisions made for "Xings County Farm
Bureau et al versus the City cf Hanford" and "San Franciscans
for Reascnable Growth versus City and County of San
Francisco", cumulative ixzpact analyses are legally deficient:
(1) when they ocmit projects (frocm the cumulative list} that
are '"reasonable and practical" to include, and (2) when the
analysis understates "the severity and significance of the
cumulative impacts (Reny, Thomas, and Moose, 1592). The DEIR
should include a cumulative project list, that includes
development projects prcposed for Roseville, Linceoln, Sutter
County, Northern Sacramento County, and other projects in the

South Placer Regicn. 1In addition, cumulative impact analyses
should be provided for all resource issues.

The DEIR should discuss cuzmulative impacts when they are
significant. W¥When cumulative irpacts are not significant, the
DEIR should explain the basis for that conclusion. A prcper
cumulative impact analysis must occur before a project gains
irreversible momentum (Remy, Thomas, and Moose, 1992; CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15130; City of Antioch v. City Council).

Cunulative impacts were nct addressed for all resource issues.
For example, cumulative impact analyses were notably missing
from infrastructure and service discussions. 1In Las Virgenes

Homeowners Federation, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles the court
stated,

"The purpose of this requirement is obvious:
consideration of the effects of a project or
projects as if no others existed would
encourage the piecemeal approval of several
projects that, taken together, could overwhelm
the natural environmental and disastrously
overburden the man-made infrastructure an

vital communit services. This would
effectively defeat CEQA's randate to review
the actual effect of the projects upon the
environment." (Remy, Thomas, and Moose, 1992)

This quote is very clear regarding the need to assess
cumulative impacts to infrastructure and community services.
The fact that certain project's cumulative impacts are
uncertain does not relieve the lead agency from including such
impacts in its analysis. (Remy, Thomas, and Moose, 1992)

As previously indicated, the DEIR must include a cunmulative
project list. The use of a "summary of projections contained
in an zdopted general Plan” would not be appropriate because
the County does not have a recently adopted general plan with

4
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accurate projections. The cuzulative izpact analysis must
include rpast, present, and reascnably anticipated future
projects, including projects prcpecsed for Roseville's urban
reserve which are currently undergoing programmatic
environmental review.

GROWTH
11. The DZIR does not address growth in a sufficient level of
detail.
12. Page 1-6 states that one of the project objectives is to
"[plrovide directicn to gquide growth in the
County so that the grandchildren of current
Placer County residents and their families®
futures are protected. (The current General
Plan appears to only accommodate expected
growth for the next 40+ years.)"
If the current general plan can accommodate sufficient growth
through the year 2033+, a2s stated in the DEIR, then one would
assume the four new growth areas need not develop until after
the year 2033. If the new growth areas develop sooner it can
reasonably be argued that they will promote inefficient "leap
frog" development, a type of develcpment which unnecessarily
or prematurely extends into agricultural and open space land
and results in large infrastructure costs. The impacts of this
type of develcpment should be addressed in the DEIR.
13. Page 2-8 of the DEIR states,
"the first housing units [will be) available
for occupancy around the year 2000".
Given South Placer County currently has sufficient urban land
uses for 40 years of growth, this premature conversion of
agricultural land would result in leap frog development and
urban sprawl. These items should be addressed in the DEIR.
14. Page 2-7 of the DEIR states,

"The 2010 employment scenario is a reasocnable
assumption, given land availability and the
rate of employment growth evidenced in the
late 1980s in the county, although it does
imply adding more jobs per year (about 4,400
jobs on average) than was the case in all but
one of the last 10 years ..."

It seems the 2010 employment scenario may be optimistic, given
that it uses higher job accumulation rates than experienced in

5
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the late 15350s when Scuth Placer County experienced
exceptionally streng eccnezmic growth. The DEIR should explain
the basis for using these excepticnally high employment rates
during a recessicrary period for California.

PROJECT DESCRIPTICN

15.

The project descripticn is insufficient in that it does not
provide sufficient explanaticn or a map for the new growth
areas. The only reference to new growth areas in the project
descripticn is one shert paragraph. This has resulted in a
project description that is misleading which is clearly
inappropriate, pursuant to County of Inyo, supra:

"A curtailed or distorted project description
may stultify the objectives of the reporting
process. Only through an accurate view of the
project may affected outsiders and public
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit
against 1its environmental costs, consider
mitigation measures, assess the advantage of
terminating the propcsal (i.e., the 'no
project! alternative) and weigh other
alternatives in the balance." (Reny, Thomas,
and Moose, 1592)

The DEIR should provide more information on new growth areas
in the project description. The City is aware that land use
diagrams exist for all of the proposed new growth areas, but
have not been included in the DEIR. In addition, the County
should consider recirculating the DEIR with a complete project

description so that readers may fully evaluate the
completeness of the impact analysis.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

1s.

Page 1-6 describes the project objectives laid out by the
Placer County Board of Supervisors. The new growth areas are
not censistent with objectives 2, 3, and 4.

Objective 2 states,

"...new growth nust ...minimize adverse
impacts on the existing quality of life in the
county."

The new growth areas will substantially impact existing
quality of life in the County and the cities. This is an
inappropriate result of the project, given objective 2 and
given this quality of 1life impact can be avoided or

significantly reduced by eliminating the new growth area
proposals.
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LAND

17.

Objective 3 states,
"Protect agricultural lands."

The new growth areas are inconsistent with this cbjective.
The project could be ccnsistent with this objective if a
different alternative were pursued -- one in which the new
growth areas were elininated from the project description and
develorment were directed to already-urbanized areas having
sufficient capacity to accommodate new development. The
pPropesed project would result in the "direct conversion of 5
percent and the potential for conversion of an additional 18
percent of the total farmland in the county by 2010" (page 1-
10 of the DEIR). Additional farmland would be converted by
the year 2040.

This does not accomplish objective 3, since it is an impact
that can be avoided or significantly reduced.

Objective 4 states,

"Balance growth by separating and
individualizing population centers."

The proposed new growth areas are inconsistent with this
objective, because sufficiently large buffer zones have not
been included in the project description. As an example, no
sufficient buffering has been identified between the Stanford
Ranch West project and the City of Roseville. This growth area
is immediately adjacent to areas with existing industrial land
use in the City. The General Plan is not clear as to what nay
or may not occur in the buffer zones, and it appears that
large lct residential development may be permitted. Allowing
such development within buffer zones would be incensistent
with objective 4 and would result in sprawl.

In addition, objective 5 states,

"The Countywide General Plan should,
therefore, include a population <cap of
£00,000."

This is a "dependent" statement but no supporting evidence has

been provided as to why the County's population cap should be
500,000.

USE ISSUES

Page 3-4 of the DEIR states that the general plan policies
will ensure new industrial development "minimizes its impacts

.on adjeining land uses". It is not clear how this will be

done.
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l8.

19.

20.

21.

22.

It is nct clear hcw close Sunset industrial land uses will Le
to stanfcrd Ranch West residential lang uses. How close will
the stanfecrd Ranch West residential land uses be to existing
industrial land use within the City of Roseville?

The heavy industrial uses are not compatible with the
residential uses pPropecsed for the new growth area. Odor (from
the 1landfill and other industrial uses), noise, and air
quality impacts can extend cver a long distance. A buffer
separating the residential uses from the industrial uses would
have to be large encugh to substantially reduce these negative
externalities. It is not clear from the DEIR if adequate
buffering has been provided.

Page 3-6 of the DEIR: The land use impact analysis addresses
only one type of impact -- conversion of land. The DEIR
should also address plan consistency (for the new growth
areas), land use compatibility (for the new growth areas
including their relationship to cities, landfill sites, etc.),
and change in quality of life.

Page 1-9 of the DZIR: The DEIR states that the project has
the potential to substantially alter the existing or planned
land use where significant new growth areas are designated
(e.g., adjacent to the City of Roseville). The document
identifies this as a "potentially significant adverse impact".
This impact should be labeled significant and unavoidable, as
it is clearly both, if the new growth areas develop.

Table 3-1 on page 3-2 states that the new growth areas will
include a minimum of 2,838 acres of open space. It is not
clear if this include land slated for golf courses, developed
parks, ranchettes, or other semi-urban uses. If so, the DEIR
should clarify that this figure does not represent cpen space
in the traditional sense of the phrase.

Buffer zones should be large enough to address the fellewing
issues:

o industrial noise and odor in residential areas

o sufficient distance between heavy industrial properties
using toxic chemicals and residential land uses to
protect public safety in the event of an accidental
chemical spill,

o glare in rural residential areas
o residential neighborhood concerned about overspray of
biocide applications
o residential neighbors subject to constant odors from a
landfill or a wastewater treatment plant
o sufficient room for the landfill to expand and still
) maintain a large buffer '
o truck noise in residential neighborhoods
8
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Many of these are prctlexzs currently experienced in Placer
County that have resulted frem the placement of incempatible
uses too close to each cther. This situation should not be
exacerbated by placing residential land uses adjacent to
industrial and other noncompatible uses such as thcse which
exist or could develcp in the Sunset Industrial Plan Area or
Roseville's North Industrial Area. A clear analysis of
adequate buffer zones should be included in the DEIR.

HOUSING ISSUES

23. Page 3-5 of the DEIR: South Placer County is already "out of

24.

25.

26.

27.

balance" with regard to jobs-housing. The areas supports more
housing than employment opportunities. The new plans advocate
development of more residential development as ccmpared to
job-producing land uses. For example, the Stanford Ranch West
new growth area would replace land currently zcned for
industrial with residential land uses. This situation is not
consistent with General Plan policies designed to balance jobs
and housing. How did the DZIR come to the conclusion that
jobs and housing would mcve closer to balancing?

The Housing Element was adopted prior to consideraticn of the
DEIR. The DEIR states that policies will be used to mitigate
pre-considered impacts. Will the County change the Housing
Elenent if additional significant impacts show that additional
policies or mitigation measures are necessary? :

Page 3-8 of the DEIR, policy A.8 states,

"The County shall establish a public housing
authority serving the Placer County area."

It is not clear when this will be accomplished, or how it will
be monitored (i.e., in the sense of mitigation monitoring).

Page 3-8 of the DEIR, policy A.9 states,

"The County shall support the creation of a
nonprofit housing development corporation..."

It is not clear when and hew this be accomplished.

Page 3-8 of the DEIR, policy A.1ll1l states,
"All new housing projects of 100 or more units
on land that has received an increase in
allowable density ...shall be required to
provide at least 10 percent of the units to be
affordable to low income households."

The policy is unclear. Does this refer to 10 percent of the

9
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cdensity increase (i.e., total units) or 10 percent of the
original density, pursuant to normal zoning densities? How
wWill the units be guaranteed affordable? Will a deed cf trust
be used?

Page 3-9 (policy A.12) discusses use of a 1 percent fee for
constructicn of affordable housing. It is not clear how this
program will be adninistered. More information should be
provided cn implementation.

Page . . 3-9 (pelicy A.17) states the County  shall
éncourage...production of affordable housing. It is not clear
how the County will "encourage".

Page 3-10 (policy A.23) states the Supervisors may waive fees
for affordable housing. It is not clear who will subsidize
the services that would have been paid for by the fees. How
will the waiver of fees impact the burden on market rate
units?

FISCAL IMPACTS

28.

29.

Page 6-5 of the DEIR includes cost estimates for a number of
municipal facilities. However, the most significant costs --
those associated with roadway improvements, water
distribution, and wastewater zmanagement -- have not been
addressed. The DEIR should provide a range ¢f cost estimates
for all reguired municipal facilities.

What are the fiscal impacts of the new growth areas? It would
not appear that residential development could pay for all new
infrastructure (e.g., water treatment plant, wastewater
treatment facility, transmission lines). Will the County
provide revenue to subsidize residential public services? wWhat
will be the resulting "break-even" point for the residential
units? Eow will this impact their ability to compete in the
market with residential units that can be constructed within
the existing cities? How might that impact the absorption
projections included in the DEIR?

GENERAL INFRASTRUCTURE COMMENT

30.

Page 3-3 of the DEIR states that the residential land use
policies include policies to ensure:

"new residential development occurs where
adeguate services are avajlable".

The proposed project is not consistent with this poliey
statement. The new growth areas would place residential
development far from any County infrastructure (water, sewer,
libraries, parks, etc.). The project could be consistent with

10
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31.

this policy if it did not include develorzent of new growth
areas. In the year 2010 it is projected that 25% of the new
development will have occurred. The DEIR should analyze if
this level of development will be adequate to fund all the
necessary infrastructure and services at urban levels.

Page 7-3 of the DEIR states,

"The Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, Loomis, and
Lincoln and other cemmunities provide local
- neighborhood and cemmunity park sites.”

It is not clear how the new growth areas impact Roseville
public services and facilities, including libraries, parks,
recreation, senior activities, police, fire, etec. Will the
County provide all these services at the same levels as
provided by the City for new growth areas to reduce impacts to
Roseville's services? The City of Roseville has current
documentaticn that many people outside of Roseville use
Roseville's libraries and park & recreation prograns. The
proposed new growth areas will impact these City services and
programs for which the DEIR needs to identify adequate
mitigation.

GROUNDWATER AND DRAINAGE

32.

Page 5-45 states,

"The cities of Rocklin, Lincoln, and
Roseville, along with the Stanferd Ranch West,
Placer Villages, and Bickford Ranch new growth
areas, are within these {water) sheds, and all
call for significant development. These sheds
will undoubtedly experience significant
increases in runoff volume generated from the
anticipated develcpment."

Page 5-44 of the DEIR states,

"...increase in runoff will be insignificant
for all of the sheds in Placer County with the

exceptions of the Dry Creek and Cross Canal
watersheds."”

It is not clear what areas (e.g., Rio Linda, Roseville, etc.)
will experience the runoff burden. Wwhat land uses (e.qg.,
residential) will experience flooding as a result of this
runoff? The DEIR should address in more detail the potential
flood impacts downstream, and the potential for backwater
floeding impacts to Roseville.

11
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33.

34.

Page 9-8 states izmpacts fream flcoding would be significant if
they wculd,
"Increase populaticns in areas subject to
inundation..." [exanple, the area nerth of Dry
Creek and west of Roseville) cr

"increase flood risk as a result of increased
surface drainage..." [example, Sutter County]).

Page 5-52 states,

" "Based on the policies ..., in combination
with implementation of other flood improvement
plans, the impacts of the Draft Land Use
Diagram can be nitigated to less-than-
significant levels."

Page 9-10 of the DEIR states,

"There are no significant adverse flooding,
surface drainage, or dam inundation impacts
resulting frem the General Plan."

It is noct clear if additional runoff from the County upstrean
of Roseville cumulatively contribute to significant flood
impacts currently experienced in some residential portions of
Roseville? How will the policies reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels? How can the City be assured that new
development will result in no net increase in runoff? The
only assurance the City currently has is a policy calling for

no net increase and an annual review of the policies. This is
insufficient.

Regular use of groundwater wells should not be permitted as
part of the new town developments. This could result in
significant depletion of groundwater resources. The DEIR
states that groundwater nay be used. A more in depth analysis
of this issue needs to be included in the DEIR.

WATER QUALITY

35.

Page 8-5 of the DEIR states,
"New urban development could result in
substantial reduction in water quality of
local groundwater resources by increasing the
nunber of separate septic tank systems."

Page 8-5 of the DEIR states,
"Development within the county through 2040

12
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36.

would continve to centribute to reduced
greundwater gquality in Placer County."

Page 8-6 of the D=zIR states,

"There are no impacts of the General Plan
which are not mitigated through the Draft
rolicy Docunment® (regarding both surface and
‘ground water quality].

The claim of no impact to ground and surface water quality is
not substantiated in the DEIR. Additional support material
explaining why water quality impacts will be less than
significant should be included.

Page 8-6 of the DEIR states,

"This cumulative water quality impact from
development in the three counties and
incorporated cities would be experienced in
all downstream surface waters in these
watersheds, including waters flowing into
Sutter and Sacramento Counties ..."
It is not clear if this cumulative impact is significant and
unaveoidable. How will this impact be mitigated?

WASTEWATER

37.

39.

40.

Page 5-21 of the DEIR provides a general list of impacts
associated with community wastewater systems. The DEIR should
provide more detailed information on these impacts and on the
feasibility of wastewater treatment.

The DEIR does not address the County's ability to discharge
wastewater to surface receiving waters. The DEIR should
address surface discharge requirements for wastewater in the
Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove Creek basins. The new growth
areas nmay not be able to meet surface discharge requirements
for temperature, pH, suspended solids, salts, metals, and
other ccnstituents of wastewater. General assessnent of these
requirerents is necessary in this DEIR.

What Roseville drainages will be receiving wastewater fron
Placer County? To what level will this wastewater be treated?

Page 5-37 of the DEIR states,

"Impacts from wastewater

-« are expected to
be icdentified...® P

It is not clear what is meant by "expected to be identifiedf.

13
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41.

The DEIR should identify any impacts that are currently
expected.

Page 5-39 of the DZIR states,

"Since the Reseville Regional WWTP is expected
to manage extensive volumes of wastewater ooy
the regional plant, or another community
facility is the logical choice to manage
expected increases in wastewater generated as
-& result of growth.,"

The City is preparing a wastewater treatment master plan which
includes expansion of the service area in Placer County. This
master plan addresses demand over the next 20 years. However,
this master plan does not include the County's four new growth
areas. The City is not planning to provide wastewater
treatment for the new growth areas at this time.

WATER SERVICE

42.

43.

It is not clear how this project affects agricultural

production at full buildout, given the following quotes from
the DEIR.

Page 5-12: "PCWA and NID do not, however,
have sufficient water rights to serve the
agriculture irrigation demands (in combination
with the rest of western Placer county's
irrigation demands) at holding capacity."

Page 5-13: "PCWA does not, however, have
sufficient water rights to serve the
agriculture irrigation demands."

Page 5-13 of the DZIR states,

"The City of Roseville could provide water
service to this project with substantial
inprovements to treatment facilities,
transmission lines, pressure control devices,
and storage facilitijes."

Page 5-11 of the DZIR states,

"It appears that PCWA will supply the treated
surface water (to the Dry Creek plan area) on

a temporary basis through the Roseville Water
Treatment Plant...n®
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44.

45.

Page 5-14 of the CEIR states,

"Placer County Water Agency anticipates
serving this area through the City of
Roseville's treatment and transmissicn systexm,
first on a temporary basis utilizing extra
capacity in the Roseville system, then by up-
sizing the City's system to accommodate this
project."

Roseville does not have sufficient transmission capacity ner
treatment capacity to serve the new growth areas. The City
also does not have sufficient transmission corridor capacity
to service the new growth areas. Thus, this project would
require a new transmissien corridor. Has the County
considered the impacts of a new transmission corridor
traversing Roseville and Placer County? The DEIR should
address this issue.

Page 5-15 of the DEIR states,

"Facilities necessary to service existing water customers
and anticipated growth can be constructed as necessary;
therefore, the impact of the General Plan on the agencies
water supply and distribution systems would be less than
significant."

The DEIR claims potable water impacts are less than
significant, even though it is unclear:

if sufficient water contracts are available,
who will provide infrastructure,

who will provide water treatment, and

if ground water resources will be used.

00O0O0

The DEIR quotation listed above indicates future water socurces
are uncertain.

In the Kings County Farm Bureau et al. v. City of Hanfecrd, the
court determined that the EIR was inadequate for two reasons:
1) the ZIR relied on a nitigation agreement with a water
district; and 2) because the record contained no evidence
indicating whether water was, or would be, available for
purchase.

