Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

B-14 Center Unified School District (11/12/93)

B-14-1. Analysis provided by Placer County Office of Ed does not cover all of Center Unified;
additional analysis is attached

The Final EIR’s schools analysis addresses the concerns expressed in this comment.
B-14-2. Recommended analysis of Center Unified impacts for inclusion in Final EIR

The Final EIR’s schools analysis addresses the concerns expressed in this comment.
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8408 Watt Avenue » Elverta, California 93626

jo Teel

November 12, 1993

Mr. Fred Yeager, Director

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

RE:  Placer County General Plan Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Yeager:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report (DEIR) of
the Placer County General Plan Update. Because the Center Unified School District (CUSD) is
potentally impacted by the plan, we would like to express concern over the lack of analysis of
<chool faciliies peeds in the DEIR and the absence of required mitigation for school facilides.

Our staff is in receipt of a response to the DEIR from Mr. James F. Bush, Facility Planner for
the Placer County Office of Education dated October 12, 1993. Mr. Bush's response did not
include an analysis of school facilifies impact for the Center Unified School District and
mitigation needed by our district.

The CUSD currently operates four elementary schools, one junior high school, one senior high
school, and one continuation high school. A fifth elementary schodl, QOak Hill Elementary, is
scheduled 10 open near the beginning of the 1994/95 school year. The CUSD uses state
sandards (California Code of Regulations Section 1811(g)(1 and 2)) to load students into its
facilities 10 deternyine school capacity. Table 1 lists the capacity of each school and its current

enrollment. The CUSD has a total capacity of 4995 students, including the new Oak Hill -

Eementary School, and a current enrollment of 4,930 students. During the mid- to late 1980,
the CUSD grew at between 5% and 10% per year. Since 1990, student enroliment growth has
slowed because of a decrease in new residential construction. However, it is projected that even
without further residential development, the District will be over capacity in the 1994/95 school
year. New development will cause additional students to enroll in the CUSD's schools and
require additional new schools. -

(Center CUnified School District ez

BOARD OF TRUSTEES
- Raymond F. Bender
Telephone (916) 3384400 « FAX (916) 3386411 Lynn 1al)

Cad . Kleve
Amta L. Wesienbarger
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Page Two
Mr. Fred Yeager
November 12, 1993
Table 1
1 Centter Unified School District
| - School Capacity and Current Enrollment (1993/94)
‘ SCHOOL =~ STATE CURRENT AVAILABLE
| ' ' CAPACTY ENROLLMENT - CAPACTY
‘ Center Elementary 365 517 (152)
Dudley Elementary 723 831 (108)
| North Country 659 897 (238)
| Elementary
} QOak Hill Elementary 584 0* 584>
| Spinelli Hementary 559 490 69
Center Junior High 711 806 9%
Center High 1392 1316 76
| McCellan Continuation | 2 73 )]
| m gh
TOTAL 4,995 4930 (65)

* Projected to open Fall 1994

The CUSD is currently using the State school building program, along with local funding sources,
to fund its schools. However, the State building fund is depleted, and no new revenues have
currently been approved by the voters. The CUSD has a local general obligation bond that
provides about 7.5 percent of the cost new school facilides. Statutory developer fees on pew
residential deveiopment (currendy at $1.65 per square foot) are projected to yield about 316
percent of the cost of new school facilities. Together, local general obligation bond revenues and
developer fee revenues are estimated to pay for about 39.1 percent of new school facilities
needed. Since the state has no school facilides funds, the CUSD has a 60.9 percent revenue
shortfall to meet its projected school facilides needs.

The CUSD staff and consultants have carefully examined the proposed development in the DEIR

of the general plan update. Table 2 below lists the projected dwelling units to be constructed
within the territory of the CUSD.
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Page Three
Mr. Fred Yeager
November 12, 1993

Table 2

Projected Residential Development

Placer Courtty General Plan Update
Project SFD MED APT Total
Placer Villages 4,406 1259 630 6295
Villages of Dry Creek 7540 2,152 1,080 10,772
West Placer - Dry Creek | 868 0 0 868
Other 100 0 0 100
Total Dwelling Units 12914 3411 1,710 18,035
Total EDU* 12914 1,900 952 15,768

*EDU =Equivalent Dwelling Unit, based on students per dwelling unit with SFD =1.00

It is estimated that 12,914 single family dwelling units (SFD), 3,411 multi-family units (MFD)
and 1,710 aparmments (APT) are planned for development. The District's Governing Board-
approved student generation factor, or average pupils per dwelling unit, is 79 K-12 students for
every 100 SFD, and 44 K-12 students for every MFD and APT. This student generation factor
of .79 for SFD and .44 for MFD and APT will be used for projected estimates of future students
from new development. .

A formula for dwelling unit equivalency (EDU) was also used to estimate the costs per SFD,
MFD and APT for school facilites mitigation. SFD were given an EDU of 1.00, based op a
student geperation factor of 0.79. MFD and APT were calculated to have an EDU of 0.4400.79
or 556. Mitigation costs were calculated for each EDU and then propordoned by unit type.