The Placer County General Plan DEIR uses similar reascning in
the analysis of water supply impacts. The DEIR should provide
more specific information on water supply.

The DEIR should provide formal mitigation measures to
alleviate water supply impacts.
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46. Page 3-15 ¢f the D:EIR states,

"These policies and rrograms require that rew
cevelopment occur only when there is a
dencnstrated leng-tern reliable water
supply..."

The prepesed new growth areas are not consistent with this
Placer Ceunty General Plan policy statement. The DZIR should
assess policy consistency fer all the new growth areas and all
resource issues, including water supply.

47. Table 5-1 (page 5-5 of the DEIR) states current total demand
at 17,307 acre-feet and partial buildout demand at 516,149
acre-feet. This last figure seems exceptionally high. The
accuracy of the figures in this table should be cenfirmed.

48. Page 5-12 states,

"These [PCWA and SJSWD water treatment) plants
rust be up-sized cor replaced by a larger
plant, or a combinaticn of these measures, to
neet the estimated future demands.™

Potable water is required to service growth areas, and yet,
the DZIR and the General Plan do not include aitigation
Dmeasures to ensure potable water will be available. The DEIR
must not ignore significant izpacts -- impacts so serious they
Preclude project construction. These issues must be addressed
in full a2nd mitigation nust ke provided.

SOLID WASTE INFRASTRUCTURE

Page 5-55 of the DEIR states,

"With successful implementation of General Plan policies,

the solid waste inpacts of the General Plan are less-
than-significant."

This statement has not been substantiated. The DEIR should provide
more explanation. Does the buffer around the landfill include
additional space for future expansion? How close will residential
land uses ke placed to the land fill (in the Stanford Ranch West
new growth area? With the proposed project, by what year would the
WRSL be at capacity? How many years of capacity would the County
(and Roseville) lcose from landfill with implementaticn of this
proposed project (including the four new growth areas)?
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AGRICULTURAL ISSUES

49.

| 50.

51.

Page 8-3 cf the DEIR states,

"Developnent under the General Plan Land Use
Diagram could also result in the potential
cenversion of an additicnal 32,210 acres of
farmland in the county by 2010."

The new town projects zre inconsistent with the gcals and
poclicies of the rest of the general plan, because these urban
growth areas are not peeded to accommodate growth over the
next 40 years. As a result, new town development will result
in the premature conversion of agricultural land. This should
be addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR should also address policy

consistency with regard to this issue and all other resource
issues.

Agricultural policies outlined on page 8-12 state,

"These policies prcvide for protection of
areas designated for agriculture, encourage
continued and increased agricultural
activities on appropriate areas...:

The DZIR should reflect that the new growth areas are

inconsistent with the new policies for agricultural
preservatioen.

Page 8-12 of the DEIR states,

"There are no General Plan policies that would
nitigate for the loss of prime farmland to a
less-than-significant level.."

The DEIR should consider and clearly identify alternatives to

new tcwn development which could avoid or significantly reduce
these inmpacts.

BIOLOGICAL ISSUES

52.

53.

Table 8-7 provides an outline of species protected by the
federal government. This table is nmisleading because it does
not include the numerous species protected by state
government. A DEIR normally includes both state and federal
lists. Please add a table of state-listed, special-status
species, including Swainson's hawk, which has been observed

foraging in the vicinity of the new growth areas north and
west of Roseville.

The DEIR should address the cumulative impacts to the
Swainson's hawk.
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54.

S5.

S6.

Page 8-27: The DZIR shculd include 2n estimate of izpacts to

sensitive habitat types, including vernal pools and other
Corps-jurisdictional wetlands.

Page 8-31 states,

"These policies and Programs protect wetland
cornunities and related riparian areas,
including requiring new development to fully
mitigated wetland loss to "no net loss."™

It is not clear how the new growth areas will accomplish this
policy. Can the new growth areas accomplish this policy
better than the other alternatives considered in the Issues
and Options Report? This type of comparative alternatives
analysis should be used for all significant impacts identified
in the DEIR.

Page 8-34 of the DZIR states no additional mitigation measures
are feasible to address habitat conversion in new growth
areas. The DEIR should analyze alternative sites. The main
purpose of examining alternative sites is to alleviate
significant impacts.

The DEIR should analyze if new growth areas result in
significant unavoidable impacts to ocak and riparian woodlands
as a result of utility transmission crossings, road crossings,
bridges, golf courses, parks, etc.?

VISUAL IMPACTS

57.

The South Placer new growth areas would result in significant
unavoidable visual impacts as a result of the loss of open
space (and specifically natural vegetation) in a rural
community. The DEIR should address this issue.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

s8.

The DEIR (page 7-10) identifies potentially-significant
impacts to unknown cultural resources. The DEIR also states,

"No feasible mitigation measures beyond the
policies and programs... are available that
would reduce the possibility of occasional
accidental disruption of important
archaeological, historic, or paleontological
sites to a less-than-significant level."

The DEIR also states that only:

"1l8 percent of the county has been field
surveyed" (page 7-8).

18
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The propesed new growth areas could be field surveyed, or at
least these areas with the greatest potential for Presence of

cultural resources (e.g., drainages). The DEIR should include
mitigation to this effect. '

CIRCULATION

59.

60,

€1.

Page 1-10 of the DEIR states,

"There are, therefore, no feasible nitigation
-measures that the County can undertake to
.reduce this inmpact [traffic congestion in

"" Roseville}] to a less-than-significant level."

The City disagrees with this conclusion. The DEIR has not
considered development of other regional transportation routes
to bypass Roseville, such as a "Route 102", If the County
included regional transportation routes linked to S.R. 65 angd
I-80, traffic impacts to Roseville could be substantially
lessened. The DEIR needs to include mitigation for this
impact. In addition, representatives from the County should
meet with representatives from Roseville to discuss possible
mitigaticn. To date, no coordination between the County and
the City on the proposed new transportation routes and
mitigation identified in the Project DEIR has occurred.

Page 4-39 of the DEIR states,

"Under the 2010 Mitigated Transportation
System, level of service "F" conditions on I-
80 in Placer county for an average weekday

peak hour would be limited to the Roseville
area."

The DEIR has identified some nitigation measures to address
this issue; however, the measures have no funding, and are
thus, unlikely to be constructed. How would the impact change
if unfunded nitigation were not constructed and if it was

measured at the 2040 development scenario (or at a full
buildout scenario)?

Page 4-39 of the DEZIR states,

"There are no funding sources for a number of
the roadway capacity improvements included in

the 2010 Mitigated Transportation System..."
(table 4-21).

All necessary roadway improvements should be funded by the
developments requiring the roads. No new development should
be a2llowed without sufficient congestion mitigation that is
fully funded. The impacts of the cost of funding these
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}

62.

63.

64.

€5.

imprevenments should be analyzed.

The County has identified Foothills Boulevard as a principal
arterial extending to Lincoln. The City is not in favor of
this designation, nor is the City in favor of extending
Foothills Boulevard into Placer County at this time. The
traffic analysis for the General Plan DEIR should be modified
to reflect this situation.

Page 4-41 of the DEIR states,

.-"Additional east-west rcadway capacity in West
;" Placer County would be needed to link the
proposed new growth areas with Sutter County
and Sacramento County ... Preservation. of
right-of-way for potential extensions such as
Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Blue Oaks Boulevard,
and Sunset Boulevard is proposed to

accommodate long-term growth in West Placer
County.”

The document specifically states that additional east-west
roadway capacity is critical to development of the new growth
areas. The DEIR should not assume use of Roseville Roads for
important east-west regional transportation corridors. The
DEIR must consider new east-west regicnal connectors around

Roseville in order to protect the quality of life for
Roseville citizens.

The DEIR (page 4-41) states,

"A north-south connector between Lincoln and
Rocklin on the east side of Route 65 is shown
to accommodate short-distance travel..."

Has this road been included in the most recent update to the
Rocklin circulation element? The most recent version reviewed
by the City of Roseville did not depict this roadway. How
will this roadway interface with Roseville and Rocklin roads?

Table 4-24 shows eight Roseville roads operating at level of
service (LOS) F as a result of the County's four new growth
areas. It also presents possible road expansions to partially
mitigate the impacts. However, the expansions would result in
severe impacts to Roseville residents, possibly calling for
the removal residential units. These possible roadway
expansions are unrealistic (e. g., eight lanes on Cirby Way)
and therefore cannot be considered feasible mitigation. The
DEIR, though, needs to analyze what the LOS's would be without
these unrealistic roadway improvements in place, and what
other nitigation exists to eliminate impacts to Roseville.
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Firally, the EIR mischaracterizes Cirb
Oakridge as a six lane road (EIR,

adverse impacts to Main Street.

Y Way from Riverside to
4-7), and fails to mention

EXCERPT FROM TABLE 4-24

2040 ROADWAYS NOT MEETING LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS
UNDER 2040 BASE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

ROADWAYS OPERATING AT LOS F

Roadway. - Limits Lanes

Note:  These figures do not consider 1990 | 2040 2040

full buildout of the proposed new Base Needs

growth areas. Systen

Foothills Blvd Vineyard Rd to 4 6 8
Cirby Way

Cirby way Foothills Blvd to 4 6 8
Riverside Ave

Riverside Ave Douglas Blvd to 2 2 4
Darling way 6 6 8
Cirby Way to I-80

Sunrise Avenue Sacramento County 4 6 8
to Douglas
Boulevard

Washington Blvd Route 65 to 2 4 6
Industrial Blvd 2 4 6
Junction Blvd to '
Oak St

Blue Caks Blvd Route 65 to 4 6 8
Foothills Blvd

Pleasant Grove Washington Blvd to 0 6 8

Blvd Foothills Blvd

Roseville Pxkwy Harding Blvd to 0 6 8
Pleasant Grove Blvd

" AIR QUALITY
66. Page 8-35 of the DEIR states,
"Stationary source air emissions are not

included in

the emission estimates.™"
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67.

Staticnary sources are expected to be a higher percent of
total enmissions in the future. Stationary source emissions
should be included in the DEIR analysis.

Transportation control measures in the Air Quality Attainment
Plan should be incorporated by reference in the DEIR as
mitigation for the project.

NOISE

€8.

€9.

70.

71.

72.

The DEIR does not address noise impacts to Roseville
residential areas that will ke subjected to significant levels
of traffic congestion as a resuilt of the proposed project
(e.g., FToothills Boulevard). The DEIR should address, in more
detail, noise impacts to Roseville's residential receptors.

The thresholds of significance for noise (page 9-11) should
include excedence of City of Roseville noise standards since
Roseville's sensitive residential receptors will receive the
brunt of the traffic noise.

The DEIR should provide noise contour maps and data {see Table
9-2) fecr roads in Roseville that would be significantly

impacted by traffic frem the new growth areas (e.g., Foothills
Boulevard).

Page 9-18 identifies policies that will mitigate traffic noise
levels to sensitive residential receptors. How will this be
accomplished in portions of Roseville that are built out and

where no space remains for buffers, as suggested in the
policies?

Page 9-19 identifies traffic noise as "significant and
unmitigatible. However, alternatives to the new growth areas
could mitigate or significantly reduce this impact.

PROJECT SUMMARY

73.

The "summary" section of the EIR lacks the information
required by CEQA Guidelines §15123. It does not list each
significant effect, and it is very difficult to tell how
various impacts are mitigated. There is no discussion of how

growth in Roseville, both approved and proposed, will affect
the analysis.

NOP COMMENT LETTER

74.

The City prepared a ccmment letter for the DEIR Notice of
Preparation (see attached letter). The City is hereby
incorporating the NOP comment letter into this letter. please

respond in writing to the comments presented in the NOP
comment letter. .
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MEMO
TO: Dan Dameron
FROM: John Sprague
DATE: October 14, 1993

'SUBJECT: Comments on the 10/1/93 Draft Placer County General Plan

and Environmental Inpact Report (EIR)

I have reviewed both the draft Placer County General Plan and EIR
from the perspective of Housing, Economic Development and Economic
Analysis. My comments on the Housing and Economic Development
sections are listed below. I am trying to obtain a copy of the

Economic Analysis referenced in the EIR. My comments related to the
Economic Analysis will follow later.

I. COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN:

A. New Growth Areas
1. Policy 1.L.2, Page 41,

The policy should include an objective directly
related to the provision of housing affordable to
all income groups in the new growth areas.

B. ° Jobs-Housing Balance

1. On 1/15/93 I provicded the following comments to the
Jobs/Housing Balance: Jobs/Housing Ratio section of
the 9/25/93 draft Placer County General Plan
Background Report, Volume I. The current draft

General Plan dces not seem to address these
comments:

a. The definition in the Land Use section states
a ratio of 1.0 indicates a jobs/housing
balance. However, the ratio adopted by Placer
County, Rocklin, Lincoln and Roseville in
1583, through their involvement in the South
Placer Policy committee, indicates a
jobs/housing balance is achieved when 60% of
the work force can be housed in affordable
housing within a six mile commute radius and
80¥ of the workers could be housed in
affordable housing within an 8 mile commute
radius. It seems this adopted definition
should be used in place of the one identified
en page 1-73.

b. The jobs/housing balance must also consider
not only a numerical balance, but alsoc include
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a match Setween the wages earned by workers A-3-121
filling the jcbs and the affordability of the
housing within the ccmmute radius. ._J

2. Goal 1.M, Page 42, —

a. The Jocbs/Housing Goal appears establish a
conflict between the existing urban areas and
the new growth areas. Policy 1.M.2. states
that new large residential development in
existing communities with jobs-housing
imbalances will be timed to occur
simultaneously with development providing
primary wage-earner jobs. However, given the
substantial over supply of nonresidential land A-3-122
which will be available if the new growth
areas are approved the existing urban areas
will be competing with the new growth areas
for these same primary wage-earner jobs.

The Jobs/Housing Balance Goal should include
additional policies which gquide development
creating primary wage-earner jobs into the
existing urktan areas, before the new growth
areas are considered. In this manner the
existing jobs/housing imbalances can be
addressed.

3. Economic Development
a. Polices 1.N.12 and 1.N.13,

These policies state the County shall retain
the undevelcred industrially zoned land in the
unincorporated area for future use. Hewever, A-3-123
the Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan is N
located in a portion of the Sunset Industrial
Area. The Eccnomic Development Policies should

be modified to reflect the County’s
willingness to consider changing some vacant _J
industrial land to residential uses.

4. Part III: Specific Development Standards for New —
Growth Areas ‘

a. The development standards for the new growth A-3-124
areas should specifically include the
requirement to provide a wide range of housing
types affordable to all income grcugs.

II. Comment on Draft Placer County General Plan EIR:

A. 2.5 Scenarios for Growth and Development, Page 2-5
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Table 2-4, Page 2-7, fprojects Placer County’s
population growth increment at 139,504 perscns for
the pericd of 15%0/1591-2010 and employment growth
increment at 20,100 jobs during the same period.The
12/16/92 Rcseville Market Analysis prepared by
Recht Housrath & Assoc. (RHA) projects Roseville’s
population to grew by 59,600 persons and employment
to grow by 24,500 job between 1590/1991-2010. Rased
on these projections Roseville will account for 43%
of the county wide population growth and 30% of the
county wide job growth during the 1590/1991-2010
period.

Distribution of Growth within Placer County, Page
2-8, assumes three of the new growth areas, Placer
Villages, Stanford Ranch West and Villages of Dry
Creek will have one-quarter of their residential
units built out by 2010. These three areas directly
abut or are within a one mile proximity of the
Roseville’s boundary.According to Table 3-1, Page
3-2, 38,170 units/ 94% of all units proposed- fer
the new growth areas are allocated to these three
areas. Using this EIR’s assumption that 25% of
these units will be built out by 2010 results in a
total of 9,542 units to be built on Roseville’s
periphery by 2010. These units represent 35% of the
residential units RHA’s Roseville Market Analysis
estimates will be needed in the Roseville area from
1890-2010.

Distribution of Growth within Placer County, Page
2-8 assumes the three new growth areas will have
20% of their nonresidential sites built out by
2010. Using this assumption approximately 3.5
million square feet of nonresidential development
will occur in the new growth areas by 2010. This
development represents 32% of the estimated 11
million square feet of nonresidential development
needed in the Roseville area as identified by the
RHA Roseville Market Analysis.

Population and Employment Grewth Totals fcr Placer
County, Page 2-7 assumes the County will add on
average 4,400 more jobs per year than was the case
in -all but one of the last 10 years. The EIR
recognizes this is an aggressive growth rate for
through 2010.

CONCLUSION:

a. The estimated residential and nonresidential
demand numbers contained in the RHA Roseville
Market Analysis were based on the assumption
the new growth areas would not produce a
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B.

Balance &

significant amount of residential or
nonresidential development prior to 2010. The
EIR projections that the new growth areas
surrounding Roseville will produce 9,542 units
and approxinately 3.5 millien square feet of
nonresidential development will have a
significant impact on the City of Roseville,
which has not teen adequately addressed by the
EIR. At a minimum the EIR needs to aralyze the
fiscal =ability of the new growth areas to
provide the levels of service required by the
draft Ceneral Plan ie: library, recreation,
schools ect. If the plan areas are enly 25%
build out by 2010 will there be sufficient
revenues to provide an adequate level of
services or will the residents rely on
Roseville, which is the closest area offering
these services, to meet their service needs

The RHA Roseville Market Analysis projects
that if the City of Roseville extends land use
entitlement into the City’s Urban Reserve
Areas there will be a 48% supply margin for
residential units and a supply margin of 106%-
546% among nonresidential land uses. Supply
margins of this magnitude should raise the
questicn of the need or advisability for
allocating additional land use in

rural/agricultural or industrial areas-

directly adjacent to Roseville.

Use of the assumption the County will add
4,400 more jcbs per year through 2010 than it
achieved during the past 10 years is a strong
indicaticn the area will have to experience
extremely strong growth in order to need the
land use provided by the new growth areas. The
growth assumptions used in the :IR do not
appear reasonable given the projections
included in the RHA Market Analysis prepared
for Roseville. The EIR should reccnsider the
growth assumptions and determine whether the
land use represented by the new grewth areas
will Dbe needed prior to 2010. If this
additional 1land use is not needed by the
county prior to 2010 in order to plan for
reasonably projected growth demands
considerations of these areas should be
postponed until the next General Plan update.

Economic Development, Page 3-5

1. The comments I made in sections 2.a. and 3.a. of
the General Plan heading of this memo apply to
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C.

these same sections of the EIR.

Affordable Housing, Page 3-8

1.

This section of the EIR reviews the various
policies contained in the County’s Housing Element
which will be used to promote the development of
affordable housing. It appears policies A.11 and
A.13, Inclusionary Zoning policies and policy A.23,
a fee waiver policy, will require the expenditure
of substantial County and developer funds. The EIR
does not appear to consider the fiscal impacts to
the County or developers to provide these funds.
Generally the cost for the inclusionary programs
are passed on to market rate units which will

affect the ability to build and successfully market
these units.
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ATTACHMENT # S

| MEMO
|
DATE: OCTOBER 12, 1993
TO: PATTY DUNN, DIRECTOR, PLANNING
| FROM: MIKE SHELLITO, DIRECTOR, PARKS AND RECREATION

SUBJECT: - PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN DRAFT REVIEW and
. DRAFT EIR REVIEW

General Plan Draft Review:

1. Policy 5.A.15 clearly indicates the county will not become
involved 1in the operation of organized, activity oriented
recreation programs, especially where a local park or recreation
district has been established. This policy is of great concern to
the Parks and Recreation Department. This policy clearly indicates
that the county expects surrounding cities and other districts to
provide recreation programs and services for county residents.

The City of Roseville’s recreation programs and facilities have
been planned with city residents in mind. The City of Roseville
park dedication requirement of 9 acres per thousand residents
provides park land for Roseivlle residents only.

Additional population centers that would result from "new towns"
developing on Roseville’s borders without a provision for
recreation programs and service delivery would greatly impact the
City of Roseville. Potential impacts would be:

1) Increased demand for programs and services offered by the A'3132,
City Parks and Recreation Department from County residents.
Currently the City has approximately 30% of non-residents who
participate in our recreation programs. This percentage would be
expected to increase with the development of unincorporated "new
towns" on the City’s borders.

2) Increased use of City parks and facilities by County
residents and corresponding increases in costs associated with
maintenance of these parks and facilities. Maintenance of City
parks and facilities is funded through the general fund. These
costs would be increased by the additional use fronm county
residents on the City’s borders.

3) The establishment of more stringent policies to give City
residents priority to participate in City sponsored programs and
facility use. Additionally, the City would have to greatly
increase non resident fees surcharges to offset expenses associated
with serving County residents. Both of these policies cause public
relations and administrative problems on the part of City residents
and non residents.
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SUGGESTED MITIGATION:

a) Require that development of populations centers on Roseville’s
borders either include the establishment of a Recreation and Parks
Department within an incorporated City or the establishment of a
Recreation and Park District or Community Services District to
provide for the delivery of recreation programs and services to any
unincorporated areas. :

2) In Policy 5.A.2 regarding the park facility standards. While
nost of the standards listed meet or exceed nationally recognized
standards for park facilities, two items do not meet NRPA

standards. These standards are taken from Recreation, Park and
Open Space Standards and Guideljnes by the National Recreation and

Park Association.

These discrepencies are:
c. 1 tennis court per 6,000 residents.
The recommended standard is 1 tennis court per 2,000
residents.
d. 1 basketball court per 6,000 residents.
The recommended standard is 1 basketball court per 5,000
residents.

Because the County’s development standards do not meet national
standards, it is reasonable to assume that county residents may
look to adjacent cities and districts to make up for the County’s
deficiency. This may cause increase demand for these specific
facilities in adjacent communities.

SUGGESTED MITIGATION:

1) The County shall meet all NRPA park facility standards by
increasing the ratios outlined above.

Draft EIR Review:

1) In Chapter 7, Recreational and Cultural Resources, there is no
specific mention of the archaeological resources in Roseville.

However, resources are referred to generally in the overall area.

2) Why is Roseville not included in Chapter 8, Natural Resources,
wherever there is mention of community plan areas?

-100-

A-3-133 o




ATTACHMENT 4 b

MEMORANDUM
D;lte: October 6, 1993
i’rom: Chief Tom Simmsﬂ
To: . . Partty Dunn, Planning Director

. soAasmASTHION
. wpiee SEPARTHENT
Subject:  REVIEW OF PLACER COUNTY DRAFT DOCUMBArRID Uirai ik

The draft General Plan and Environmental Reports had very little information dealing directly
with the issue of law enforcement services. It was difficult to review the documents and gain
any insight into the projected "new growth areas." Specifically, we looked for: a description
of the law enforcement related problems brought to this area by development; a description
of the impact of these law enforcement related problems on the rest of the county; and,
proposed mitigations to these impacts.

We were unable with the limited time available to find any mention of the impact of this
growth on the District Attomey, the Probation Department, or the county jail facilities. It can
be safely assumed that these resources, which are relied upon heavily by existing county
residents, would be negatively impacted by this new growth.

The reports did not address the issue that the vast majority of county resources are
concentrated in Auburn, despite the fact that 70% of the county population resides in the

South Placer Area. With these "new growth areas” it is anticipated that this problem will get
even more pronounced.

Some of our specific comments are:

Geneial Plan:

I Foothills Boulevard and Blue Qaks Boulevard in Roseville is designated as an
“arterial” for "new growth areas.” (Figure I-8)

2, With the exception of response times,the law enforcement policies (Goal 4.H) does not

identify the dramatic differences found between Jaw enforcement services provided in highly
urbanized areas versus those found in rural areas. People who live in "cities" have much
higher service level expectations when compared to those living in rural settings. The goals

provide for longer delays to emergency law enforcement calls for service than fire calls. Are
rapes in progress less critical than brushfires?
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Environmental Impact Report:

1. Chapter 6 "County Facilities and Services” describes needed facilities, but does not
describe services. Nor does it address the facilities needed by the couns, probation,
corrections of District Attorney.
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ATTACHMENT # 7 _

MEMQOQRANDUM

TO: Dan Dameron, Senior Planner
FROM: Sue Nickerson, Library Director
SUBJECT: ~ Placer County General Plan Update

DATE: .  October 8, 1993

I’ve reviewed the Draft EIR and the Draft Policy Document. The Draft EIR appears to
forecast the need for county library faciiities and services adequately; at least, new facilities and
expanded services are included in the tables of countywide facilities in section 6.3. The problem of
funding library facilities is addressed in 6.4.

However the Draft Policy Document does not {nclude a section on county library
service. Section 4 of the Policy Document covers all public facilities and services EXCEPT Auburn-

Placer County Library. There are ng goal statements, policies, or implementation programs for county
library service.

Library facilities are mentioned in a few places in the Policy Document, most
prominently in Part lll, Specific Development Standards for New Growth Areas. The four specific plans A-3-140

include a library as one of the public facilities 10 be included in the Town Center. Other mentions of
~ libraries are incidental.

This implies that the county will provide library service 10 the "new towns", but without
goals and policies on libraries, the county has made no commitment 1o providing libraries. There aren’t
even any population targets or service standards 1o trigger the construction of new libraries, so

Roseville, Lincoln, and existing county branches may be expected to handle all library service in this
part of the county.

This isn’t the first time that this has happened. When the Dry Creek/West Placer
Community Plan was issued, it made no mention of library service, and | commented on this at the
time, It now appears that the county has deliberately excluded library-specific goals, policies, and
implementation programs from the General Plan Update Draft Policy Document. __{
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ATTACHMENT #3A

MEMORANDUM
TO: Dan Dameron, Senior Planner
FROM: John Maguire, Senior civil Engineer
DATE: ' October 13, 1893

SUBJECT: Placer Co. General Plan Draft E.I.R.

Mr. Dameron, the following are my comments on the Transportation
and Circulation Chapter of the subject E.I.R.

Circulation Plan Diagram: This diagram shows the extension of
several existing city streets to unincorporated areas of the
County. These streets include Pleasant Grove Blvd., Blue Oaks
Blvd. and Foothills Blvd. Currently, the City's General Plan and
Capital Improvement Program does not propose extension of these
roadways beyond the existing City limits. However, extending these
roadways will result in an overall increase in traffic on the
City's roadways. This will degrade the level of service beyond
acceptable levels on many City streets, yet no mitigation has been
proposed to address these impacts. As a minimum, feasible
mitigation measures should be proposed and analyzed including the
construction of an alternative major east-west roadway to serve
regional traffic that would bypass the City, and the elimination of
any future extensions of and connections to existing city streets.

Table 4-3, Page 4-9: Under Roseville, this Table should include
proposed improvements to the Sunrise Ave./Douglas Blvd.
intersection and adjacent interchange at I-80. Also, a separate
category should be provided for the Highway 65 Joint Powers Agency,
and under this category new interchanges or improvements to
existing interchanges should be indicated at State Highway 65 and
Blue Oaks Blvd., Sunset Blvd. and Pleasant Grove Blvd.

Table 4-4, Page 4-10: Several roadways are listed under Roseville
which are not yet approved roadways within the City (per the City's
General Plan Circulation Diagram). If these rocadways are
eventually approved, a funding source for their construction will
be identified, as with all new roadways within the City.
Therefore, these roadways should be removed from this list.

Table 4-17, Page 4-21: This table establishes levels of service
for roadways based on roadway link volume. For urban conditions,
intersection levels of service are typically more critical than
levels of service for roadway links. Therefore, conditions at
intersections should be used to determine LoS's of roadways and

proposed improvements within and adjacent to existing and proposed

urban areas.
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Table 4-18, Page 4-27: This table indicates that Foothills Blvd.
north of the Roseville City Limits exists as 2 lanes. This is
incorrect. This roadway does not exist north of the City.

Table 4-18, Page 4-29: Under Foothills Blvd., "Carlsberg Drive"
should be replaced with "Pleasant Grove Blvd."

Table 4-18, Page 4-31: Under Junction Blvd., delete "Woodcreek
Oaks Blvd. to Fiddyment Rd." This roadway currently is not shown
on the City's General Plan Circulation Diagram and is not part of
the City's capital Improvement Program.

Page 4-39, First Paragraph following Mitigation Measures: This
paragraph states that mitigation measures are not proposed for
roadways outside of Placer County jurisdiction. However, traffic
from proposed developments in the unincorporated areas of the
County will cause a degradation of the level of service of many
roadways within the City of Roseville. Therefore, this document
should address these impacts and propose mitigation.

Table 4-20, Page 4-43: The City's Capital Improvement Program for
roadways proposes improvements which will maintain a ninimum level
of service C throughout the City (with the exception of the
intersection of Sunrise Blvd. and Cirby Way which is projected to
operate at LOS D with planned improvements). However, this table
indicates that with the development proposed in the County's
proposed General Plan the 1OS of many roadways within the City of
Roseville will degrade to an unacceptable level even assuming the
City's planned improvements at Year 2010. Mitigation measures
should be proposed to address this degradation in LoOS.

Table 4-24, Pages 4-47 and 4-48: This table proposes improvements
to several streets within the City to mitigate impacts from future
development at year 2040. However, many of the proposed
improvements are not feasible. For example, Riverside Ave. from
Douglas Blvd. to Darling Way is proposed to be widened from 2 lanes
to 4 lanes, and Cirby Way from Foothills Blvd. to Riverside Ave. is
proposed to be widened from 4 lanes to 6 lanes. Due to physical
constraints from existing development, these widenings are not
feasible. Alternative feasible mitigation should be proposed and
analyzed including the elimination of future extensions of and

.connections to city streets.

cc:

Larry Pagel
Clara Lawson
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ATTACHMENT # 8 8

MEMORANDUM
TO: DAN DAMERON, SENIOR PLANNER
- FROM: DAVID SMITH, SENIOR CIVIL ENGINEER 405

SUBJECT:‘_REVIEF OF PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

DATE: - - October 13, 1993

Our staff has performed a preliminary review of Section 5.3, Drainage,
of the above document. We have the following comments:

Table 5-12, Required Regional Storage, underestimates the impervious
area increase projected to occur between 1990 and 2040. Neither the
Dry Creek nor the Cross Canal flood control Plans included any of the
new growth areas in their analysis of the storage required to mitigate
the impacts of development. If the General Plan Update shows that the .
impervious area increase in these watersheds is less than the Planned  A.3.j5;
value, then either:

a) Existing entitlements granted by current general plans have
decreased (not likely), or

b) Impervious area created by the new growth areas has been
neglected, or both.

—
Table 5-10, Impervious Surfaces 2040, shows that new growth areas in '—7
the Dry Creek and Cross Canal watersheds will increase the impervious A

area by 1,266 and 2,544 acres, respectively. These increases are in -3-152
addition to the planned increases of 5,171 and 14,950 acres, __J‘
respectively.

Using ratios of storage required per impervious area increase
contained in the Dry Creek and Cross Canal flood control plans, an
additional 434 and 613 acre-feet of storage, respectively, must be
provided to mitigate the impacts of new growth areas. These storage '
volumes are in addition to the 1,774 and 3,600 acre-feet already
recommended by the respective flood control plans. Therefore, the new A-3-153
growth areas will require additional storage volumes of 24 and 17 :
percent above the amounts already recommended by the respective flood
control plans. The additional storage volumes will have capital costs
of at least $1.2 million and $5.4 million, respectively, based on unit
costs per acre-foot used in the flood control plans.

1

At the present time, there is no funding mechanism in place for the A-3-154
Cross Canal Flood Control Plan within the unincorporated area of T
Placer County and the cities of Auburn and Rocklin.

L

c¢c: Larry Pagel, Public Works Director/City Engineer

-106-




|

ATTACHMENT 9
—_—
MEMORANDUM
TO: . Dan Dameron, Senior Planner
FROM:. “7 7 Heidi L. Keith, Administrative Analyst m@
CC: | Larry Pagel, Public Works Director
DATE: October 12, 1993
SUBJECT: Placer County General Plan Update Comments

After reviewing the Transit section of the Draft Placer County General Plan Update I
have prepared the following comments:

I.

Page 4-3 - When referring to public transit the term operator should be plural to
refer to the several operators of public transit in the County.

Page 4-3 - Second from the last sentence: How will the feeder bus service for a

light rail system that has no secured funding be able to also provide some
additional intra-county transit service?

Page 4-52 - Third paragraph - PCTC is not the responsible agency for preparing
Short Range Transit Plans (SRTP). Each transit operation in the County receiving
State funds is responsible for preparing a SRTP. The Placer County Transit (PCT)
SRTP does not represent all the transit operations within the County. There is no
such document for countywide transit. Unmet transit needs analysis is not the true
function of the SRTP. The unmet transit needs analysis is a separate function and

process which is handled by PCTC as part of the allocation of Transportation
Developmcpt Act monies.

The "Roseville Commuter” needs to be added to the list of systems included in the
City of Roseville’s SRTP.

The last sentence in this paragraph should have "an outcome of* deleted.
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! PLACER CO. GP UPDATE COMMENTS
PAGE 2

4, Page 4-52 - Last paragraph - The City is currently under contract with Sacramento —l
Regional Transit to prepare Preliminary Engineering and an EIR for the light rail ~ A-3-158
extension from Antelope Road to Roseville Parkway at a cost of $450,000.

[l

S. Page 4-53 - First paragraph - The document refers to Proposition 116 monies for
the capital cost of rail transportation services. This funding source in no longer
available, all of the $35 million has been spent on rail projects in California. The

document leads the reader to believe that this money is available for Placer County  A-3-159
which is not true. '

Interest also remains high for the extension of light rail,

6. Page 4-53 - Second paragraph - "in Placer County” needs to be added to the last A-3-160
sentence.

—1
7. Page 4-53 - Fifth paragraph - The need for additional funding sources for transit B

capital and operations needs to be mentioned in this paragraph. A:}"IGI
8. Page 4-53 - Sixth paragraph - "The" needs to be added before "level of transit ]

funding”.

A-3-162

Last sentence: "automobile, ... a reference to the fact that if increases in transit

funding and additional transit services are not forthcoming this statement will be

true. —
GENERAL COMMENTS:
Overall the document is lacking in substance which makes it very difficult to evaluate. ]
The document rajses several issues regarding the projects impact on the provision of
transit services throughout the County, but it does not address any of these issues and  5.3_163

how they may be mitigated. It does not provide any alternatives which may create less

of an impact or avoid an impact altogether. I do not believe the document is adequate in
this respect.
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ATTACHMENT g /0
h
MEMORANDUM
ATO: Dan Dameron, Senior Planner
FROM: ' Jeannie Gandler, Admin. Analyst !I/TSM CoordiRat
DATE::  October 12, 1993
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report - Placer County Countywide

General Plan

This memo is to provide you with my comments regarding Chapter 4, "Transportation
and Circulation", and specifically Sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6, Transit, TSM, and Non-
Motorized Transportation respectively, in the Draft EIR for the Placer County
Countywide General Plan.

The General Plan Policy Response in Section 4.4 - Transit, does not provide any real
solutions 10 the lack of commuter oriented transit in Placer County. Studies are not
enough, there must be tangible implementation measures that will provide a solution
to the problem. It appears that there will be significant impacts, and that additional
mitigation measures should be identified.

The General Plan Policy Response in Section 4.5 - Transportation Systems
Management, lacks any real substance. This section simply describes existing
programs, and relies on them to mitigate the effects of growth. However, TRO
programs can only be as successful as the parameters within which they are set up.
The current Placer County TRO does not have any ramifications for non-compliance,
and it only affects employers of 100 or more, of which there aren’t many in the
unincorporated areas of the County. Furthermore, employers in the South Placer
region who are currently complying with TRO's are frustrated by the lack of an
"infrastructure” that supports their efforts, such as a comprehensive countywide
bikeway system and/or commuter oriented transit services. Additional mitigation
measures are needed to promote the use of alternative transportation, such as a more
stringent County TRO. More importantly, the Draft General Plan policies should
address the real problems, and provide tangible implementation measures, (other than
monitoring TRO programs). Additional mitigation measures should be identified, since
growth that is not accompanied by significant participation in TRO programs will have
significant impacts.

Section 4.5s "Analysis of 2040 Conditions" states that "The County’s Trip Reduction
Ordinance should be reviewed and updated to reflect the new technologies.” If the
new technologies this section is referring to are clean air vehicles, then perhaps we
can assume better air quality, however, single occupant vehicles will still cause major
congestions problems, unless alternative transportation programs, {i.e. commuter
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transit services, bikeways) are continually expanded and improved with all new
‘growth.

Section 4.6 discusses "Non-motorized Transportation”, and states that specific
. funding for bikeways has been allocated by the Placer County Transportation
Commission by dedicationg two percent of Transportation Development Act funds for
biycle and pedestrian projects. While this is a true statement, this funding source will
not be sufficient for the improvements that are required 1o provide a comprehensive
countywide bikeway system. Last year's total allocation to Placer County, excluding
the Tahoe Basin, only totalled $81,826. Considering that one mile of Class | (off-
street) bikeway costs approximately $1 50,000, it is obvious that some other funding
mechanisms for developing a regional bikeway system must be identified. Atthe very
least the deficiencies in the current bikeway system must be addressed, and solutions
identified. The Draft General Plan Policies should address the lack of staff and
funding that is hindering the implementation of a comprehensive bikeway system.

Overall, these sections of the Draft Placer County Countywide General Plan lack
substance. The document should do more than describe existing conditions. It
should address more specifically the impacts caused by the growth that would result
from the land uses that are being proposed, and should describe implementation
measures and new and innovative mitigation measures.
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ATTACHMENT & |/
MEMORANDUM
TO: PATTY DUNN, PLANNING DIRECTOR //
\
FROM: MAL TOY, ENVIRONMENTAL UTILITIES DIRECTORQ)@S v§
C AN

DATE: .. October 12, 1993

SUBJECT: EUD COMMENTS - PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE: DRAFT

POLICY DOCUMENT AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(OCTOBER'I, 1993) '

DRAFT POLICY UPDATE
WATER SUPPLY AND DELIVERY

PG 66 POLICY 4.C.3
The County shall...delete "encourage"... add "require"...

= water purveyors to require that all new water services
be metered.

PG 66 POLICY 4.C.2 a,
Urban and suburban development ...delete"should"...add

"require"... - rely on public water systems using surface
supply

SEWAGE COLLECTION, TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL

PG 68 POLICY 4.D.3

Reword to clarify what circumstances are being addressed.
Current wording can infer that regional wastewater system
establishment could be prohibited.

LANDFILLS, TRANSFER STATIONS, AND SOLID WASTE RECYCLING

PG 72 POLICY 4.G.1
Clarify existing Policy. "The County shall require waste
collection in all new urban and suburban development to
require mandatory collection of residential development."

PG 73 POLICY 4.G.6

Specify specific buffer distances for landfills and

transfer stations. Clarify what is incompatible
development.