Table 3 below lists the projected students for each of the proposed developments listed in Table

2, based on the student generation factors or pupil per dwelling unit rados explained above.
These projectons include students with special needs (special education students).
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Page Four
Mr. Fred Yeager
November 12, 1993

Table 3
Projected Students by Development Project

Project = SFD MFD APT TOTAL

Placer Villages 3481 554 277 4312
Villages of Dry Creek 5957 947 475 7379
West Placer - Dry Creek | 686 0 0 686
Other 79 0 0 79
TOTAL 10,202 1,501 752 12,455

Table 4 below lists the projected students by school grade level, including students with special
needs.

Table 4
Projected Students by Grade Level
Project K6 7-8 9-12 TOTAL
Total Students | 5944 2,158 4352 12455

It must be noted that the CUSD currendy has no school facilies to house these students;
therefore, all potendal new development included in the DEIR and General Plan Update would
have a significant negatve impact on CUSD"s facilides.

Table 5 shows the esimated costs for school facilities which would be needed because of the
new development in the DEIR listed in Table 2. The costs are listed in 1993 dollars by each
school grade level. These costs include only school facilities and do not include administrative
facilities and transportation facilities and equipment that would also be nesded. Therefore, total
facilities costs caused by new development are higher than those shown in Table S below.

It is esimated that 8 elementary schools, 2 junior high schools and 2 high schools will be needed
to accommodate students from projected new development proposed within the DEIR. Using
current construction and site acquisition costs, as well as state square footage standards, these
facilities are esimated to cost over $145 million in 1993 dollars. Developer fees are estimated
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Page Five
Mr. Fred Yeager
November 12, 1993

to provide approximately $46 million and general obligation bonds revenues are estimated to
. provide about S11 million, leaving a shordfall of over S88 million. The CUSD must tum to the
County of Placer to require that developers adequately and completely mitigate this shortfall as

part of mitigaton measures adopted in the DEIR.

Table §

Projected Students by Grade Level
Grade Level K6 78 9-12 TOTAL
Total Students 5044 2,150 4352 12,455
Schools Needed 8 2 2 11
Cost Per School $7217617 | $13,748334 | $30093594
Total Cost §57,740938 | 527,496,667 | 60,187,188 $145,424,793
I?ecst;'mated Developer S18270,441 $8,700,521 | S19,044.486 $46,015,448
Reducdon for G.O. $4351416 $2,081,112 | $4540,608 $10,973,136
Bond
Shortfall $35,119,081 $16715034 | $36,602,094 $88,436,209
Total Cost per EDU* $3,662 $1,744 $3.818 $9,224
Reductdon for G.O. $276 $132 $288 $696
Bond
Net Cost per EDU $3386 S1,612 $3,530 $8,528
Cost per SFD $3386 $1612 $3.530 $8528
Cost per MFD and APT $1,386 $898 $1966 $4,750
Est. Dev. Fees per EDU $1,159 $552 | $1208 $2919
Shortfall per SFD $2228 $1,060 $2322 $5.609
Shordfall per MFD $727 $346 $758 $1831

* EDU is Equivalent Dwelling Unit, based on students per dwelling unit with SFD =1.00
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Page Six
Mr. Fred Yeager
November 12, 1993

- The bortom part of Table 5 also shows the facilities costs per dwelling unit. It should be noted

that data contained these estmates are consistent with data used in the Resolution of Intention
for a Mello-Roos Community Facilides District in the West Placer - Dry Creek Comrounity Plan
Area. [t is-our request that this analysis be included in the DEIR for the Placer County General
Plan Ideate.

’Hx;nk_63 you for your consideration. If you have quesuons please feel free to contact me at (916)
338-6337.

Sincerely,
WSPIA
mM?M (507/7

Leigh A. Coop
Director of Facilites

cc:  Dr. Rex Fortune, Superintendent
Doug Smith, Business Manager
Mike Winters, Caldwell, Winters, Flores
Marion Cantor, Atty.
Jim Bush, Placer County Office of Education
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses 10 Comments

C-1 Roseville Telephone Company (10/15/93)
C-1-1.  General statement of support for General Plan Update

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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ROSEVILLE TELEPHONE COMPANY M oTLE
PO.BOX 969 s  ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95661 THOMAS £ DoYLE
TELEPHONE 786-6141 . AREA CODE §16 reeneam
' CER Co
October 15, 1993 Q\} DATE 0’?))‘
» EE HECEIVED
_ OCT 18 1993
Placer County Planning Dept
Loren Clark
. 11414 B Avenue PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, CA 95603
Dear Loren:
Re: Placer County Draft E.l.R. and General Plan Update

Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the County’s General Plan
Update and Draft E.I.R.

The general plan maps and circulation plan diagrams are very useful to us in planning
future expansion and additions to our outside plant facilities.

In a quick general review of these documents it appears the County takes the same
basic approach to forecasting future growth as we do, therefore continued
communication between city and county planners and utility companies is essential
10 maintain quality service to our customers.