PG 74

Add Implementation Program 4.20. "The County shall
assist in the development of regional material recycling
facilities to address the waste diversion needs of the
County."

RFA_P:\ fod

Ry

0CT 13 1993
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DRAFT EIR

5.1 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE WATER SYSTEMS
GENERAL COMMENT:

" There are many Develcpment Areas that the county is
- addressing that do pgt have a direct source of water .
(PCWA or Roseville). Infrastructure being planned, A-3-175
- constructed, and currently being used, have not been
designed for these additional demands. Roseville cannot,
except at exorbitant cocst, provide large volumes of water
to the west. I

PG S5-11 DRY CREEK S
Delete sentence "It appears that PCWA will supply the
treated surface water cn a temporary basis through the
Roseville Water Treatment Plant utilizing excess
treatment capacity in the plant." The Roseville Water A-3-176
Treatment Plant does not have year-around excess

treatment capacity for use by Dry Creek. Excess
treatment capacity is currently limited to the winter
months for pessible regional conjunctive use. —

PG 5-13 PLACER VILLAGES SPECIFIC PLAN
Add to second paragraph. The final draft, dated August _1
20, 1993, of the City of Roseville General Plan Update

Water System Study does pnot consider the City of A-3-177
Roseville providing water service to this project. ]
PG 5-14 VILLAGES OF DRY CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN AREA —_—

First paragraph: Delete last sentence, first paragraph
"At this time, PCWA anticipates serving this area though
the City of Roseville's treatment and transmission
system, first on a temporary basis indicating extra
capacity in the Roseville system, then by upsizing the
City system to accommodate this project". The City of
Roseville water system does not have the extra capacity A-3-178
to temporarily service this project, nor does the current
draft City of Roseville General Plan Update Water Supply
Study (dated August 30, 1993) consider upsizing the City
system to accommodate this project.

Paragraph two should be a general comment for all
outlying areas not considered in the City of Roseville
General Plan Update - Water System Study (Final draft
dated August 30, 19593)

L

PG 5~15 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS (STANFORD RANCH WEST SPECIFIC PLAN)

. Agriculture irrigation demand... could increase if A-3-179
a reliable surface ... add "or reclaimed" water :
source was provided. . _J

2
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PG 5-16

"Modify last sentence to ",.. the impact of the General
Plan on the agencies' water supply and distribution
systems would be less than significant" to "would be A-3-180
significant". 1Insufficient documentation in the draft T
EIR to evaluate the impacts of the encrmous expansion of

' the PCWA Treatment and distribution system to meet the

- water needs. _J

5.1 COMﬁUNITY AND INDIVIDUAL WASTEWATER
GENERAL COMMENT:

Placer Villages, Villages of Dry Creek, Bickford Ranch
Specific Plan and portions of Stanford Ranch West
Community Plans are not currently being considered in the
Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area A-3-181
Master Plan development. The assumption that these ’
Community Plans could use the Master Plan's regional
facilities has not been thoroughly discussed or other
options evaluated.

] L

PG 5-24 TABLE 5-7 Wastewater Generation Estimates.
The wastewater flow generation figures for Loomis Town,
Newcastle, Granite Bay, Lincoln Ccity, Rocklin city, A-3.182
Roseville City and Sunset should be consistent with
similar data in the Roseville Regional Wwastewater
Treatment Service Area Master Plan. —

PG S5-42 IMPACTS: —
The conclusion that the impacts of Draft Land Use
Diagram, associated with the public and private water
systems can be mitigated to less than significant levels
lacks sufficient supporting documentation to support that  A-3-183
claim. Based upon the lack of information concerning the
needed major wastewater collection and treatment

facilities required, a "significant jimpact" finding _J

should be rendered.

5.4 SOLID WASTE

PG 5-54 TABLE 5-13 SOLID WASTE GENERATION ]
Roseville Waste Disposal for 1990 is not 51,372 tons as
stated in Table 5-13, but is 65,434 tons as stated in the
City's 1990 draft SRRE. The SREE based figure includes 5 3.1g4
all residential, commercial, industrial and construction
demolition waste. Table 5-13 should be verified against
equal respective jurisdiction's SRRE.

PG 5-53 IMPLICATIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DIAGRAM -_]
It is unclear what the projected impacts of increased A-3-185
population are on the Western Regional Landfill. I

3
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Additional discussion must be added to identify total
waste generated by the County, and disposal in the County
via the Eastern and Western Regional Landfill. A more
thorough discussion of the General Plan's recycled A-3-185
materials generation and required Material Recovery
Facility locations and capacity are regquired to support
- the DEIR  conclusions. A more thorough discussion,
- supported by additional data, is required to support the
DEIR claimed impact on the ERL and WRSL closure dates.

PG 5-55 IMPACTS

DEIR conclusion of "With successful implementation of
General Plan policy the solid waste impacts of the
General Plan are less than significant" cannot be R
substantiated without a more thorough discussion of solid A-3-186 L
waste collection and transportation to the MRF/landfill

facilities for compliance with AB 939 and impacts to the
existing ERL and WRSL. Based upon the existing limited
discussion in the DEIR, the solid waste impacts of the
General Plan should be deemed "significant". —

| |
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ATTACHMENT # |2

A5 PLANNING —— —
5 &7°% CITY OF ROSEVILLE __ »everorsimemvemommice cumies

TRA4DITION ¢ PRIDE - PROGRESS

LIRS ' February 8, 1992

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 93603

SUBJECT: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Honorable Board Members:

The City of Roseville appreciates the Opportunity o provide input and summarize our
concerns relating 1o the Placer County General Plan Update. The issues addressed in the
updated General Plan will have significant impacts for all of Placer County, including
Roseville. Given the limited time frame provided 1o review the information generated by
the County and.its consuliants, the City's comments are very broad at this time. We look
forward 10 working closely with the County on these issues and will be providing a more
detailed set of comments in the near future.

. ACCELERATED REVIEW PERIOQD - The City has previously expressed its concerns
about the compressed time frame for review of the Placer County General Plan
update in a letter 10 the Board of Supenvisors from the City Manager dated February
3, 1993. Roseville Planning staff, as well as representatives {rom 1he other
jurisdictions in the County, met with your Planning Depariment steff and Larry
Mintier on November 18, 1992 10 discuss ihe Buackground Report. County siaff
indicated at that time that no action would be taken by the Board uniil late 1993
and, therefore, that the cities had most of 1993 before comments would need 1o be
submitted. It was also indicated that the /ssues and Options Repon, which had not vet
been released, was 1argeted for an extensive public review and hearing schedule. This
was 10 allow the jurisdictions 2nd the residents of Placer County to fully analyze the
information and submit comments before eny preliminary direction would be  A-3-187
provided by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed schedule included public
workshops, joint Plunning Commission/Board of Supervisor's meetings, a full set of
separaie Planning Commission Hearings and, finally, hearings and direction by 1he
Board.

By accelerating the Issues and Options review schedule, and eliminating public input
at the Planning Commission, the County has not provided the City of Roseville and
the citizens it represents zdequate time 10 provide complete commenis. The
information that the Board of Supervisors is scheduled 10 review on February 9, 1993
has significant implications and potential impacts 10 Roseville and its citizens. It is,
therefore, critical that the Board provide Roseville, and all other affected citjes,
agencies and citizens, adequate time 10 review the information, and that it carefully
consider the comments submitted.
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Placer County Genersl Plan Update
City of Rosevilie Comraents - February 8, 1993
Page 2

To this end, the City of Roseviile requests that the Board of Supenvisors not take
action 2t its Februery 913 meeting, but rather ailow for a lengthier written comment
period and additional opportunities for public input. The City of Roseville is willing
1o perticipaie in ihe pudlic heearing process, and encourages the County 1o consider
a joint workshop with the impazcied cities and agencies to directly discuss General
Plan upcate related issu2s and concerns.

FAULTY ASSUMPTIQNS - Inreviewing the Background Report, the City of Roseville
has preliminarily identified a number of inaccuracies and areas where full
information has r.ot been provided. As indicated, the City will be providing detailed
commens identifying the zreas of concern as soon as such a listing can’be compiled.
Utilizing correct background assumptions is important in that it forms the basis for
the options that the County is reviewing, and decisions it will be making. Faulty or
incomplete assumptions will lead 1o faulty or incomplete options 2nd decisions.

One of the more criticzl examples of faulty assumptions being utilized by the County
relates 10 the amount of growth that the cities are planning for and will be able 10
absorb. Based on a marketing analysis prepared for the City of Roseville by Recht
Hausrath and Associaies (RHA) in October 1992, the City's share of the countywide
growth in the year 2010 is zpproximately 120,000 residents. This estimate is 23,000
to 30,000 more City residents than the County's projections of 90,000 to 97,000
people. The ultimzte holding czpacity (buildout) estimate of 90.000 for Roseville is
approximately 36,000 10 46,000 residents lower than the City’s estimate of 126,000 10
136,000 residents. This estimare is based on actual development zpplications that the
City has received and is currently in the process of analyzing. It is our understanding
that the growth projeciions for the Ciy's of Rocklin and Lincoln may also be
underesiimated. This concern was originally expressed to County staff at the
November 18, 1992 meeting.

Given the compressed iime {rame provided for public review and inpit, staff from
the various jurisdictions have not had the opportunity 10 meet and reconcile the
growth estimates. However, based on the numbers available to the City, the County
has significantly underestimated the growth potential in the cities znd, therefore,
overestimated the need for urbzn 1ype development in the unincorporated areas of
the County. In addition. RHA has indicated that an increasing percentage of
residential growth projecied through 2010 will be of higher densities which can best
be serviced by, and is most appropriately located within, the existing cities. It appears
that the cities will be able 10 accommodaie znd are planning for a mzjority, if not all,
of the urban growth projected for the County over the next twenty years. This brings
into question the Couniy’s need to0 explore significant amounts of urban level
development in unincorporaied areas within a foreseeable planning horizon.

OTHER CONCERNS AND CONSIDERATIONS - The City of Roseville has a
number of other significant concerns that it requests the Board consider, and allow
additional time 1o review and discuss, before recommending direction on the /ssues
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Placer County General Plun Update
City of Roseville Comments - February 8, 1963
Page 3

and Qpuiciis Reporr. A majority of these concerns have similarly been rzised by the
City in past commenis on the Granite Bay and the Dry Creek/West Placer Plans.
The primary areas of concern are generally summarized below:

» Impacts to Programs, Services and Facilities - Insufficient informztion has been
provided relating 10 the impacts on facilities 2nd services in Roseville under the
various development and policy option scenarios, and how these impacts wiil be
mitigated. In order 10 fully respond 10 the options, information is needed on impacts
1o City Park & Recreation, Library, Police, Fire, water, wastewater, solid waste,
electric, roadway, transit and affordable housing programs, services and facilities.

+ Fiscal Impacts - The fiscal impacts of the development options on both the City
and the County have not been considered in sufficient detail. Issues that should be
considered include the cost of providing urban level services in the County versus the
cities, the impact 10 the County of the eventual incorporation of the new town
proposed under Option 3, and impacis 10 1the market in both the cities and County
should urban level development be pursued in unincorporated areas.

Additional concerns and information on the above issues will be provided in detail
to the County in a future letter.

RECOMMENDATION

In conclusion, we cannot over stress the importance of having this process fully coordinated
with each of the affected jurisdictions. It may be that there will be disagreements regarding
assumptions and future directions regarding growth. However, as this issue is <0 vital 1o the
region, we believe that it is far wiser 10 assure that there is adequate time 1o discuss these
differences, discover where there may be errors in data and assumptions, and if necessary,
agree 10 disagree where differences remain. In this spiri1, we request that the Board defer
2ny action on this item until after the March 17, Regional Issues Meeting involving your
Board and Council members of each affected City. This should provide an excellent forum
for additional discussion of issues and will provide an opportunity for County 2nd City staffs

10 meet and review concerns with the background study, and the issues and options
documents,

Thank you for your consideration of tkis request; we look forward 10 a continued dialogue
regarding development and growth in Placer Couny.

Sincerely,

attyl Dunn
Planning Director

cc City Council
City Marager
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ATTACHMENT # 12

C ITY O F ROS EVILLE 311 VERNON STAREET » AOSEVILLE CALIFORNIA $5578 o PHONE (§16) 161-0200

TRADITION ¢ PRIDE « FROGRESS

March 22, 1283

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 65803

Honorable Board Members:
SUBJECT: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

The Roseville City Council appreciztes the opportunity to express its views relating to the
Placer County General Plan Update. Given the significance of this update, and the impact
it will have on Placer County and &ll of ils cities, we hope that the input of the City of
Roseville will be an imporiant consideration in the Board of Supervisors decision.

Itis the position cf the City of Roseville that "urban-scale” development is best planned
for and eccommodzted within incorporated cities rather than unincorporzled arezs. As a
result, the City supporis growth Alternzative 1 identified in the Issues and Octions Repon.
This option would direct zll new urban growih and development within the incorporated
cities, including currently unincorporated arezs to be annexed to the cities.

Consistent with this option. the City recommends that Alternative 1 be expanded
and go one step further by entering into agreements with each incorporated city
restricting the location of new urban development within desianated urban growth
limits. These growth limit zreas would be delineated in consullation with the affected
cities and would be bzsed on projected market zbsorption over the next twenty (20)
years. Further these agreements would require that fiscal impacts and costs associzied
~with growth be addressed by the city(s) and County as part of any znnexztion
proceedings. Until this occurred, urban densities and inlensities of development would
be prohibited outside of incorporated city limits. Attzched to this letler, is draft languege
reflecting this recommendztion as an amendment {o Alternative 1.

As we have previously submitled to your Beard, it is the City of Roseville's pesition that
the cities in Placer County are planning for end can zccommodzie a majority of the
growth projected for the County over the next twenty years, and thzat the cities zre in a
much better position to zdequately service and provide for the needs associzled with
urban level cevelopment. In addition, we believe thzt this growth Alternative is far more
protective cf the environment and will assist in the protection of agriculiural zrezs from
premature conversion and siting of incompatible development. ;
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Placer County Genersl Plan Update
Roseville City Council Comments - March 22, 1993

Page 2

Should the Board, cisagree with the City of Roseville's recommendetion, we zgain wish
to point out the serious concerns we hzve with the other propecsed zliernztives. The
City's support for directing urbzn growth into incorporated cities, and concerns zbout
encouraging urbzn cevelopment within unincorporzled areas, is based on a number of
factors.- The four primary faciors zre summaznzed below:

1. The County has considerably underestimated the amount of growth that the
cities, including Roseville, are planning for and will be able to absorb over
the nexttwenty years: The estimztes for Roseville zre significantly less than the
City has currently received zpplications for z2nd is in the process of znalyzing zs
part of its Cocmprehensive Land Use Eiement Updzte. As an example, the 2010
estimates utilized by the County are 31,000 to 38,000 resicents short of the
122,400 resicents estimzted for Roseville by Recht Kausrath znd Associales, with
the estimated "build out" appreximetely 50,000 residents less than the 140,700
residents that the City is currently anelyzing. This underestimation results in a
significant cverestimation cf grewth that the unincorporated porticns of the County
can rezsoneably expect to capture, bringing into Question the need for the County ]
to be considering new ¢rowth zrezs zt this time.

2. Insufficient information has been generated relating to the impacts on the
facilities and services in Roseville under the various growth and policy
option scenarios, and how these impacts will be mitigated:. Impacis can be
anticipated to City park & recreztion, library, police, fire, water, wastewater, solid
waste, electric, roadway, transit and aHordzble housing programs, services znd
facilities. The County hzs not clearly identified hiow it would provide similar urbzn
level services within unincorporzied zrezs to mitigate impacts {0 the Roseville z2nd
the other cities. It is questionable zs {0 whether the County would want, or czan _J
afford, to become zn urban level service provider,

A-3-194

3. The fiscal impacts of the growth options has not been considered in
sufficient detail: Issues that should be considered include the cost of provigding
urbzn level services in the unincorporzied County versus the cities, the impact to
the Ccunty of the eventual incorporaticn of new towns propcsed uncer Allernative  A-3-195
3, and impacts 1o the market in both ihe cities znd County should urbzn
development be pursued in unincorporzled areas. In gnealyzing these issues, the
County will likely find that pursuing urbzn development in unincorperated arezs is |
not a long-term fiscally sound proposition.

4, Planning for future development needs within incorporated areas canresult —[
inamorelogicalandenvironmentally sensitive growth pattern: lt zppears that A-3-196
Roseville, as well as the other Plzcer County cities, will continue {o expand znd |
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aggressively plan for growth over the foreseezble future. By planning growth within
the incorporzted cities, or in zrezs to be znnexed by the cities, density is
concentraied into existing urbznized arezs where it can more efficiently be
accommodzated, helping to remove development pressures from existing open
space or agricultural lands. If the County were fo pursue new towns or other urban
development in unincorporated arezs in zddition to the growth being planned by
{he cities, the result could be piecemeal, premzture sprawl.

Based upon the zbove, and other issues, the City of Roseville questions both the need
and desirability of Placer County providing for urban development within unincorporated
arees. Of panticular concern is the County considering urban development within the
various new towns in the vicinity of Roseville. The City is in the process of submitting
&pplications to the Placer County LAFCO fo expand its sphere of influence to include the
éreas covered by the Highlancs (Cavitt Ranch) project and Phase | of the Villages at Blue
Oaks project. In addition the Stanford Ranch WesUAthens Road areais already within the
City's sphere. If development is to oceur within these or other zrezs adjacent (o Roseville,
it should be under the jurisdiction of the City. The City, therefore, reiterales its support

for directing future growth to incorporzted rather than unincorporzated areas, as reflected
in the expanded growth Altemative 1.

The Roseville City Council gppreciaies the Board of Supervisors consideration of our

concerns, and locks forward to continuing to work cooperatively with the County on
growth and other issues which impact zll of our fulures

Sincerely,

Bill San{ucci
Mayor

CC: City Council
Cily Manager
Community Development Direcior
Plenning Director
County Administrative OHicer
Plzcer County Planning Director
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o Enftering into an agreement with each incorporated city

o Reducing current development

(From Placer County General Plzn U
page 2-2.)

ATTACHMENT 1
City of Roseville Recommended Wodification

Alternative 1

(Note: The City's recommended modification is shown below in jtalics)

ALTERNATIVE 1: NEW URBAN GROWTH DIRECTED TO CITIES

This alternztive emphasizes shifling jurisdictionzl con
development from the County to the cities within the county.
Plan policies would be modified 1o encourage most new urban-sczle growth {o occur
within the incorporated cities of Placer County (including currently unincorporaled areas
within city spheres of influence {o be annexed fo cities), rather than in unincorporated
areas of the county. This would in part be accomplished by the following measures:

trol over new growth and
Accordingly, County General

0] Limiting the growth potential implied by the current County General Plan,
Agricultural Element, community plans. No new growth areas would be identified.

restricting the location of new
urban development within designated urban growth limits. Such areas would be

delineated based on projected market absorption over the next fwenty (20) years and

would be designated in the County General Plan Jollowing consultation with each
affected city.

In addition t0 specifying the location Jor new growth,
urban densities and intensities of development uniil
agreement would also set forth that fiscal
shall be addressed by the city and County

the agreement would prohibit

annexed by the city. The
impacts and costs associated with growth
as part of annexation proceedings,

potential in select unincorporated arezs. Such
reductions would occur where existing plan designations reflect an unrezlistic level
of development given the capacities of zrea resources, infrastructure, and/or
services. In addition, unincorporated area development capacity would be reduced
where necessary o support redirection of growth {o the cities.

pdzte Issues and Options Repon, January 12, 1293,
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses 1o Comments

A-4 City of Roseville City Manager (10/21/93)

A-4-1.  City of Roseville feels that County is not interested in City’s concerns

The 45-day review period for the Draft EIR provided by the County complies with the requirements of
State law. Nonetheless, the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission extended by several months
the public comment period on the Draft General Plan.

A-4-2.  Draft EIR does not sufficiently analyze and mitigate impacts on Roseville’s streets

See common response #3.

A-4-3.  Draft Plan buffer standards are unrealistic and will not protect Roseville from adverse effects

The concerns expressed in this comment refer to new growth areas that no longer appear on the Land Use
Diagram.
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PLALER COUNTY

October 21, 1993 CATE mYITIED

. PLANGING COiiISSICN
Placer County Planning Commission

Attn: Chairman Larry Sevison

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 55603

Dear Chairman Sevison and members of the Commission:

SUBJECT: Roseville City Council's Position on the Placer County
General Plan Update and Draft EIR Documents

The City Council of Roseville opposes the adoption of the proposed
Placer County General Plan Update and certification of the
associated Draft EIR. This opposition stems from two concerns.
The first relates to the process used by the County to date to
solicit meaningful input from affected Cities and residents of the
County Throughout the County's General Plan update program, the A-4-1
City has identified significant concerns with the Background Report
and the Issues and Options document. The combination of the
process and the lack of response or incorporation of these concerns
into the General Plan Policy document and Draft EIR causes the City
to believe that the County is not interested in the City's concerns
and that these concerns are not important. —

Our second concern relates to the gross inadequacies of the General
Plan documents and the DEIR. As presented to your Commission by
our staff on October 14, 1993, even a cursory, initial review of
these documents resulted in eighty-four (84) pages of comments.
These documents have glossed over major issues and have not
directly addressed any of the concerns previously raised by the
City.

For instance, severe traffic and circulation impacts are projected
for the City of Roseville. Yet, no feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives are identified to mitigate or avoid any of these
impacts. Expansion of City roads to six and eight lanes are
proposed throughout Roseville. Eight travel lanes would also be
required for Cirby Way where the Council has already deemed in past A-4-2
actions that expansion to even six lanes is not feasible or
desirable. These documents also do not identify alternatives to
the use of City roads, such as the proposed Route 102, and do not
-adequately identify all of the impacts. There is no discussion of
impacts to Main Street, but impacts to Baseline are projected to be
significant. ' —
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During Board of Supervisors' discussion of the Issues and Options
Report, the City was told that permanent buffers, internal to the
project area, would be required to protect Roseville from adverse
effects of the new growth areas. However, the land use diagram
does not reflect any buffers and as proposed in the policy
document, are unrealistic and ultimately ineffective in protecting
Roseville from adverse effects.

For these reasons the City Council is opposed to the adoption of
the proposed General Plan update. Further, we urge your Commission
to consider all of the comments submitted by Roseville and fellow
cities, and to recommend that the Board of Supervisors not adopt
the General Plan. On behalf of the City Council, I thank you in
advance for your consideration of our concerns.

Sincerely,

A

“Bill Santucci

Mayor

cc: City Council
City of Recklin
City of Lincoln
City of Loomis
Board of Supervisors
City Attorney Office
Planning Director
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume Il: Comments and Responses to Comments

A-S City of Auburn (11/10/93)

A-5-1.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR are confusing and lacking in detail, and there appear to be
inconsistencies among elements of plan

Comment noted; no response necessary.
A-5-2. Draft EIR does not adequately describe method by which new growth areas were selected

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR describes the process by which the Board of Supervisors defined the Draft
Plan; the new growth areas have since been removed from the Land Use Diagram.

A-5-3.  Draft EIR does not include alternatives or mitigation measures to lessen the impacts of growth
Refer to common responses #1 and #2 and to Chapter 10 of the Final EIR.
A-5-4.  Draft Plan land use pattern does not lend itself to non-automobile transportation

The Policy Document supports concentrating development along transportation corridors, both within and
outside of cities.

A-5-5.  Draft Plan’s new growth areas appear inconsistent with goals and policies of the Plan
Refer to common response #11.
A-5-6.  Draft EIR incorrectly refers to I-80 overcrossing at Auburn Folsom Road

The text in the Final EIR has been corrected to indicate a widening of Auburn Ravine Road at 1-80
instead of Auburn Folsom Road.

A-5-7.  Draft EIR traffic projections for Highway 49 change dramatically at Dry Creek Road; why?
The forecasted volumes have been re-evaluated in the Final EIR.

A-5-8.  Draft EIR doesn’t appear to accurately represent future traffic volumes in Foresthill Road
The traffic forecasts were based on Foresthill’s population increasing from about 4,900 in 1990 to about
6,600 in 2010. The traffic forecast for Foresthill Road east of Old Foresthill Road has been corrected
in the Final EIR.

A-5-9.  Draft EIR doesn’t propose sufficient mitigation for City of Auburn roadways

Refer to common response #3.

A-5-10. Draft EIR approach to alternatives analysis is disturbing

Refer to common response #1.
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Airpont 823.0744
Builaing £23.4240
City Cierk 823.4242
City Marager 823.4299
Community Devetopment 823.¢244
Finance/Personnel 823.4247
Fire 823.4265
Police 823.4237

Public Works 823-4250
1225 Lincoln Way

Auburn, California 95603
FAX (916) 885-5508

November 10, 1893

‘Loren Clark

Placer County Planning Department
11414 "B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Draft Placer County General Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR).

Dear Mr. Clark:

The City of Auburn has reviewed the County Wide General Plan
Update and DEIR. Although we have not had the opportunity to
review these documents as thoroughly as we might like, a summary
of the City of Auburn’s comments and concerns follows:

1) Generally speaking both the proposed Placer County General
Plan Update and the DEIR were confusing and lacking in
detail. An EIR is supposed to serve as an information and A-5-1
disclosure document, in which capacity this document is
lacking. 1In addition there seem to be some consistency
problems between different elements of the plan.

2) The City of Auburn remains concerned about the impacts of
shifting growth from the incorporated cities to new growth
areas in the county. The method by which the specific
locations for the proposed new growth areas were selected and A-5-2
the traffic and ecological implications of shifting growth to
these specific sites is also cause for concern and were :
either not addressed or not adequately addressed in the DEIR. .

3) It is very disturbing to note that on page 1-9 the DEIR
states that “in eight major areas the Draft General Plan,
taken as a whole, will result in potentially-significant or
significant adverse impacts."

Land Use

Traffic Congestion :
Cultural Resources A-5-3
Loss of Farmland :

Loss of Agricultural Production

Habitat Conversion and Habitat Quality Reducticn
Increase in Air Pollutant Emissions

Traffic Noise

W OV B W N

However no alternatives or mitigation measures to lessen
these impacts are included in the DEIR.
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5)

6)

7)

8)

To encourage and make feasible future transit cptions such as
rail, bus, etc... it would be logical to cluster new
development and growth areas along transportation corridors
such as I-80. The propcsed plan would not seem to result in
land use patterns that would lend themselves to nonautomobile
transportation alternatives.

The proposed new growth areas would not seem to be consistent

.with many of the goals and policies noted in the General Plan

Update.

The following errors (?) in the discussion of transportation
and circulation should be corrected:

a. Pg. 4-5 - Auburn Folsom Road, widen I-80 overcrossing,
there is no such over crossing, do they mean the Maple
Street bridge?

b. Pg. 4-23/24 - Route 49, between 1990 and 2010 an
increase of 11,000 ADT is projected on Hwy 49 between the
Nevada County Line and Dry Creek Road. However south of
Dry Creek Road the projected increase in ADT is only
2,000 to 3,000 what happens to all those cars at Dry
Creek Road? ‘

C. Pg. 4-26 - Foresthill Road, east of the intersection of
Old Foresthill Road and New Foresthill Road there is a
projected increase of 1,000 ADT, no increase in ADT is
projected from that point to Lincoln Way. The projected
ADT increase seems low given the growth potential in
Foresthill, in addition the Land Use Map show the lower
Foresthill Divide with a residential density of 1 to 4
dwelling units per acre. The implications of this land
use designation are obviously not reflected in the ADT
figures for Foresthill Road.

The City of Auburn is concerned about the large increases in

traffic projected for Auburn Folsom Rcad and Indian Hill Road"’

among others, along with the lack of practice mitigation
measures (at some point adding additional lane ceases to be a
viable mitigation). How does the County propose to mitigate
these impacts to the City circulation system?

The lack of a2nalysis regarding alternatives to the proposed
plan is disturbing given the potential adverse impacts noted
in the DEIR and CEQA requirements, litigation pectential,
etc... reguiring such analysis. Although the previously
prepared Issuse and Options Report identified different
alternatives in a general context the varied specific impacts
of each alternative were not identified. 1In addition the way
in which the preferred alternative and its respective impacts
was derived was not identified.
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The City of Auburn supports the current efforts of the Placer

- County Planning Commission to improve the County Wide General
Plan Update. We appreciate having the opportunity to review and
comment on the County Wide General Plan Update and DEIR. 1If you
have any questions please feel free to contact me at the
Community Development Department, in the Auburn Civic Center,
1225 Lincoln Way, Auburn, CA 95603 (916) 823-4244.

Sinqefély;

Py

Bret Finning
Assistant Planner

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Cindy Schaer, Director

CC: City Council

Planning Commission
City Manager
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A-6 Town of Loomis (11/15/93)

A-6-1.  Draft EIR should include full funding and implementation of the 2010 transportation system,
based on LOS standards of jurisdictions

Refer to common response #3.

A-6-2.  Town of Loomis is opposed to new growth areas

Refer to common response #11.
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Town of Loomis

P.0. BOX 1327
LOOMIS, CA 95650
(910) 652-1640 * FAX (916) 652-1847

November 15, 1993

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue '
Aubum, CA 95603

Re: Placer County General Plan and Environmental Impact Report
Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board:

Thank you for sending us copies of the Placer County General Plan and Gencral Plan
Environmental Impact Report and notice of hearings and comment deadlines. We
understand that comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Repont are due on
November 15, 1993 and have the following comments,

With respect 1o the Draft EIR, the Town Council believes that the mitigation measures
should inciude the full funding and implementatioa of the 2010 Mitigated Transportation )
System as appropriate to the level of development. Additionally, we feel that the County’s A-6-
General Plan should reflect the improvements required to meet the Levels of Service
required by the various jurisdictions.

. With respect to the County General Plan, the Town opposes the inclusian of new growth
areas within the County. As Roseville has stated, "adequate areas suitable for urben growth
for the next tweaty years already exist in the County and Cities, and the addition of the sew
growth areas in the County are not needed 10 meet rezsonable market projections.” In fact,
the Town of Loomis is diligeatly working on an economic development plan for the Town A-6-2
in order to keep the Town fiscally sound in the future. The approval of new growth areas
in the County may make such an endeavor much more ditficult.

Also, since we do oot have a Sphere of Influence outside of our existing boundaries, we are
concerned how your acions may impact us in the future if additional pew growth areas

"were placed adjacent (o our borders.

PostH1” brand fax iransmittz] memo 7671 |4 otpepes v 2

N7/ . '8:4/4&41:_77 -
. - i ) .I‘CC. : -c .
4 . Monol‘.:.'l_ /;40
7897497 | bts2-s2¥7

6140 HORSESIIOE BAR ROAD, SUITE K, LOUMIS, CA 95630
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Finally, we are pleased 1o understand :hat the hearing schedule for the Plaoning

- Commission hus been extended and would cocourage you 1o have full and open hearings,

including additional meetings with City and Town officials, on this matter of such

" importance 10 the citizens of Placer County.

Sincerely, -

ez County Planning Commission
Placer County Planning Department
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A-7 City of Rocklin (11/15/93)

A-7-1.  Draft EIR does not clearly identify which of the alternatives considered is environmentally
superior

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR includes a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative.

A-7-2.  Draft EIR does not make clear which transportation policies are intended to mitigate impacts
on traffic in Rocklin

The policies cited are intended to address transportation impacts generally. The Policy Document does
not include policies specifically intended to address traffic impacts in Rocklin, although the Circulation
Plan Diagram identifies roadway improvements that will at least partially address these impacts. See also
common response #3.

A-7-3.  Draft EIR does not address impacts on collector roadways in Rocklin, specifically Midas
Avenue and Whitney Boulevard

Since it focuses on all of Placer County, the EIR does not address traffic impac.ts to the level of
specificity suggested, particularly for areas within the county’s cities.

A-7-4.  Draft EIR traffic forecasts for Pacific Street and Stanford Ranch Road are higher than those in
North Rocklin Traffic Study

The traffic forecast in Table 4-18 reflects the "2010 Base Transportation System” which does not include
HOV lanes on I-80 through Roseville and Rocklin. HOV lanes on 1-80 were assumed to exist by 2020
in the City of Rocklin’s North Rocklin Traffic Study (and were also included in Placer County’s 2010
Mitigated Transportation System). Without the HOV lanes on I-80 by 2010, traffic volumes are expected
to be significantly higher on Pacific Street and other roadways parallel to I-80 due to congestion on that
freeway. The traffic forecast on Stanford Ranch Road between Park Drive and West Oaks has been re-
evaluated in the Final EIR (11,000 ADT) and is less than the City of Rocklin’s 2020 Jorecasts.

A-7-5.  Draft EIR does not address possible nuisances associated with development near landfill

With removal of the Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan Area from the Land Use Diagram, the concerns
expressed in this comment are no longer pertinent. Refer also to common response #6.

A-7-6.  There is adequate land within Placer County cities to accommodate development through 2010,
so new growth areas are unnecessary

Refer to common response #11.
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City of Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

: P.O. Box 1138
~ November 15, 1993 Rockiin, CA 95677
(916) 632-4000
. TOD 632-4013
Faxed with Hard Copy by Mail
Loren Clark, Seaior Planner
Placer County Planning Department
11414 *B* Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re:  Draft EIR for the Placer County General Plan
Dear Clark:

The City of Rocklin Community Development Department submits the following
comments in regard to the Draft EIR on the Countywide General Plan:

|

1, It is not clear in the EIR document as to which of the alternatives discussed in
Chapter 10 is found to be the environmentally superior alternative,

>
2

L

2, Tke EIR identifies county policies as mitigations to some of the impacts. It is
unclear 23 to which of the transportation policies (.e., 3.A.9, 3.A.11 of 3.A.14) are
intended to mitigate traffic impacts on regional and local roads within the City of
Rocklin,

>
I
¥

} L

3. The EIR identifies the impacts of the County General Plan on some Rocklin
streeis. The major streets identified, however, are arterials. Connecting to these
arterials are several collector streets which are not adequately addressed in the EIR. Of
partcular concern is the impacts on the Roclin streets such as Midas Aveaue and
Whitney Boulevard from the development of the new towns.

>

-7-3

J |

4, Table 4-18 on pages 4-32 indicates there will be mare traffic on Pacific Street
(between Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard) and Stanford Ranch Road
(between Park Drive and West Oaks Boulevard) in the year 2010 than is proposed in A-7-4
the City of Rocklin's North Rocklin Traffic Study for the year 2020, This inconsistency

betweea the data should be reviewed by the traffic consultant. —

Agminigitalive Services Eu.dging Depeament City Wzt Cammunity Dovoloprmunt
€32 4000 €32.4030 632-4C50 652 4620
FAX €32<173 FAX 524.4759 FAX 824.5018 FAX 624-4753

Community Services Enginecring Dnaanment Fir¢ Dacanmort Public Werks Docarnment Pelicu Daparimunt
& Faciilies E104042 632:415%0 0©32-4130 6324080 *
8324109 FAX G244759 FAX 624:2677 FAX 622.4177 FAX 624-2677
FAX €32-49°1 ToD 512-4187
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5. The EIR addresses the capacity issus of the Westem Regional Sanitary Landfill,
The EIR, however, does not address the possible mmisances that may be associated with ~ A-7-5
development of the adjacent new town. Nuisances could result in complaints that
would bring about pressures to reduce the Life expectancy of the landfill,

J L

Rocklin's Geaeral Plan as well s the general plan for other cities within the South
Placer area provide adequate lands for residential and non-resideatial land uses well
beyoad the year 2010 and in the case of Rocklin, even beyond the year 2020. A closer
Teview by the county of the general plans of Lincoln and Roseville could identify and
indicate the amount of land available beyond 2010 within those two cities. . A-7-6
It appears that there is adequate land of new growth within the cities and within
existing unincorporated connty communities without the necessity of allowing
speculative new towns to be developed. The City of Rocklin is still favorable to Option
1 of the Issues and Option Report, directing new urban growth in the cities.

If you have any questions, please call me at 632-4020.

Yery truly yours,

ecee. D e o, sz
Terry A. Richardson
Community Development Director

TAR:smh

11159302
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A-8 Town of Loomis (06/03/94)
A-8-1.  The Draft EIR should not assume that specific mitigation of roadway impacts will be deferred
to subsequent project review and implementation, particularly with respect to Sierra College

Boulevard.

Refer to common responses # 2 and #3.
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~w-.q Town of Loomis

PR
| P.0. BOX 1327
JUN 1 21994 LOOMIS, CA 95630

916) 652.1840 ¢ F. s0.1847
J. LAURENCE MINTIER (916) 652-1840 * FAX (916) 652-184
& ASSOCIATES

June 3, 1994

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Concerns Regarding Environmental Impact Report and Policies
for the Placer County General Plan Update

Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board:

We understand that you are still holding hearings on the Placer
County General Plan Update and thank you for the opportunity to
present some additional concerns from the Town of Loomis.

It is our understanding that the policies in the plan are '"self-
mitigating" and therefore stand as mitigation measures as well as
policies.

On November 1S5, 1993, the Town wrote a letter stating:

With respect to the Draft EIR, the Town Council believes that
the mitigation measures should include the full funding and
implementation of the 2010 Mitigated Transportation System as
appropriate to the level of development. Additionally, we
feel that the County’s General Plan shcould reflsct the
improvements required to meet the Levels of Service regquired
by the various jurisdictions.

The Town of Loomis is concerned regarding the future needed
improvements for Sierra College Boulevard. We have recently
written to both Lincoln and Rocklin regarding our concerns, and
need to ensure that we have protected the Town as best we can.

The future road network assumed in evaluating the cumulative plus
project conditions, assumes that Sierra College Boulevard will be
widened to a minimum of four lanes through Loomis. There is no
secure funding source for this widening. Mitigation for the
impacts of Bickford Ranch and other regionally significant projects
should be a regional based traffic fee that wculd include
improvements to all roads of regional significance and would apply
to developments in Loomis, Rocklin, Roseville, Placer County and
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Lincoln. This should be identified as mitigation in all project
approvals with development permits contingent on paying the fee.
It is clear that Loomis does not have the growth potential to
finance this improvement. Without this mitigation, the result will
be Level of Service F on Sierra College Boulevard through Loonmis
with the attendant increase in air pollution.

Policy 3.A.9 (page 52) states: The Cocunty shall werk with
neighboring jurisdictions to provide acceptable and compatible
levels of service and joint funding on the roadways that cross the
county’s boundaries.

Policy 3.A.14 states: The County shall assess fees on new
development sufficient to cover the fair share portion cf that
cdevelopment’s impacts on the local and regional transportation
system. Exceptions may be made when new development generates
significant public benefits (e.g., low income housing, needed
health facilities) and when alternative sources of funding can be
identified to offset foregone revenues.