There currently are regulations governed by the California Public Utilities Commission C-1-1
that require the Roseville Telephone Company to provide telecommunications services
to the general public. If, for any reason, we can not do so, they will appoint an
organization that can.

We presently have a sphere of public telecommunications facilities that extend past
the existing City of Roseville city limit lines, and into Placer and Sacramento Counties.
These facilities will be expanded jointly with other utilities as new street infrastructure
becomes available in conjunction with development. Our budgeting program ensures
satisfactory funding.

State-of-the-art telecommunications services generally are an important component
in the every day quality of life enjoyed by both residents and business throughout
Roseville and Placer County.
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The cost effectiveness of planned development allows us to uniformly develop our
telephone facilities economically, especially our underground supporting structures.

General and specific plan proposals also help to minimize costly rearrangements to our

facilities in the future. Therefore, the Roseville Telephone Company, as a public

utility, fully supports all general plan amendments, specific plan proposals and planned
community type developments.

If | can bé of further assistance to you, or answer any questions that may arise from
your staff or committee members, please feel free to contact me at (916) 786-12086.

Sincerely,

Gene P. Cornthwaite
Engineer

GPC/wsd
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-2 Western Placer Waste Management Authority (10/27/93)

C-2-1.  Stanford Ranch West new growth area is incompatible with landfill operations; agricultural
designation in area should be retained.

The Stanford Ranch West Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.

C-2-2.  Draft EIR should address land use conflicts around landfill and impacts on landfill operations
of nearby urban development

Section 3.2 of the Final EIR discusses land use conflicts; refer to response to comment C-2-1.

C-2-3.  Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts on solid waste infrastructure

The County believes the level of detail provided in the EIR is appropriate for a general plan EIR.
C-2-4.  Draft EIR should analyze direct link between population growth and landfill life

Section 5.5 of the EIR provides this information.

C-2-5.  Draft EIR mitigations (Draft Plan policies) should be more closely tied to impacts

The Final EIR includes the full text of the "mitigating" policies and programs, rather than just the policy

and program numbers, so the relationship between mitigating policies and the impacts that they mitigate
is now clearer.
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PLACER COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

JACK WARREN, Director
JAN WITTER, Assistant Director

‘ ALAN ROY, Deputy Director
REY HUCK, Deputy Director

\

~

PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION OCTOBER 27, 1993
C/0 LOREN CLARK, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 B AVENUE

AUBURN, CA 955603

RE: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN DRAFT POLICY DOCUMENT AND EIR
Dear Comnissioners,

The Western Placer Waste Management Authority is a joint powers
agency formed by the County of Placer and the cities of Roseville,
Rocklin and Lincoln for the purpose of promoting safe disposal of
solid wastes generated in the western portion of Placer County.
Since 1979, the Authority has owned and operated (via contractors)
the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, located on the corner of
Athens and Fiddyment in the Sunset Industrial area. To help member
agencies meet new state recycling mandates, the Authority intends
to begin construction of a materials recovery facility on this
property within the next year. Placer County Public Works Solid
Waste Division staff provide staff support for the Authority. It
is in this capacity that we offer the following comments on the
subject documents.

DRAFT POLICY DOCUMENT

An important criteria for selection of the Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill site (in the mid-1970’s) was compatibility with
surrounding land uses. At that time, the immediate neighbors of
the site were primarily engaged in dry land grazing or farming.
According to the EIR for this project®, "Population in this area
is very low because of the large size of land parcels. Growth has
been very slow over the past 70 years. One small rural subdivision
exists about 3 miles to the west of the preferred alternative
sites. No other exclusively residential area exists within some

~six miles of the landfill." The Agricultural and Industrial

Reserve general plan designations and the associated large lot
zoning seened to provide adeguate protection against future
residential encroachment.

Although there has been some infilling of light industrial over the
last fifteen years, there has been no major threat to continued
operation of the landfill. This situation will change dramatically
if the General Plan Update is approved as drafted.

‘page 59-60, "Southwestern Placer County Regional Sanitary
Landfill EIR, December 1977". Prepared by the Placer County Public
Works Department.
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Placer County Planning Commission
General Plan Draft Policy Document and EIR
Page 2

The new growth area identified as Stanford Ranch West is a major
concern to the Authority. According to the Draft Policv Document,
Stanford Ranch West, which is located immediately south of
Authority property, could accommodate as many as 22,500 residents
in 8,370 new dwelling units. Commercial and industrial uses are
also planned. Based on preliminary plans submitted by Stanford
Ranch. West proponents?, they would like to locate high density
residential projects within 1800 feet of disposal cells, medium
density residential within 700 feet, and an elementary school
within 2200 feet.