These mitigations do not address the Sierra College Boulevard
funding issue specifically as required by case law which mandates
that specific mitigation cannot be postponed with the understanding
that it will addressed at later approval. We are now asking that
you reconsider these mitigation measures in a more specific manner.
Also, while we generally have no other comments on the plan, we
must express opposition to approval of the Placer County General
Plan, unless and until it is amended to address these stated
concerns.

Finally, the Town would appreciate receiving a copy of the response
to our comments and notice of any further hearings that are held on
the Environmental Impact Report and on the project itself.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

- . 74g/
Pa CZ{/J/,»,* ,///// 4,’ =

Kathy Kérdus
Planning Director

cc: County Planning Commission
Town Council
Planning Commission
Town Manager
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-1 Placer County Office of Education (10/13/93)

B-1-1.  Draft EIR contains no analysis of school impacts; commentor requests that attached analysis be
incorporated into Final EIR

Refer to common response #7.
B-1-2. Recommended analysis for inclusion in Final EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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PLACER COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION

360 Nevada Street, Auburn, CA 95603-3779 - (916) 889-8020

- e ——

JOHN C. REINKING, Placer County

October 12, 1993 Superintendent of Schools

Mr. Fred Yeager, Director

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, Ca 85603

Dear Fred:l

Please accept tie following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Countywide General Plan. In reviewing this DEIR, | did not find any
analysis of the potential impacts upon schools as a result of the projected housing
units shown in the plan, even though there is a schools section in the Policy
Document.

This Policy document provides, among other things, (4.J.6) that "the county should
include schools among those public facilities and services that are considered an
essential part of the infrastructure that should be in place as development occurs.*
Because of this and under CEQA requirements, | believe that a schools section should
be added.

Therefore, on behalf of the school districts in Placer County, | request that the
following analysis be placed in the Draft EIR and Final EIR. Individual school districts

may wish to submit their own comments. ]

Thank you for your continued support, and | look forward to discussing these issues
in the Public Hearing Process.

incerely,
;;_LM.I %’lf/'\/ L .j oL
James F. Bush . T '_'_'—,.-.‘ --; %
Facility Planner - L. e
- i > 1993 -~
JFB:nt S
Enc. SRR R

cc: John C. Reinking, County Superintendent
Doug Lewis, Schools Attorney

Placer County Superintendents
BOARD OF EDUCATION

MR. RICH COLWELL MRS. CAROLE ANNE ONORATO =~
MR. NORMAN F. FRATIS, JR. DR. KENNETH SAHL
MR. SCOTT GNILE MR. FRED TUTTLE

MRS. PAMELA ULMER
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SCHOOL NEEDS ANALYSIS

PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
DEIR

CONTENTS:

ITOMMOOW»

Existing district enroliment vs. capacity
County regional analysis area vs. school district boundaries

- Projected housing units

Projected student generations

School facility needs/costs

Projected developer fee income compared to facility costs
Community college impact

Potential impacts and proposed mitigation

Compiled by:

Jim Bush

Placer County Office of Education
Director of Planning
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A.

Existing District Enroliment vs Capacity

Tables I-1ll have been prepared for the K-12 Districts in the County. The
enroliments are based upon 1882/93 counts. The official 1993/84 counts are
not due until the end of October. Table lil represents each District's capacity.
Unhoused students are defined as those students that are attending
classrooms that are portable (trailers). These are classified as temporary until
permanent facilities can be constructed. Some Districts currently have
permanent schools or additions to existing schools under construction or have
gone year round which will resutt in a change of their capacity.

The Distr{ci's which have schools under construction are:

Auburn Union

Foresthill

Rocklin Unified
Tahoe-Truckee Unified
Western Placer Unified
Roseville City

Roseville High School District
Eureka Union

Dry Creek

Based upon the student enroliment tables the following findings can be made:

1.

K-12 Student Enroliment in Placer County has increased from 26,689 in
1986/87 to 37,612 in 1982/€3. This is an increase of 10,823 students (29%).

Over the next 10 years K-12 enroliment is expected to climb to 64,318, an
increase of 26,724.

Currently the Districts in the County are operating with 2,563 students over
capacity. These students occupy overcrowded classrooms or non-State
approved structures such as trailers.

Only four (4) of the 19 Districts in the County are operating under capacity.

Districts have taken steps to correct the overcrowded problem through

- application for State funds, voter approved General Obligation Bonds and/or

Developer Agreements in order to raise sufficient funds to construct new
facilities.
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County Regional Analysis Area vs. School District Boundaries

Table IV breaks down each regional analysis area into the specific school
districts that fall within their boundary. It is interesting to note that the new
growth areas of the Villages of Dry Creek and Placer Villages are served in part
by Elverta, Grant, and Center School Districts which are headquartered in
Sacramento County. These districts should be placed upon the distribution lists
for proper analysis of this plan and future projects in these areas.

Proj | Housi
Tabié V'summarizes the buildout of new housing units scenarios for 2010 and

2040. These numbers were taken from the issues and options document dated
January 12, 1883, Table 2-3, and also from the county wide General Plan Draft

EIR dated October 1, 1993, Table 2-7. As a result of this information 66,651

new housing units could be constructed in Placer County by 2010 and a
total of 102.307 by 2040,

Projected Student Generation

Table VI projects the number of students that would be generated as a result of
the new dwelling units. The student yield rates used are generally accepted
county wide for school planning purposes especially in South Placer. As a
result ot this apalysis, It Is projected that 15,791 new K-12 students will b

generated by 2010 and 38,230 new K-12 students by 2040,
School Facility Needs/Costs

Table Vil shows the projected costs associated with the new students
generated as a result of approval of this General Plan. The cost per student
was taken from the Auburn Union and the Placer High School District Developer
Fee Justification documents. They are representative to school construction
costs throughout the county.

As a result of the students generated, 49 new schools will be needed 2t a
cost of $544,796,977.

Projected Developer Fee Income Compared to Facility Costs

Table VIl projeicts the square footage that could result from development of the
future dwelling units. It was assumed that the average single family home
would be 1,800 sg. ft. and that the average multi-family unit would be 750 sq. ft.

The projected dwelling units will generate 93,866,850 sq. ft.

Based upon existing state developer fee (Gov. Code 58030 Fee) residential
construction would generate $154,880,303, and commercial/industrial
construction would generate $16,408,900 for a total of $171,289,282.

-147-




Under SB 1287 districts are allowed to collect an additional $1.00 per square
foot which would generate $83,866,850. However, in the event Proposition 170
fails in November 1993, the ability to collect this fee is removed.

There will be a facility funding shortfall of $279,640,919 if Proposition 170
Is approved. If it is denied the shortfall will be $373,507,775.

Over the past 10 years school districts have developed alternative financing
programs which provide for development projects to fund school facility costs
which are beyond the normal state fees. Based upon these programs the
following districts have pursued state funds or have gone to the voters for
General Obligation Bonds. The following is a summary of districts who have
adopted financing programs which are beyond the state developer fee levels.

Devel. Agree. Mello Roos GO Bonds

(MBA'S) CFD Voter Approved
Auburn Union X X
Dry Creek X
Eureka | X X
Foresthill X
Loomis Union X
Placer Hills X
Rocklin Unified X X
Roseville City X X X
Roseville H.S.D. X X
Tahoe-Truckee X X
Western Placer . X X

3
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G.

Community College Impact

The Sierra Community College District currently provides their primary
educational facilities in Rocklin. There are approximately 15,000 students on
this campus. The ultimate capacity of the campus is being planned for 23,000

“students. In addition, the district also operates off campus sites in Truckee,

North Tahoe, Grass Valley/Nevada City and at various high schools around the
county.

The student yield rate factor for community college students commonly used in
California is .16 student per dwelling unit.

Based upon a 2040 buildout of 102,307 dwelling units, approximately 16,369
college students would be generated. A new community college site will be
needed. It is anticipated that the site would be needed in the Placer Villages
project in order to serve the South Placer area new town projects.

Potential Impacts and Proposed Mitigation

The impacts created by the proposed Countywide General Plan upon schools
are associated with the designation of school sites, acquisition of school sites
and the funding and construction of school facilities when they are needed.

1. School sites and acquisition of school sites -

Based upon the schools needs analysis of the draft EIR, a total of 49
new K-12 and one community college site will be needed within the
unincorporated area of the county by the year 2040

Mitigation -
Designation of school sites on the General Plan/Community Plan land
use maps are requested, Policies 4.J.3-4.J.9 addresses this issue.

2. Facility Funding -

Buildout of the plan would require school! districts to construct 49 new
K-12 schools at a cost of $544,796,977. Current State aliowed
developers fees would generate approximately $171,289,282. SB 1287
fees would generate $93,866,850. However, if Proposition 170 is denied
this income would be eliminated.

Proposition 170, which is on the November 2, 1993 State Ballot, would
allow a 50% voter approval for General Obligation Bonds to fund school
facilities. It would also allow continued collection of the SB 1287 fee. It
would also limit all individual school districts’ ability to receive fees in
excess of the Stzte allowable fee, except for General Plan Amendments,
rezone projects, and the creation of Mello-Roos CFD's. However, in the
event Proposition 170 fails the implications of SB 1287 is removed and ,
school districts would be allowed to mitigate school impacts beyond
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State allowable fees.

As stated in a previous section, 11 of the 19 school districts in the

County currently have a facility funding program in excess of the State
aliowable fee.

Without the ability to continue with already adopted financing plans, the.
school districts in the County would suffer up to a $373,507,775 shortfall
in their ability to provide school facilities to meet the needs of students _

generated from approval of this plan.- This would create a significant

. impact upon the districts.
.~ Mitigation

There is no suggested mitigation in the DEIR Plan. Policies 4.J.7, 4.J.10,
11, 12 address the issue.

_ It is requested that a mitigation measure be placed in the DEIR to allow
school districts to adopt and implement individual financing plans which,

to the extent possible, rely upon developer fees, developer
agreements/Mello-Roos CFD's, General Obligation Bonds, and State
funding when available, in order to satisfy student facility needs.
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TABLE |

ENROLLMENT - CURRENT AND PROJECTED

PLACER COUNTY SCHOOLS*

PAST AND CURRENT ENROLLMENT SUMMARY

Enrollment |- 26.689 27,983 29,505 31,062 33,795 35,176 37,612
Student
Increase +1,006 +1,304 +1,512 +1,557 +2,733 +1,381 +2,436
% of Change +4.2% +4.9% +5.4% +5% +8.1% +3.9% 6.48%
PR ED ENR MENT
Year): (10 Year) -
Enroliment ' 35,176 37,612 47,317 64,318
Student
Increase +1,381 (1 Yr) +2,483 (1 yr) +12,141 +29,142
% of Change ) 3.9% 6.48% 34% 83%
6
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TABLE i

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

Ackerman 362 505 662 + 300

Alta-Dutch Flat 209 277 352 143
Auburn Union 2,854 3,909 5,256 2,402
Coffax - 504 612 752 248
Dry Creek 2,055 2,674 4,119 2,064
Emigrant Gap 18 18 18 0
Eureka Union 2,323

Foresthill Union 809
Loomis Union 1,745
Newcastle 301
Ophir 227
Penryn 319
Placer Hills Union 1,590
Roseville City 5,083
Rocklin Unified 3,266
Tahoe-Truckee 4,182
Western Placer 2,782
Placer High

Roseville High

TOTAL:

* Based on October, 1992 CBEDs

* &

The 10 year increase represents the number of new students projected to be added
to the 1882/83 enroliment year over a 10 year period.
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lIl. UNHOUSED STUDENTS

The charts on the following pages show all of the school districts in Placer
County, comparing each district's permanent building capacity versus the district
enrollment Based upon the information received through the questlonnanre there are
3,364 unhoused students in the county, representnng 11.4% of the students.

The majonfy of the unhoused students are located in Southern Placer County,
from Auburn south to Roseville. Chart #3 through Chart #6 illustrate the problem in
six school oistricts - Auburn Union, Eureka Union, Placer Hills, Roseville City, Rockiin
Unified, and Roseville High School, | |

Unhoused students generally attend school in overcrowded classrooms,

portables, and trailers. The trailers are not approved by the state and can only be

used for three years at a time.
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TABLE 1l

UNHOUSED STUDENT COUNT

Ackerman 280 362 82
Alta-Dutch Flat 228 209 -18
Auburn Union 1,842 2,854 1,012
Colfax 522 504 18
Dry Creek 1,021 2,055 1,034
Emigrant Gap 17 18 1
Eureka Union 1,532 2,323 791
Foresthill Union 780 809 29
Loomis Union 1,726 1,745 18
Newcastle 270 301 31
Ophir 210 227 17
Penryn 360 319 41
Placer Hills Union 1,173 1,590 417
Roseville City 4,691 5,083 402
Rocklin Unified* 1,588 3,266 1,677
Tahoe-Truckee** 4,527 4,182 -345
Western Placer 2,545 2,782 237
Placer High

Roseville High

TOTA

Definttion of "tinh N

Unhoused students represent a district's permanent capacity minus their existing enroliment, Those

districts with surplus classroom space are shown as negative and those districts with overcrowded

classroom space are shown as a positive. Unhoused students are housed in overcrowded classrooms,

non-classroom space or in rented/leased portables.

. There are currenily over 700, 9-12 students from the Rocklin Unified Schoot! District being

housed at Roseville and Del Oro High Schools due to the Rocklin Unification.
e The surplus student classroom space occurs at the high school level only.
9
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TABLE IV
SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY REGIONAL ANALYSIS AREA
Regional Area School Districts Grade
Levels
Tahoe Basin Tahoe-Truckee Unified K-12
Tahoe-Truckee Unified K-12 |

L Sierra Resorts
m

|

Slerra Tahoe-Truckee Unified(Summit K-12
Area)
Placer High S.D. g-12
Alta-Dutch Flat K-8
Emigrant Gap K-8
| Colfax - K-8
Lower Sierra Placer H.S.D. 8-12
Foresthill K-8
Colfax K-8
Placer Hills K-8

e
Auburn Foothills Placer High S.D. 8-12

Ackerman K-8
Auburn Union K-8
Penryn K-8
Ophir K-8
Newcastle K-8
e___ Loomis Union K-8 l
South Placer Rocklin Unified K-12
Western Placer Unified K-12
Roseville High S.D. 9-12
Eureka Union K-8
Roseville City K-8
Dry Creek K-8
Center Unified (Sacramento County) K-12
Grant Union (Sacramento County) 7-12
Elverta (Sacramento County) K-6

10
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TABLE IV (continued)
SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY REGIONAL ANALYSIS AREA

New Growth Areas :

Villages of Dry Roseville High S.D. 9-12
Creek
Dry Creek K-8
n Center Unified (Sac.) ' K-12
o E Grant Union (Sac.) 7-12
S Elverta (Sac.) K6
 —————— S it R SSRIURE St S—

Placer Villages Roseville High S.D. 9-12
Roseville City K-8
Center Unified (Sac.) K-12

Stanford Ranch West Western Placer Unified K-12
Roseville High S.D. 9-12
Roseville City K-8

Bickford Ranch Western Placer Unified K-12
Loomis Union K-8
Penryn K-8
Newcastle K-8
Placer High S.D. 9-12

The Sierra Community College District covers the entire County.

11
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TABLE V

HOUSING UNITS

Existing DUs (1) New Dwelling Units (2)
2010 YR 2040 YR
| Regional Area SF MF SF MF SF MF
Tahoe Basin - - 9,160 2,290 1,041 260 0 0
' Running Total 11,450 12,750 12,750
Sierra Resorts 1,710 665 390 135 500 0
Running Total 2,375 2,900 3,400
Sierra | 2,050 0 50 0 300 0
Running Total 2,050 2,100 2,400
Lower Sierra 5,698 777 1,702 223 2,500 300
Running Total 6,475 8,400 11,200
Auburn Foothills 8,894 2,656 4,308 1,344 3,000 3,556
Running Total 11,550 17,200 21,100
South Placer 8,022 603 3,778 297 3800| 400
Running Total 8,625 12,700 16,900
New Growth 0 0 8,500 2,100 17,000 4,300
Running Total 0 10,600 31,900
35534 | 6991 19767| 4359 27.100| 8,556
OVERALL TOTALS 42,525 66,651 102,307

(1) Issues and Options, January 12, 1893, Table 2-3
(2) Countywide General Plan Draft EIR, October 1, 1893, Table 2-7

Existing

42,525

Total Dwelling Units

New DU New DU

2010 2040

66,651 102,307
12
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TABLE vii

FACILITY NEEDS COSTS - COUNTYWIDE

SCHOOL COSTS
Typical Cost Per Student Cost per School
Type Size
K-5 600 (10 acre) $10,606 $6,363,600
6-7-8 750 (18 acres) $14,108 $10,581,000
g-12 - 1,600 (40 acres) $21,071 $33,713,600

SCHOOQL SITE NEEDS COUNTYWIDE

2.010 YEAR

k-5
6-8
8-12

YEA

k-5
6-8
8-12

TOTAL (2010 + 2

K-S
6-8
8-12

7.946 students + 600 = 13.24

2,889 students + 750 = 3.98

4,856 students + 1600 = 3
(324 acres)

11,318 students + 600 =  18.86

4,222 students + 750 = 5.6

6,899 students = 1600 = 4.3
(461.4 acres)

19,264 students + 600 = 32.10

7,211 students + 750 = 9.6

11,755 students + 1600 = 7.35

14
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|
hoo! Fagil { I
L
2010 k-5 6-8 9-12
Number of students 7,946 2,989 4,856 ]
Cost per student $10,606 $14,108 $21,071
Total Cost™ "~ * $84,275,276 $42,168,812 $102,320,776 g l
2040 K-5 6-8 8-12 o
Number of Students 11,318 4,222 6,898 l
Cost per student $20,606 $14,108 $21,071 o
Total Cost $120,038,708 $59,563,976 $145,368,829 I
Totals K-5 6-8 8-12 : -
Number of Students 19,264 7,211 11,755 . I
Cost per student $10,606 $14,108 $21,071 B
Total Cost $205,374,584 | $101,732,788 $247,689,605 l
i
K-5 32.1 sites $205,374,584 l
6-8 9.6 sites $101,732,788 . I
g-12 7.35 sites $247,689,605 '
j Total 49 sites $544,796,977 I
N
|
; I
i .
|
s i
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TABLE Vil

DEVELOPER FEE INCOME

o Square Footage Analysis

‘Assumes 1800 square feet per SF DU
: : 750 square feet per MF DU

zm ¥ g of Units  Sguare Feet Total §g‘g§r§ Feet

19,767 SF x 1,800 = . 35,580,600
4359 MFx 750 = 3,268,250
2040 #ofUnits SquareFeet  Total Square Feet
27,100 SF x 1,800 = 48,780,000
8556 MFx 750 = 6,417,000

JOTAL #of Units  Square Feet Jotal Square Feet
46,767 SF x 1,800 = 84,180,600
12915MFx 750 = _9.686.250
Total Square Footage 83,866,850
L Developer Fee Income
Government Code 58030 Fee $1.65/sq. ft. for residential
93,866,850 sq. ft. x $1.65 = $154,880,302
Government Code 58030 Fee $.27/sq. ft. for commercial/industrial
60,774,000 sq. ft. x $ .27 sq. ft. = $16,408,900 |
SB 1287 Fee $1.00 /sq. ft.