To give Commissioners an idea of the impact such a development
would have on the landfill, we have compiled a list of complaints
and fears voiced by 35 neighbors of the landfill when the Authority
acquired a contiguous parcel to the east for long-term expansion?.
The commenting neighbors primarily reside in Toad Hill Estates,
which is zpproximately 14,000 feet from active cells. The
expansion area will eventually (around the year 2030) come as close
as 8900 feet to their homes. Here are their concerns:

odors dust

illegal dumping decrease in property values
surface water contamination ground water contamination
traffic litter.

aesthetics methane gas migration
noise fires

seagulls flooding

"we don’t need another Love Czanal"

Some of these concerns are based on actual experience, others are
perceptions gathered through reading alarming stories about older,
uncontrolled dumps. Some of the problems noted can be completely
or partially mitigated through careful management of the facility
(e.g. fires, dust, methane gas migration); others are impossible to
eliminate in any cost-effective manner (e.g. seagulls, illegal
dumping, traffic, aesthetics); still others are impossible to
eliminate, except through education, because they exist only in the
minds of the residents (e.g. the comparison to Love Canal).

Perceptions are as important in the political process as facts, and
22,500 residents - located much closer to the landfill than Toad
Hill Estates - will have a strong political voice. They could
easily block the Authority’s efforts to obtain final entitlements

* Plans dated June 25, 1993, drawn by Spannagel and Associates
for Placer Partners/Stanford Ranch West Inc.

> A Conditional Use Permit for this expansion was granted by
Placer County in 1992, however State permits may not be completed
for another five years.
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Placer County Planning Commission
General Plan Draft Policy Document and EIR
Page 3

needed to expand the landfill to the east. £

In recognition of the potential for conflicts between solid waste
disposal sites and other land uses, the Draft Policy Document sets
up mininum buffer zones which Stanford Ranch West would presumably
need to meet. They are defined as follows:

Commercial - 1000 feet

Industrial - 0 feet

Recreation - 500 feet

Residential - 1000-5280 feet. A one-mile buffer shall be
provided for residential uses unless such uses are separated
from the solid waste disposal site by other uses that
effectively screen the residences from potential nuisance
characteristics resulting from the 1long-term ¢ontinued
operation of the solid waste disposal site.

The Authority appreciates that the Planning Department is
attempting to provide some level of protection to the landfill,
however we do not agree that the proposed buffers will be
sufficient to prevent conflicts. 1In fact, conflict regarding the
residential buffer is almost assured because there really is no
effective way to screen homes or apartments from all the "potential
nuisance characteristics" perceived by residents.

The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill serves approximately 165,000
people, including residents of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, Auburn,
Loomis and unincorporated western Placer County. Over 185,000 tons
of garbage were accepted by the landfill in 1992. It provides a
vital service which could only be relocated at astronomical
expense‘. The addition of the Materials Recovery Facility
(estimated cost of $21 million) makes protection of this area even
more critical.

It is the Western Placer Waste Management Authority’s opinion that
the best way to protect the public’s interest is to retain the
existing General Plan and Zoning designations for the areas
surrounding the 1landfill. This action would not constitute a
"downzoning" or "taking", it simply requires maintaining the status
quo. An acceptable, although less desirable alternative, would be
to establish iron-clad buffers of sufficient distance. A
residential buffer of at least 5280 feet for all projects would be
requested by the Authority. The other buffers proposed in the
Draft Policy Document appear to be adequate.

* Landfill permits recently obtained took between 10 and 14
years to complete. See "Reaching the Limit: An Interim Report on
Landfill cCapacity In California", california Integrated Waste
Management Board.
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Placer County Planning Commission
General Plan Draft Policy Document and EIR
Page 4

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON THE EIR ~

A major failure of the Draft EIR is to address the land use
conflicts discussed above. To discuss this issue, closure of the
landfill should be assumed within ten years of approving a Specific
Plan for-the Stanford Ranch West growth area. Impacts of closing
and relocating the landfill (or constructing a transfer system if
assuming out-of-area disposal) should be analyzed.

Impacts of the plan on the solid waste infrastructure in Placer
County are also overlooked. For example, in deciding whether there
will be impacts to the solid waste infrastructure, the EIR authors
conclude that AB-939 diversion programs will reduce the waste
stream by 50%, therefore the population increases promoted by
General Plan policies do not have an impact. This discussion
ignores impacts on handling facilities such as transfer stations
and material recovery facilities. Since most diversion will be
achieved after the garbage is collected in route trucks,
consolidated at the transfer station, transported in large trailers
and sorted at the MRF, the existing handling and processing systems
must all be expanded. These impacts should be evaluated.

It is also not appropriate to dismiss an increase in landfill
disposal tonnage caused by population increases as insignificant
just because the increases will be less than previously projected.
There is a direct link between population growth and landfill life
which should be evaluated.

"Mitigations" proposed in the EIR (actually general policies) are
not tied to impacts in a way which allows the reader to judge their
adequacy. Impacts and mitigations should be directly related.

We have brought several other errors in the Background Report and
EIR to the attention of the Planning Department. We hope their
consultants will make the necessary corrections.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We are available for
questions at any time.

COUNTY OF PLACER
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
JACK WARREN, DIRECTOR

wMQ LD VTN

N

Will Dickinson
Solid Waste Planner

¥O:wd
CI\WPFILE\wTsla\Gerplinpe. . LET
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume 11: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-3 Truckee Donner Public Utility District (11/09/93)
C-3-1. A significant part of Truckee-Donner PUD’s sphere of influence is in Placer County

The Final EIR recognizes that some future development in Placer County will rely on Truckee-Donner
PUD for water service.