93,866,850 sq. ft. x $1.00 = $93,866,850

(Taken from Table 2-8 of the draft)

16
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58030 Fee
Residential

58030 Fee
- Com./Ind.

sB1287 .~
Total Facility Needs
Fees Generated

Shortfall

Total State Developer Fees

Proposition 170 Approved Proposition 170 Denied

$154,880,302 $154,880,302
16,408,900 16,408,900
-93.866.850 —_
$265,156,058 $171,289,202
$544,798,977 $544,796,977
$265,156,058 $171,289,202
$279,640,819 $373,507,775
17
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-2 Center Unified School District (10/13/93)

B-2-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.
B-2-2.  Analysis of school impacts should be added to Final EIR
Refer to common response #7.

B-2-3.  Analysis provided by Placer County Office of Ed does not cover all of Center Unified;
additional analysis will be provided

Comment noted.
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x = Conter QUnitied School Digtrict  memar

PLACER cormyy
DATE REai=n

October 13, 1993
AR 6CT 1

PLANNING COMMission
Mr. Loren Clark
Placer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Clark:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Placer County Draft General Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). As a public agency that is potentially affected by the
adoption of the plan and EIR, we are very concerned about several issues regarding school
facilities and offer the following comments. We also reserve the right to make additional written
comments within the public comment period.

Center Unified is a highly impacted and fast-growing school district. The school district is
~ already overcapacity, having had to lease approximately 100 portable classrooms in order to

house our growing enrollment. Center Unified will be additionally impacted by at least two new
growth areas included in the General Plan and EIR: Villages of Dry Creek and Placer Villages.

Comments Concerning the General Plan Draft Policy Document

1. We support the policy statements included in the Draft Policy Document, under Section 4,
Public Facilities and Services, and specifically in the Schools section, with the addition of #2

below.

2. We recommend that the facilities funding policy submitted to you in a September 24, 1993
letter by Mr. Jim Bush of the Placer County Office of Education be added to the schools section.

This policy statement is:

"Proposed County general plan amendmen(s), prezoning(s), rezoning(s), and other
legisiative aci(s) to allow residential developments, shall not be approved if it is documented by
the affected school district to the satisfaction of the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors
that adequate school facilities cannot be made available concurrently with the need for such

facilities.”

“Proud of the Past. Planning for the Future”
“164-
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" Mr. Loren Clark

Placer County Draft General Plan and EIR
Octlober 14, 1993
Page Two."

It is our interpretation that the passage of Senate Bill 1287 last year does not preclude cities and
counties from considering the impact on the provision of adequate school facilities in the
decision to approve new residential development, and does not preclude cities and counties from

adopting mitigation measures which would require development projects to participate in
financing plans for school facilities.

In addition, this recommended policy statement is supported by the statement on page 24, Basic
Planning Standards for New Growth Areas, ltem Number 6, which states that new growth areas
»shall be designed and constructed to provide all public infrastructure.... including... school and
medical facilities where warranted by population...” Fiscal impact analyses and financing plans
included in specific area plans should include impact and cost of needed new school facilities.

Comments concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Report

1. Please explain why school facilities impacts and mitigation measures are not included in the
EIR. Mr. Jim Bush of the Placer County Office of Education has submitted such an analysis,
which we recommend be included into the EIR in order to provide a full analysis of impact on
public services as required by law. The Generzal Plan clearly acknowledges that new residential
growth planned for in the General Plan will have an impact on school districts’ abilities to
provide adequate school facilities. Goal 4.J, and policy statements 4.]1., 4..6., 4.J.10, and
4.7.11. in the Policy Document all acknowledge the essential nature of school facilities as part
of the public infrastructure needed to serve new residential development.

In addition, Goal 4.B. and Policies 4.B.1. and 4.B.2. in the Policy Document clearly state that
the County shall require the new development pay its fair share of the cost of all facilities it uses
based on the demand caused by the new development.

Facilities Analysis

Mr. Jim Bush of the Placer County Office of Education has prepared a school facilities analysis,
which, as we mentioned previously, we recommend to be incorporated in its entirety, into the
EIR. While the school facilities analysis encompasses the entire Placer County, it does not
include specific enrollment and facility information for Center Unified School District. This is
because Center Unified School District is located in both Sacramento County and Placer County,
but is served by the Sacramento County Office of Education. For that reason, I will be
submitting additional facilities analysis information to you for inclusion into the EIR.

-165-

B-2-1 -

B-2-2




Mr. Loren Clark
. Placer County Draft General Plan and EIR
October 14, 1993
Page Three. -~
Please. coritact Ms. Leigh A. Coop, Director of Facilities, Center Unified School District, (916)
338-6337 if you have questions or need additional information. '

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

SGahd (o=

Leigh A. Coop
Director of Facilities

cc: Dr. Rex Fortune, Superintendent, CUSD
Doug Smith, Business Manager, CUSD
Marion Cantor, Atty.
Mike Winters, Caldwell, Winters, Flores
Jim Bush, Placer County Office of Education
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
B-3 Loomis Union School District (10/15/93)

B-3-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-3-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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[oomis Union School District

P.O. Box 104, Loomis CA 95650 (916) 652-1800
Building Excellence in Education Since 1856

PLACE
Charles Emerson, Superintendent J '-:‘0.
October 15, 1993 CCRIEC,
: R SN
OCI , QO -
| R i
Kirk Uhler M’V/V/,V 93
Placer County Board of Supervisors GOG i
175 Fulweiler Avenue qu
Auburn, CA 95603 71%5V7

Dear Kirk:

The Loomis Union School District would like to thank the Placer
County Planning Commission for allowing school districts

throughout the county to have the opportunity to provide input

into the Draft General Plan Policy Document and the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. ' -

The Loomis Union School District agrees with these proposed
policies and, in addition, would like to request the inclusion of
one additional policy that was suggested earlier.

nproposed County general plan amendment (s), B-3-1
prezoning(s), rezoning(s) and other legislative acts to T
allow residential developments shall not be approved if
it is documented by the affected school district to the
satisfaction of the Planning Commission/Board of
supervisors that adeguate school facilities cannot be
nmade available concurrently with the need for such
facilities."

| L

It was further noted that no school impacts were analyzed in the
Environmental Impact Report. The Loomis Union School District
would like to request that the analysis, including mitigation
measures prepared by Jim Bush, District Facility Planner, be B-3-2
placed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Without these .
proposed mitigation measures, the. Loomis Union School District
will be significantly impacted as a result of the approval of the

Draft General Plan. : ]

Your consideration of these requests will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Condoisyon

- Charles Emerson
District Superintendent

cc: Phil ozenick, Chairman Board of Supervisors :
Fred Yeager, Director Placer County Planning Department
BOARD OF TRUSTEES ¢ VIVIAN ADAMS ¢ BRUCE BUCHHOLZ o WIL CONNER o NYLE KELLER ¢ CAROLE MCCARTHY'

Frankkn School Loomis School Placer School
7050 Franklin School Rd. : 3505 Taylor Road 8650 Horseshos Bar Rd.
Ann Leonard, Principal Glenn Lockwood, Principal Joe Silva. Principal

G168\ £€7. 1\ 04 (516) 652.1330
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Respoﬁses to Comments

B-4 Eureka Union School District (10/18/93)

B-4-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-4-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
B-4-3.  General Plan must include mitigation programs to ensure good schools

Refer to common response #7.
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TRUSTEES 3 : s RONALD L.
CHET A ANGERSON Eureka Union School Distrct RONALDL FEIST.ELD
DAN CLIFT 2477 EUREKA ROAD Dimnet Otfice - 791.3639
LAURIE DIEFENBACH GRANITE BAY. CALIFORNIA 95726 FAX 91.8527
JOHN TANNER PLACER COUNTY DAVID R. FREEMAN
REVE TAYLOR Assntant Supennicnyent
Distnct Ottice - 7912039
FaX 791.3337
QY DaAvre &3

October 18,- 1893 RECEIVED

RO 0CT 22 1593
Mr. Kirk Uhler
Supervisor District 4 PLANNING DEPART

Placer County Board of Supervisors ‘ MENT

175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA ©5603

RE: Draft General Plan Policy Document and Draft E.L.R.

This past week | had the opportunity to attend the Placer County Planning
Commission to discuss the Draft General Plan Policy Document and the
Draft E.ILR. | left that meeting with some views | feel are important to
share with you because you represent the Eureka Union School District on

planning issues.

(1) We appreciate the efforts of the Planning Staff, especially
Fred Yeager and Loren Clark for giving the school districts of
Placer County an opportunity to provide significant input on
the draft policies. The Eureka Union School District worked
actively on the Granite Bay Community Plan Schools’
Component and highly supports the proposed school policies
in the Draft General Plan. However, one policy needs to be
added to the general plan.

~ "Proposed County general plan amendmeni(s),
prezoning(s), rezoning(s) and other legislative
acts to allow residential developments
shall not be approved if it is documented by the
affected school district to the satisfaction of

the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors
that adequate school facilities cannot be made
available concurrently with the need for such
facilities.” -

RICK L. SCHRICHRELD CLARA TAYLOR

navIn | DOMINGLEZ JANET A SCHIMPF .
. -170- Princenct




Letter to Kirk Uhler - Supervisor District 4
October 18, 1993

Page 2

(2)

(3)

The Draft E.I.LR. does not analyze school impacts that will

develop because of the adoption and implementation of the
" new General Plan. Failure to not include a public service as
‘important as schools is a serious mistake in an E.L.R. process.

Jim Bush, Facilities Director for Placer County Office of
Education provided to the Planning Commission and Planning
Staff a copy of an analysis of the proposed General Plan
impacts on school districts. This analysis includes potential
increases of the number of students and the obvious need for
additional school facilities. The document established costs
associated with the impacts and some measures available to
mitigate the impacts. | highly recommend that Mr. Bush's
*School Needs Analysis for the Placer County General Plan® be
included in the Draft E.I.R. Jim's work represents data and
input from the 19 school districts in Placer County and must
become part of the planning considerations.

For the eleven plus years | have been Superintendent of the
Eureka Union School District, Placer County Planning Staff,
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have worked
in harmony with school districts to understand and help
mitigate the school facilities' problems brought about by
growth. Growth is healthy, but it must be managed and
properly anticipated. Builders and developers in the Granite
Bay/East Roseville area clearly understand and have been
very supportive of the efforts to keep adding school
facilities as new housing units come on line. Good schools
sell houses, is a mutual benefit all parties clearly
understand in the Eureka Union School District. The Ceneral
Plan must support each district working with their
community, including developers/builders to develop and

_ implement a mitigation program for school facilities that

works for everyone's benefit. Failure to have proper
mitigation programs for schools in place will lead to a poor
business climate for the real estate industry.
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Letter to Kirk Uhler - Supervisor District 4
October 18, 1993
Page 3

Thank you for your consideration of my recommendations. Please feel free
to give me a call or set up a meeting if you need additional information or
clarification. = Placer County's future depends upon good schools. All of us
must work together to make sure Placer continues as one of the premier
counties in education. ‘

Sincerely,

e ST

Ronald L. Feist, Ed.D.
District Superintendent
EUREKA UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT

RLF:it
cc: Eureka Board of Trustees ,
Mr. Phil Ozenick, Chairperson, Board of Supervisors

Mr. Fred Yeager, Planning Director
Mr. Jim Bush, PCOE Facilities Director
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-5 Sierra College (10/20/93)
B-5-1.  Sierra College agrees with Draft Plan policy relating to higher education
Comment noted; no response necessary.

B-5-2.  Final EIR should analyze impact on college facilities and identify new Sierra College site of 100
acres in Placer Villages area

The Final EIR includes a discussion of school impacts (see common response #7), but the County does

not feel it is appropriate to designate school sites at the level of specificity requested. Furthermore, the
Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.
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[ERRA C®LLEGE

+ 5000 Rocklin Road « Rocklin CA 95677 « Tel. 916- 781- 0540 »

October 20, 1993 Y ‘::«']I ‘t/iu
- oge_ 5=~ B} Sed i gu

3 Eifiiwm‘s' 00T 27 1995 2

{3 _ tonlencierd |

TERESIEAY s . BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

- Phil Ozenick, Chaxrman :
Placer County Board of Superwsors )
175 Fulweiler Avenue : a' :

- Auburn, CA 95603 : : S I

)

Dear Phil:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft County General Plan
Policy Document and Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

In the Draft Policy Document under higher education, it reads "the County shall work
with Sierra College to ensure that higher education programs and facilities are
available to Placer County." The College certainly agrees with this policy and the B-5-1
County’s support.. As you. know Sierra College not only provides'a higher educational
opportunity for Placer County residents but also provides extensive job training, small
business development, and computer-aided manufacturing training, all of which help to
stimulate the economy.

In regards to the Draft EIR, | feel it is important to include in this document, the impact
upon college facilities expected as a result of implementation of the General Plan. It
is anticipated that the unincorporated area of the County will produce approximately
16,000 new Sierra College students. Existing facilities will not accommodate these B-5-2
students. It is requested that a college center site (up to 100 acres) be designated in

the Placer Villages area. This site would serve the west Roseville, Dry Creek, and

Placer Villages areas and the entire Antelope area of Sacramento County which is

part of the District. —

Thank you again for this opportunity.

Sincerely,
M‘(wvﬁ'
Kevm M. Ramarez £d.D. : Mrma,
- reE iy
President/District Superintendent , B s
co. /‘;_/ o poard of marv!'@r‘ (%)
| ) . . 'O.Zn 3 _Jokn Mardn
cc: Fred Yeager, County Planning Director 233 az/( ounty Executive
HOR ;:z/ cunty Counsel
; c;{::tanniﬂq
blic Works
mvimmnul Hecalth
g/ﬂ:‘-erx of the Boerd
File
Dr. Kevin M. RAMIREZ Y IO/M/
President & Distria Superiniendent :;i*:‘ .
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume 1I: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-6 Tahoe Truckee Unified School District (10/20/93)

B-6-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-6-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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0CT 2.7 1993 .- £ = v A
RO D 4533 - 0L e avirersenta poi |
e s --',\.,n-—,- e i Ed io
. ) NT Quality Education for All Students Tilo b\,o,o\@:(_ce\é)Q.A‘le
anBatiwg Truckee Unified SchintBistrict——pd
Vincent C. Deveney, Superintendent Terre D. Krause, Assistant Superintendent
o DAF_E:;J_C_‘;IR
October 20, 1993 CB/Bca'dd?”?‘”‘”“'s ,
AT Jotin Mann ‘ l R
3 Dcn Lurstor TR Wi B4R
= Cis ciihpBoard | ‘,«5\@21.;5&\!( 13 Eg
Kirk Uhler Ca” asadl B =]
Placer County Board of Supervisors < oct 26 1993 )
175 Fulweiler Avenue ’
Auburn, CA - 95603 : BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Dear Mr. Uhler:

The Tahoe Truckee Unified School District would like to take this
opportunity to provide input to the Draft General Plan Policy
Document and the Draft E.I.R. Report. —_—

The Tahoe Truckee Unified School District and its Board of Trustees
appreciate the opportunity to respond to both of these documents on
behalf of its students and staff. Our district feels strongly that
a school's component be established in these documents and that it
is imperative that these documents reflect the evergrowing school
community and its populations. Our district respectively requests
your consideration of the following:

We request that our previous request for a statement of B-6-1
policy regarding schools b»e included. That previous
policy request is worded zs follows:

"proposed County General Plan Amendment(s), pre-
2oning(s), rezoning(s) and other legislative acts to
allow residential developments shall not be approved if
it is documented by the affected school district to the
satisfaction of the Planning Commission/Board of
Supervisors that adequate school facilities cannot be
made available concurrently with the need for such
facilities.™

Additionally:

The Draft E.I1.R. responses prepared by Mr. Jim Bush on
behalf of our school district were not included and .
responded to in the Draft £E.1.R. We respectfully request B-6-2
that these school analysis including the appropriate
mitigation measures be placed in the Draft Z.I.R.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES: Debra Darby, CLff Hartwell, Nancy O'Neill, Jim Wallis, John Wojak
-~ Metea OLanra MOIM RQT_ IR0 A n Fraual Onnnarianity Emplover
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Placer County Counrywide General Plan Final EIR Volume [I: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-7 Western Placer Unified School District (10/20/93)

B-7-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-7-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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WESTERN
PLACER
UNIFIED
SCHOOL
DISTRICT

630 6th Street
Lincoln, CA 95648

(916) 6456350
(916} 545-6356 FAX

Superintendent
Kenneth E. Sanders

Board of Trustees
Judy Campbell
Rhynie Hollitz
Karen Roberts

Sid Tetley

Glenn Vineyard

Ociober 20, 1993

Phil Ozenick, Chairman
Placer County Board of Supervisors

_-175 Fulweiler Avenue
_ Auburn, CA 35603

"We wouid like 10 express our concern regarding the Oraft General Plan Policy

Document and the Draft Environmenial Impact Report. The proposed policies of
the planning staff addresses the issue of adequate school facifities as growth
occurs and we especially appreciate the efforts that Fred Yeager and Loren Clark
put into this effort.

The document would be strengthened if it included the following language:

*Proposed County general plan amendment(s}, prezoning(s), rezoningls)
and other legislative acts 1o allow residential developments ghall not be
approved if it is documented by the affected school district to the
satisfaction of the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors that
adequate school facilities cannot be made available concurrently with the
need for such facilities.”

We believe Jim Bush has provided excellent znalysis and school mitigation
measures that need 10 be included in the Draft Environmental impact Report.
Without these considerations the proposed mitigation measure will impact the
Wesztern Placer Unified School District in a negative manner.

LD D, e
Kén Sanders, Superintendent

Sid Tetley, President
Board of Truste Western Placer Unified School
District

Western Placer Unified School District

KS.ST/em
cc: Fred Yeager, Directorl/
Placer county Planning Department
Jim Bush, Placer County Office of Education

bdsupvr

“PURSUIT OF EXCELLENCE”

-178-

B-7-1

||

B-7-2

, | e ._A .
. T | <




Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-8 Sage Institute (Dry Creek Elementary) (10/21/93)

B-8-1.  Requests that same policies, procedures, and conditions adopted in Dry Creek-West Placer Plan
be added to Draft Countywide Plan

The language contained in the Draft Policy Document, except for the one policy change described in
common response #7, has not changed. Ultimately, the policies and programs of the Dry Creek/West
Placer Community Plan will be modified to be consistent with the countywide policies in any such changes
are deemed necessary.
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10/21/93 14:15 818 981 0754 SAGE INSTITUVTE
SAGE INSTITUTE, INC.
29800 Agoura Road, Suite 220
Agoura Hills, California 91301
(805) 49778557 or (818) 993/0646
fxx (818) 9510754
- MEMORANDUM
TO: Loren Clark .

Placer County Planning Department
FROM: Dr. Joe! Xirschenstein, President
© Ms. Irma Tucker, Senior Associate
Sage Institute, Incorporated
DATE: October 21, 1993

SUBJECT: Genesal Plan Update

On bebalf of the Dry Creck Joint Elementary Schoo! District ("District”), we
would like to bring 10 the Planning Commission’s attention that we were not in
attendance at the Geaceral Plzn Update bearing on October 14, 1993.

By way of follow-up, pleasc be advised that the District wishes 10 have the same
policies, procedures and canditions in place that were adopted by the Board of
Supervisors on May 14, 1990 per Resotution No. 90-181 as part of tbe Public
Services Element of the Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan ("Community
Plan™. Attached bereto for your reference is an excerpt from the
Education/Schools Component of the Public Scrvices Element of the Community
Plan which sets forth the adopted Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures

pertaining to public schools.