-219-
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Truckee Donner Public Utility DiStrict sesoorecos

Joseph R. Aguera

John L. Corbett
Business Office Engineering Services Robert A. Jones
(916) 587-3896 (916) 587-3944 FAX (916) 587-5056 James A. Maass

Patricia S. Sutton

General Manager i
Peter L. Holzmeister

- - -~
J -

November 9, 1993

QUi
Cés,
Loren Clark v kéy +
PLACER COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT Peowozd
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, California 95603 PLA.".-’,\,'/,-\,G -

- e e mm W - -

Dear Locren:

The following comments are being sent in response to the DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT KEPORT and the DRAFT POLICY DQCUMENT for

Placer County.

The TRUCKEE DONNER PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT is a special district
providing water and electric services to customers in the Truckee
area. The District's service area includes portions c¢f both
Nevada and Placer Counties. This District has approximately 8400
electric connections and 6000 water connections.

It should be noted that a significant portion of the District's (.3-]
sphere of influence is within Placer County. . |

If additional information is required, please do not hesitate to
ccntact me. My direct phone line is (918)-582-3908.

. Sincerely, 42662222;;7

Mike Connell
District Water Planner

c: Peter Kolzmeister General Manager
Dave Rully Water Superintendent
Bob Quinn Electric Superintendent
Ron Reynolds Electric Planner
Maria Martinez Planning
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C4 Placer County Transportation Commission (11/12/93)
C-4-1.  Draft EIR should focus on impacts created by new growth areas

While the County concedes that such an analysis might be informative, it does not feel that it would be
appropriate, or necessary, for the EIR to isolate the potential traffic impacts of development in the new
growth areas. According to the Policy Document, development in the new growth areas will proceed
according to the provisions of specific plans that will require a detailed analysis of potential impacts,
including traffic impacts. Furthermore, the new growth areas that were the cause of the greatest traffic
impacts no longer appear on the Land Use Diagram.

C-4-2.  All roadway improvements cited as mitigation should be submitted to PCTC for inclusion in
RTP

Following adoption of the General Plan, the County will submit transportation improvements identified
in the Policy Document to the Placer County Transportation Commission for inclusion in the Regional

Transportation Plan.

C-4-3.  Draft EIR should recommend pursuit of additional funding sources for irﬁprovements not
fundable through RTP

While the County understands the difficulty of funding major transportation improvements, it does not feel
that the General Plan is the proper forum for recommending a sales tax increase.
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PLACER COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

853 Uncoin Way
Swre 109
Autxam, L 95603

November 12, 1993

Loren_ Clark, Senior Planner

* Placer County Planning Department

-0

{516} 6234030
FAX B23-4038

Q.C. TAOR

CHy of Asrum

FERN CHADD

Ciry of Collax
ROBERTA BABCOCK
Oty of Uncoin

CARL DeWING
Town of Loomis
KATHY LUND

City of Rogian
PAUUNE ROCCUCO
City o Rovnvite
RONALD LUICHAYS
it OZENICK
Pacer Couny
CINDY CUSTAFSON
Qnean Lepresemarive
TIM DOUCIAS
Excasive Director

11414 B Avenve

Aubum, CA 95603

Dear Mr, Clark:

The staff of the Placer County Transporation Commission have reviewed the_Countywide
Generzl Plan Draft Policy Element and the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Our interest in these documents are the issues relating to transportation and circulation. Because
several of the policies in the General Plan Draft Policy Document will involve the Commission,
we Jook forward to working with the County in the implementation of the plan. Our specific

’..

- comments at this time are provided below.

The DEIR evaluates the future traffic impacts caused by gmwth in all jurisdictions. Many
of the future congestion problems will be caused by growth in the incorporated arcas, as
wel] as the unincorporated areas. PCTC recommends that this DEIR be cxpanded o
include the focused impacts that will polentially be caused by the "new growth areas* of
Bickford Ranch, Stenford Ranch West, Villages of Dry Creek, and Placer Villages.
Pursuant to California Government Code 65089.3(b) , PCTC may eventually reguire
deficiency plans on these specific plans if they are shown to cause congestion worse than
CMP Level of Service Standards.

Between the "2010 Basz Network" and the "2010 Mitigated Network”, the DEIR
includes several capacity increasing projects that have not been submitted ¢o PCTC for
inclusion into the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Some of these projects are not
completely within the jurisdiction of Placer County Any projects needed for mitigation
of the General Plan should be included in the RTP if they are eventually to be
implemented.

Many of the projects that are recommended as mitigation measures are not fundable
under any scenario of the PCTC Regional Transportation Plan. PCTC recommends that
pursuit of an additional funding source be recommended in the General Plan, such as a
1/2 cent sales tax for transporlz.tmn If the projects cannot be shown as fundabje under
a reasonably constrained scenario, PCTC will have a difficult ime recommending thcrn
for inclusion into the SACOG federal Metropolitan Transportation Pfan.
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Loren Clark
November 15, 1993

. Page 2

As you may know, the PCTC is circulating a draft Regional Transportation Plan far comments.
In addition, we are updating portions of the Congestion Management Program. Because Jocal
general plans are an important element to our analysis, we appreciate the oppartunity to provide
input and offer our participation in the development of the County’s general and specific plans,

If you would Jike to discuss these comments, please call Will Garner of the PCTC staff at 823-
4027. : '

Since:cly},—""

*
'd

7
A

uglas, Executive Director

TD:cp

" TOTAL P.@3
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-5 Foothill Airport Land Use Commission (11/12/93)
C-5-1.  Draft Plan’s noise standards are inconsistent with FALUC’s (attached)

The referenced standards from the Policy Document have been modified consistent with the commentor’s
recommendation.
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FOOTHILL
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

FOR
EL DORADO, NEVADA, PLACER, & SIERRA COUNTIES

.P‘.‘-QC
.-.._‘,"-.-. O/

P

TO: : Loren Clark, Senior Planner : """‘*;:'L:D -
- Placer County Planning Department
w’ . ‘I‘O V 1 Hak
FROM:  Mike Reeves, Staff N ) 1533
Foothill Airport Land Use Commission (FALUC) PLAN
H \'.".i'i\‘.!G DEPAR
DATE:  November 12, 1993 TMENT
RE: - Comments on the Draft Placer County General Plan EIR, Draft General Plan

Background Report, and Draft General Plan Policy Document

The Noise Element of the October 1993 Countywide General Plan Draft Policy Document,
which accompaniées the Draft EIR, contains land use compatibility guidelines (Figure 9-1, page
123) for development in the vicinity of transportation noise sources, including airports. These
guidelines are adapted from the 1990 General Plan Guidelines published by the State Office of
Planning and Research (OPR). The State guidelines apply generally to all transportation noise
sources. The land use compatibility guidelines contained in the draft Placer County General
Plan identify, among other land uses, residential development as a “conditionally acceptable”

land use within a range of 60 to 70 dB Community Noise Equivalency Level (CNEL). Under '

this classification, residential land uses may be permitted if effective noise mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the development design.

The California Department of Public Works, Division of Aeronautics releases noise compatibility
guidelines specifically for land uses within airport CNEL noise contours (Title 21, Subchapter
6, California Code of Regulations). These guidelines have been adopted by airport land use
commissions statewide, including the FALUC (attached). Title 21 guidelines consider residential
development to be an incompatible land use within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour,
notwithstanding noise mitigation measures.

The land use compatibility guidelines for noise levels contained in the draft General Plan Policy
Document are inconsistent from adopted FALUC guidelines .in conditionally permitting new
residential development within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour. Section 65302.3 of the
Califomnia Government Code (attached) states that general plans shall be consistent with CLUPs
adopted by local airport land use commissions unless the county or city adopts findings that the
general plan remains consistent with the purposes of the Airport Land Use Commission Law.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Placer County General Plan and General
Plan EIR. Please contact Betty Riley or me at 823-4703 with any questions.

560 WALL STREET, SUITE K, AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603
(916) 823—4;%3’
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APPENDIX C

THE PLANNING AND ZONING LAW
(California Government Code)

TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE

DIVISION 1. PLANNING AND ZONING

Article 5. Authority for and Scope of General Plans

SECTION 1. Section 65302 3 of the Government Code is amended to
read

'65302.3. (a) The general plan, and any applicable specific plan
. prepared pursuant to Article 8, (commencing with Section §5450), shall
be consistent with the plan adopted or amended pursuant to Section
21675 of the Public Utilities Code.

(b) The general plan, and any applicable specific plan,
shall be amended, as necessary, within 180 days of any amendment to
the plan required under Section 21675 of the Public Utilities Code.

(c) !f the legislative body does not concur with any
provision of the plan required under Section 21675 of the Public Utilities
Code, it may satisfy the provisions of this section by adopting findings
pursuant to Section 21676 of the Public Utilities Code.

C-1 8.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-6 City of Folsom Community Development (11/15/93)

C-6-1.  Draft EIR’s proposed widening of Auburn-Folsom Road is inconsistent with Folsom’s General
Plan

Comment noted; no response necessary.
C-6-2.  Draft EIR should include existing and projected ADT for Barton/Santa Juanita Road

The current volume on Barton Road at the County line is about 1,200 ADT. The projected 2010 traffic
volume for this roadway is about 8000 ADT.

C-6-3.  Draft Plan should include policy directing Placer County to coordinate circulation improvements
with neighboring jurisdictions

The Policy Document includes such policies (e.g., 3.A.9 and 3.D.2).
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CITY OF FOLSOM
COMMURITY DEVELOPMERT DEFERTMERT
§0 Xatoma Stre:

folsom, Califernia 85850

Loren Clark, Senior Planner
Placer County Planning Department
11414 "B™ Avenue

Auburn, California 95603

Re:  Placer Countv Genera] Plan Update and DEIR
Dear Mr. Clark:

November 15, 1993

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Placer County General Plan, and
Draft Environmental Impact Report. My few comments are as follows:

According to the DEIR, the projected ADT along auburn-Folsom (at the City of Folsom
limit line) in the year 2010 is 37,000. Currently the ADT is 15,000. The projected LOS
is F if there are 4 lanes at the year 2010, A proposed mitigation is to widen auburn-
Folsom Road to six lanes at the City of Folsom limit line. The proposed widening of

Aubumn-Folsom Road is consistent with the City of Folsom General Plan.