We will be in attendance at future Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
mectings to clarify this issue and preseat testimony on behalf of the District

Attachment

cc: Kelvin Lee, Dismict Superintendent

Board of Trusiees
vidcgrodigpuciark
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10/21/93

14:15 818 891 0754 SACE INSTITUTE

provide a short-term watcr supply until the long~term watar

~supply project can be compleled. Tre short-term water supply

would inclucde:

Use of the extra capacity of an cxpanded Water Treatment
Plant in order to supply trcatcd water Lo the Plan area
thféugh‘the proposed intertie between the PCWA and City of
ﬁ;seQille water systems.

Cénjunctive use of groundwaler in the Plan area in order to
meet peak demands. (West Roseville Public Pacilities Plan -
January 1989)

Bducatién - Schools

GOALS

1.

2.

4.

TO PROVIDE THE MOST TIMELY AND BEST POSSIBLE EDUCATIONAL
FACILITIES TO THE RESIDENTS OF THE PLAN AREA.

TO CONSTRUCT NEW SCHOOLS TO MEET CURRENT NEEDS AND AS THEY
ARE NEEDED TO AVOID EVEN TEMPORARY OVERCROWDING WHEREVER
POSSIBLE.

TO MINIMIZE THE NEED FOR BUSSING ARD TO INCREASE THE SAFETY
OF CHILDREN GOING TO AND FROM SCHOOL THROUGH THE PROPER
LOCATION OF SCHOOL FACILITIES.

TO ESTABLISH SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARIES WHICH BEST SERVE THE
NEECS OF THE STUDENTS IN THE AREA.

Policies

1‘

County, developer, &nd school district personnel should con-
tinve to work together closely to monjtor population in-
creases in the area and to ensure that new school facilities
are provided zs needed. Adequate school facilities must be
shown to he available, in a timely manrer, before approvai
will be granted to new residential development including
subdivisions, rezonings, and Genecral Plan Amendments.

New development in the area must, zlong with the State ol
California, centinue to pronvide the funding necessary  to
meet the demand fuc new schoucl facilities in a timely man-

nerc-.

70
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3. New ‘schoul sites should be centeally located within areas of

the highcest population Jensities, and where roads and

pedestzian paths provide the aafust accoss to the sites. N
These sites should be sceparated and tuffeored from commercial
and industrial properties and from majoc tnads.

4. Joint usc ol school facilities fur recrcation and other

A gphﬁlic uses which do not cdonflict with the primary educa-
'.:tioﬁal use arae to be encoucaged.

5. . Levy devuioper impact fees Lo the fullest extent possible
and, if nccessary in ocder to meet the school nceds in this
area, create other appropriate funding mechanisms tn ensure
that the goals and policies of this Plan are met.

6. Designate futucre school sites on the Plan area map., iden-
tified by general location, type, size requirements, and
likelihood ot development.

7. Encourage continued use of educalional progrems in schools,
service clubs, industry, cte. Lo fostec public awacerness of
local fire and safety hceards, the bencefits of agriculture
_in Placer County and Califocnia, and the need to identify
and protect a communily's unique natural and cultural

resources.

Discussion/Implementation
The Plan arca is secrved by sevaral different school dis-

tricts. Thesc include the Dry Creck Jeint Elementary Schrol Dis-

trict, the FRlverta Joint Elementary Schoul District, the Center

Unified School District, the Roseville Joint Union Aigh School

District, and the Grant Union 1igh School District. (See map in

E.I.R. for district boundaries.)
New deveclopment in the ares will heavily impact the

Roseville High, Dcy Creek, and Centerc ini fied School Districts.
will be less im-—

The Grant Union and Flverta School Districts
pacted duec tn the lack of any incceasc in densities proposed for

the portion wf the Plan orea ineluded within those two districts.

71
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Approximately 70% of the proposed renidential ~nits, in-
cluded in the Plan, fall within tha Dry Creck School District
boundaries. The school districl (Lhrough their consultant, Sage
Institute Inc.) has provided the following information for con-
sideration in the Dry Creeck - West Placer Plan. Upon applying
stutht.yield and facility size criteria against Lhe propcsed
houSIhg'inventory, it is projected that two clementary schools
and one middle school will be required Lo house students at total
buildout of the Plan area.

Site Location and Size Criteria
The following general criteria should be applied in desig-

nating school facilities within the Community Plan:

1. Sites should be centrally located within proposed single
family developments.

2. Size requirements are ten uscable acres for elementacy
school and eighteen to twenty useable acres for middle
schools, on flat terrain.

3. Site should not be adjacent to major roadways, thorough-
fares, commercial or industrial areas.

4. Development tracts and street systems should be designed to
accommodate school bus pick-up, drop-off and turnaround
areas.

S. Maximize joint use opportunities by'locating school
facilities adjacent to or in close proximity to pérk sites,
public open space, community buildings and other public
recreation facilities.

6. Schools should be linked to planned pedestrian and/or
bikeway path systems.

Site Acguisition Mechanisms and Tncentives

The following are among the vehicles whici have been
successfully used by School Districts and local planning juris-
dictions to facilitate the provision of needed schocl sites.

1. Dedication of land by developer.

72
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2. Condemnaticn by school district (in some instancces this can
provide tax benefits to the property owner or developer).

3. Encourage enonperative site acquisitions and joint use ar-
rangements betwcen the District and other public or quasi-
public agencies.

4g. NggutLaLinn of lease/purchasc agreements between the school
diqtfiut'and propecty owners/developers.

S. To- allow for contxnued residential development only wvhere
fadequate allowance has bcen msde for the timely provision of
public school facilities.

Financing Programs
Subscguent to the approval of a Community Plan Land Use Map,

and prior to fipalizing the implementing zoning regulatlons, a

comprehensive finance plan will necd to be developed which takes

jnto consideration the following opprrtunities:

1. Development and Building permit fees, of which a predeter-
mined portion shall accrue to the School Distr}cc-

2. Assessment distcicts, such as the formation of a “ello-Roos
community Facilities District to fund school facilities and

other infrastructure.
3. School constructicn bonds.
4. State School Building Program assistance.
5. Other mechanisms as may be applicable.

A detailed Financial analysis will be undertake1 and
presented to the County by the Ory Creek School District upon the
selection of the recommended land use plan. (The proposed Publlic
Facilities Plan School component is included as a separate appen-
dix to this Plan.)

Of significance to the tfinancing plan is the fact that the
California State Schocl Building Pcogram has depleted its finan-
cial resources and therefore School Districts can expect little,
if any, State funding assistance in the ycars to come. As a

cesult, School Districts and local jurisdictions must find alter-

73
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-9 Placer Hills Union School District (10/25/93)

B-9-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-9-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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Placer Hills Union School District

Ken Poulsen Q\_FXCER Cow, P.O. Box 68
Saperiniendent S DATE L'/;//\ Meadow Vista, CA 95722
ECE/VED g (916) 878-2606

FAX (916) 878-2663
0 -
CT 2 1995
October 25, 1983

PLA
NNING pep, ATMEnT

Mr. Rex Bloomfield

Supervisor, District 5

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Street

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Dear Rex:

on behalf of the Placer Hills Union School District, we would like .
to thank you for your support of schools and education, what I
consider to be the cornerstone of this nation and the fate of our

future. _ —

In addition, we would like to inform you of the wonderful support
we have received by the Planning Department staff, especially Fred
Yeager and Loren Clark. They have allowed significant school
district impact to be included in the draft policies, which we
believe are not only well done, and appropriate, but essential for

us to continue educating children. We are not sure for what
reason, but one important policy was not included. This is a
critical policy and we would ask that it be included. The policy B-9-1

reads as follows:

uproposed County general plan amendment(s), prezoning(s),
rezoning(s) and other legislative acts to allow residen-
tial developments ghall not be approved if it is documented
by the affected school district to the satisfaction of the
Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors that adegquate
school facilities cannot be made available concurrently
with the need for such facilities.”

|

In regards to the Draft EIR, there were no school inmpacts analyzed.
We have read those prepared by Jim Bush and propose an additional
request to include his analysis, including mitigation measures, in
the Draft EIR. As shown in the analysis, you can see the Placer
Hills Union School District will be significantly impacted as a B-9-2
result of the EIR if proposed mitigation measures are not included.

We believe the more information that can be documented regarding
the current and future impacts on schools will help to provide a
clearer understanding of our serious situation. .
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Mr. Rex Bloomfield -2 - October 25, 1993

Again, thanks for your support and if we can answer any questions

"or be of any further assistance, please don‘t hesitate to contact

us.

Sincerel

Norma Taylor
Board of Trustees President

cc: Mr. Phil Ozenick, Chairman, Board of Supervisors
> Mr. Fred Yeager, Planning Dept.
Mr. Loren Clark, Planning Dept.
Mr. Jim Bush, PCOE

KP:km
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-10 Roseville Joint Unified High School District (10/25/93)

B-10-1. Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.
B-10-2. Analysis of school impacts should be added to Final EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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Roseville Joint Union High School District
1750 CIRBY WAY, ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95661 < (916) 786-2018 « FAX (916) 786-2681

ROBERT J. TOMASINL. Supenniendent BOARD OF TRUSTEES
ALLAN CAMERON

JIM GARDNER

CAROL HAMEL

JAMES JOINER
GARY A. KIDDER. Jt

October 25 ) 1993

Larry Sevison, Chairman

Placer County Planning Commission
11414 B Avenue

Auvbura, CA 95503

SUBJECT: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Sevison:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Countywide General Plan Draft Policy Document
and associated Draft Environmental Impact Report. The District would like to thank the Planning
staff for allowing Placer County school districts to have such an active role in the development
of the policy statements. In particular, Mr. Yeager and Mr. Clark have worked very closely
with Jim Bush of the Placer County Office of Education. Mr. Bush's proposals and comments
are fully supported by the Roseville Joint Union High School District.

Please accept the following comments from the Roseville Joint Union High School District:

Draft Policy Document

Since 1988, the County and the District have worked very closely to ensure that provisions for
new school facilities 2re made a5 development occurs. The Roseville Joint Union High School
District continues to be impacted by new development. Based upon currently adopted General
Plans, three (3) new comprehensive high schools, two (2) continuation high schools, and one
"(1) opportunity high school will be needed. The cost of construction is estimated to be
approximately 111 million. Money generated through development agreements, developer fees,
and bond proceeds will not create sufficient revenue to offset costs.

B-1

One very important policy has been excluded from the Draft Policy Document. It is

recommended that the following policy be added:
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Larry Sevison
Placer County Planning Commission
October 25, 1993

Page 2

-"Prpposed County General Plan Amendment(s), Prezoning(s), rezoning(s), and
other legislative acts to allow residential developments shall not be approved if it
‘is documented by the affected school district to the satisfaction of the Planning -
Commission/Board of Supervisors that adequate school facilities cannot be made

available concurrently with the need for such facilities.”

Without this policy, the District's ability to provide facilities to adequately serve students
generated from new developmeni will be severely impacted.

Draft Environmental Impact Report

There is no discussion of school impacts or mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Such impacts are required to be discussed under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and should be included as a component of any discussion on public services
and facilities.

Thank you again for the opportunity to respond.
Sincerely,
%Lq’_ / . %MW '

Robert.J. Tomasini
Superintendent

cc: Board of Trustess

Placer County Board of Supervisors
Jim Bush, PCOE
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-11 Sage Institute (Dry Creek Elementary) (10/29/93)

B-11-1. Requests that policies, procedures, and conditions adopted in Dry Creek-West Placer Plan and
EIR be added to Draft Countywide Plan

The language contained in the Draft Policy Document, except for the one policy change described in
common response #7, has not changed. Ultimately, the policies and programs of the Dry Creek/West
Placer Community Plan will be modified to be consistent with the countywide policies in any such changes
are deemed necessary.
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Sage Institute Incorporated
28800 Agoura Road, Suite #220
Agoura Hills, California 91301

Bublic Policy October 29, 1993
Master Planning .

. Finance

Asset Management ..

Entitlements '

Placer County Planning Commission
Auburn, California

Subject: Placer County General Plan Update
Dear Honorable Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of the Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District ("District”), we would like to thank you for
the opportunity to participate in the planning effort for the County-wide General Plan Update and Draft
Environmental Impact Report.

On May 14, 1990, the Placer County Board of Supervisors adopted the Dry Creek / West Placer
Community Plan ("Community Plan"). Included in the Public Service Element of the Community Plan is
the Education - Schools component which sets forth specific Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures
pertaining to schools (attached hereto as Exhibit A). '

The District wishes to have the same Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures pertaining to public
- schools incorporated into the County-wide General Plan Update and related Environmental Impact Report
that were adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of the Community Plan.

The District administration and District Consultant, Sage Institute, Inc., both look forward to the on-going
cooperative working relationship with Placer County in formulating the final County-wide General Plan
and related Environmental Impact Report.

Respectfully,

D

o, . <.

" Irma fuckcr, ‘Scnibr Assbéia?é
Sage Institute, Inc.
On Behalf of Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District

Attachment
cc:. Kelvin Lee, District Superintendent

Dry Creek School District Board of Trustees

) a:dnwp?.l;;lancom.hnd
(805) 4978557  (818) 9910646  fax (818)991-0754 '
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Exhibi+ A"

provide a short-term water supply until the long-teram wator
supply broject can be completed.  The short-term water supply
would include:

. Use of the extra capacity of an cxpanded Water Treatment
' Plant in order to supply treated water to the Plan area
through‘thé proposed intertic between the PCWA and - City of
Rosevfiie,watcr systems.

. Conjﬁnétive use of groundwater in the Plan area in order to
meet peak demands. (Westhoseville Public Facilities Plan -
January 1989) ' |

Education - Schools

GOALS

1. TO PROVIDE THE MOST fIMELY AND BEST POSSIBLE EDUCATIONAL
FACILITIES TO THE RESIDENTS OF THE PLAN AREA.

2. TO CONSTRUCT NEW SCHOOLS TO MEET CURRENT NEEDS AND AS THEY
ARE NEEDED TO AVOID .EVEN TEMPORARY OVERCROWDING WHEREVER
POSSIBLE.

TO MINIMIZE THE NEED FOR BUSSING AND TO INCREASE THE SAFETY
OF CHILDREN GOING TO AND FROM SCHOOL THROUGH THE PROPER
LOCATION OF SCHOOL FACILITIES.

4. TO ESTABLISH SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARIES WHICH'BEST SERVE THE
NEEDS OF THE STUDENTS IN THE AREA.
Policies

1. County, developer, and school district personnel should con-
| tinue to work together closely to monitor population in-
creases in the area and to c¢nsure that new school facilities
are provided as needed. Adequate school facilities must be
"shown to ke available, in a timely manner, before approvai
will be granted to new residential development including

subdivisions, rezonings, and Ceneral Plan Amendments.

N
.

New dcvelopment in the arca must, aleng with the State of
California, continue to preovide the fundiny nccessary (to
meet the demand for new schuol facilities in a timely man- |

-

ner.

70
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-12 Alta Dutch Flat Unified School District (11/02/93)

B-12-1.  Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.

B-12-2.  Analysis of school impacts provided by County Office of Education should be added to Final
EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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JUNTY

4#@9_@@“5&47_44/\_//0/\/_ SCHOOL DISTRICT

x 958 « Alta, Callorma 95701 « (916) 589.8283
PETER T. KEESLAR

Supenntendent / Principot

2, 1993 (NIFe
November Q\‘[xC\--F7 Te. LORI WARWICK

D"\ I'/: (.":‘.\ Business Monoger

Rex Bloomfield _

Placer County-Board of Supervisors Nov g - o
" 175 Fulweiler Avenue v g3

Auburn CA™ 95603

Dear Rex:

The Alta-Dutch Flat School District would like to thank the Placer County Planning
Commission for allowing school districts throughout the county to have the opportunity to
provide input into the Draft General Plan Policy Document and the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. '

The Alta-Dutch Flat School District agrees with these proposed policies and, in addition,
would like to request the inclusion of one additional policy that was suggested earlier.

"Proposed County general plan amendments(s), prezoning(s), rezoning(s), B-12-1
and other legislative acts to allow residential developments shall not be :
approved if it is documnented by the affected school district to the
satisfaction of the Planning Commission/Board of Supervisors that adequate
school facilities cannot be made available concurrently with the need for
such facilities.”

It was further noted that no school impacts were analyzed in the Eavironmental Impact
Report. The Alta-Dutch Flat School District would like to request that the analysis,
including mitigation measures prepared by Jim Bush, District Facility Plaoner, be placed in B-12-2
the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Without these proposed mitigation measures, the
Alta-Dutch Flat School District will be significantly impacted as a result of the approval of

the Draft General Plan. ]

Your consideration of these requests will be greatly appreciated.

5 . Keeslar
SuperintendentPrincipal

cerely,

cc: Phil Ozenick, Chairman Board of Supervisors
Fred Yeager, Director Placer County Planning Department
Jim Bush, District Facility Planner

BOARTY o Til 1IN
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses 10 Comments

B-13 Auburn Union School District (11/10/93)

B-13-1. Draft Plan should incorporate policy originally proposed by County Office of Ed in 9/24/93
letter

Refer to common response #7.
B-13-2.  Analysis of school impacts should be added to Final EIR

Refer to common response #7.
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AUBURN UNIO

.SCHOOL DISTRICT

: .-.\—.fE-%:':{;;N Dr. Edward F. Gilligan
JE __«'-;"‘ 5 | ' 1A isijet Superintendent
,;J“ég*l‘i-@\ P ?6,}9 =
PRSI0 . nl 0 PHONE (916) 885-7242
L 471 MAIDU DRIVE *¢ . vaT M, AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603
\.» N '-.:)'
‘ 4/0;7 . O
Mr. Phil Ozenick, Chairman p('q ‘s November 10, 1993
Supervisor, District 1 4’4,/ ~op
Placer County Board of Supervisors 'VG o
175 Fulweiler S
Aubumn, California 95603 &7}"’784,
Dear Phil: r

The reason | am writing you is my concern regarding the County General Plan Update.
Since | became Superintendent in 1989, the District has been working hard to provide the proper
facilities for the students of the District. We are proud of what we have accomplished up to now.
However, with the forecast that the District will nearly double in the next 10 plus years, we must
continue to plan and provide for the students of the District.

The final product of the General Plan Update certainly will have a tremendous influence on
the school districts of the County. | have been pleased with the close cooperation between the
County and the District up to the present time. | have always had the cooperation of the planning
staff. | especially want to recognize Fred Yeager and Loren Clark for allowing significant school
district input on the draft policy.

One policy that was not included in the Draft but, | believe, should be included states: B-13-]
"Proposed County general plan amendment(s), prezoning(s), rezoning(s) and other
legislative acts to allow residential developments shall not be a%proved if it is
documented by the affected school district to the satisfaction of the Planning
Commission/Board of Supervisors that adequate school facilities cannot be made
available concurrently with the need for such facilities."

Without the policy, Auburn Union's ability to provide facilities to adequately serve students
{rom new developments will be impacted.

| would also like to call your attention to the fact there was no discussion of school impact
or mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact report. As | understand it, impacts are B-13-2
required to be discussed under the California Environmental Quality Act. _1

If you need any additional information, please call on me.
Sincerely,

Ead AL

Dr. Edward F. Gilligan,
District Superintendent

EG:;:g
cc: Fred Yeager, Director
Placer County Planning Dept.

EV. CAIN ALTA VISTA ROCK CREEK SKYRIDGE
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