The traffic study in the EIR should include the existing and projected ADT for
Barton/Santa Juanita Road which enters the City of Folsom and Sacramento County.

The bikeway along Aubumn-Folsom Road is designated as a Class III facility. The
bikeway within along Folsom-Auburn Road (Folsom City limits) is a Class II facility.
Coordination of bikeways, as well as roadway improvements, between our jurisdictions
is beneficial. I recommend that 2 Generzl Plan Policy directing the Placer County staff

to coordinate circulation improvements with neighboring jurisdictions be included in the
Generzl Plan.

The City of Folsom appreciates the opportunity to share our comments, and we look forward
to receiving a copy of the Final General Plan Environmental Impact Report.

Cordially,
LBl Tt

BRAD KORTICK, AICP
Community Development Director

BX:jh
clark iy

FLANXIXG (818) 385-7222 = EUILDIXG (8163865-7213 w PAX [818) 355.72¢7




Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-7 County of Sacramento Planning and Development (11/15/93)

C-7-1.  There are several discrepancies between Draft Sacramento County Plan and Draft Placer County
Circulation Diagram (listed)

The County has reviewed the designations of these roadways and made modifications to Policy Document
as appropriate.

C-7-2.  Difficult to reconcile designations on Circulation Diagram with Draft Plan text descriptions

The County has reviewed the Circulation Plan Diagram and the text of the Policy Document to ensure
that they are consistent with one another.

C-7-3. A number of roadways on Circulation Diagram do not appear in Table I-7 of Draft Plan

Table 1-7 in the Draft Plan does not include roadways in the incorporated areas of Placer County nor
does it include post 2010 roadways. This issue has been clarified in the General Plan Policy Document.

C-7-4.  Final EIR should focus on impacts of Placer Villages and Villages of Dry Creek, especially
impacts on Sacramento County

While the County concedes that such an analysis might be informative, it does not feel that it is necessary
for the EIR to isolate the potential impacts of development in the new growth areas. According to the
Policy Document, development in the new growth areas will proceed according to the provisions of
specific plans that will require a detailed analysis of potential impacts. Furthermore, the Placer Villages
Specific Plan designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram.

C-7-5.  Final EIR should address impacts of South Placer development on streets and highways in
Sacramento County

Refer to common response #3.
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COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT '
827 SEVENTH STREET, ROOM 239 THOMAS W. HUTCHINGS
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA £5814 DIRECTOR
Telephone: (S16) £40-6141
FAX: (916) 440-6400 CLAC £ '
RAaa Con o
. oakste, y
A2, /L ',,:_\ .
ye LI“// . l:o b T
4, s '
. W, &7 },
Noverber 15, 1993 90&’
4,97.4/
Loren Clark /glvz.

Placer County Planning Department
11414 3 Avemue
Avburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Clark

Thank yoa for the opportunity to review the Draft Placer County General Plan
and associated Draft EIR. The Sacramento County Planning Department would like
to offer the following camnent on these documents.

General Plan Update Draft Policy Document:

1. There are a number of discrepancies between the Draft Sacramento County
General Plan and the Draft Placer County Circulation Plan Diacram. These

include:
Roacway SAC QO Draft Circulation Plan Placer County Draft Diagram
16th Street Does nct extend to Co. line Urban Arterial (4~6 lane??)
Post~-2010 Art S of Kasser Rd Not in Tzble I-7.
Walerca Rd. Arterial Urban Arterial (4-6 lane??)
Not in Table I-7.
- C-7-1
Don Julio Arterial Not shown.
Cock Riclo P4 Not shown Urban Collector (2 lane??)

(Text says Rural Collectoer).

Antelope North R@ Post-2010 Arterial Urban Arterial (4-6 lane??)
Not in Table I-7.

Barton Rcad Not shown Urban Arterial (2-4 lane??)
Text says Urb/Suburb Mincr Art

Auburn Folscm R4 Thoroughfare (in Folsam) Urban Arterial (4-6 lane??)
(Text says Major Arterial),

placer/st/11-15-93 -1
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2. Also, we had same cifficulty reconciling the Cesignations on the
Circulation Plan Diagram with the definitions in the Draft Policy Document
text in Teble I~6. These terms could be clarified.

3. Finally, a mumber of the roadways shown on the Diagram do not appear in
. Teble I-7 of the Draft Policy Document.

Draft Envirormmental Impact Report:

1. The Final EIR should address the impacts of development of the Placer
Villages and Villages of Dry Cresk Specific Plan Aresas, incluéing growth
inducing to portions of Sacramento County.

2. The Final EIR should address the traffic impacts of develcopment in South
Placer County on freeways and surface streets in Sacramento County.

Daring this review, we also noted that our Draft General Plan incorrectly
depicts certain roadways in South Placer County, and we will move to correct
that. We look forward to contimied cooperation in the future.

ls)hem* Yr
4 2

Robert C. Burness, Senicr Planner

placer/st/11-15-93 -2
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-8 Placer County Air Pollution Control District (11/15/93)
C-8-1. PCAPCD notes three minor text corrections to Draft EIR

The Final EIR incorporates the suggested changes.
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TLACER CCUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

11464 B Avenue, Aubum, CA 95603
(916) 889-7130 FAX (916) 889-7107

L MEMORANDUM

TO: Loren C]ark,' Senior Planner

FROM: Ann Hobbs, Air Pollution Spmiaisuplmng;é:
DATE: November 15, 1993

SUBJECT: Placer County General Plan - Draft EIR

The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed the Placer County General
Plan - Draft EIR. The following comments should be incorporated.

1. On page 8-37, the first paragraph, second sentence, under Increase in Ozone Precursor,
beginning with "Most of these emission ...", should emission be emissions?

2. On page 8-39, under Population Estimates Exceeding the 1991 AQAP Population Growth
Estimates, the reference to Implementation Programs should be 6.15 through 6.21.

3. Same page, under Cumulative Degradation of Air Quality, add the following to the third
sentence, fifth line beginning with "combined with population-related emissions increases,
and transported pollutants, etc.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Walter Arenstein, APCO or Ms. Ann Hobbs at (916)
889-7130.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume [I: Comments and Responses 10 Comments

C-9 Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (11/15/93)

C-9-1.  Miscellaneous recommended changes to Draft Plan text

Comments noted; recommended changes not made to Policy Document.

C-9-2.  Comments on setting portion of Draft EIR drainage discussion

The Final EIR has been revised in response to this comment.

C-9-3.  Draft EIR should note that hydrologic watershed models account for cumulative impacts
The recommended information has been added to the Final EIR

C-9-4.  Minor text correction to methodology section of Draft EIR drainage discussion

The recommended correction has been made in the Final EIR.

C-9-5.  Question concerning Draft EIR drainage analysis reference to "Eastern County"

The Final EIR has been modified in response to this comment.

C-9-6.  Draft EIR drainage text appears inconsistent with tabular information

The Final EIR corrects this inconsistency.

C-9-7.  Comment about effect of potential changes in NPDES regulations

Comment noted; no response necessary.

C-9-8.  Minor text corrections to Draft EIR

The references to mitigating policies will be corrected in the Final EIR.

C-9-9.  Draft EIR Table 5-12 should be eliminated or qualified with recommended language
The County agrees with this comment; Table 5-12 from the DEIR implied a level of precision in the
analysis that was impractical, given the information available. The table has been eliminated from the
Final EIR.

C-9-10. Comments on Issues and Options Report (attachment)

This comment addresses information contained in the Issues and Options Report; no response necessary..
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ZLACER COUNTY
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

JACK WARREN, Direcor
DENNIS KUFF, Disvig Engineer
TIM NASH, Associate Engineer
DIANE RAMAR, Secretary

MEMORANDUM

TO:  Loren Clark DATE: November 15, 1993

FROM: - | Dennis Huff DH

SUBJECT: Draft Placer Countv General Plan and EIR - Comments

Draft Genera] Plan

Policies 4.E.6 and 4.E.613 say about the same thing.

Policy 4.E.11 This policy should address mitigation of significant adverse increases in
stormwater runoff,

Implementation Programs 4.13, 8.3 and 8.5 should remove reference to our District since we
are a separate special district, not a County Agency.

Draft General Plan EIR - Drainage

Environmental Setting (Page 5-43)  The fifth paragraph (the first paragraph on Page 5-44)
discusses use of storage facilities for mitigation. While storage facilities can be useful in
mitigating increases in runoff peaks or volume, a "no net increase” policy is not always an
appropriate mitigation. Storage facilities are not always feasible and can worsen conditions
in some cases. Further, altemative forms of mitigation may be more feasible than storage

under some circumstances. Moreover, not all increases in runoff peak or volume are
necessarily both significant and adverse.

Methodology (Page 5-44) It should be mentioned that the hydrologic watershed models used

in watershed planning account for the cumulatjve impacts of development on flows and
volumes.

The first sentence in the. s
contro] facilities cannot

nd paragraph should be modified as follows: "New flood
's be identified ....".

C-9-1

C-9-2

JLgd L

o
°
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Loren Clark

Draft Placer Countv General Plan and FIR - Comments
November 15, 1993

Page 2

Implications ...Land Use Diagram (Page 5-49)

Is "Eastern County (Page 5-45) the remainder of Placer County outside Cross Canal and Dry
Creek Watersheds? If so, this section be moved after the sections on the Cross Canal and
Dry Creek Watersheds.

The narrative states that the largest increase in recent imperviousness will occur in The Dry
Creek Watershed (Page 5-46). However, Table 5-11 clearly shows that The Cross Canal
Watershed will actually experience the greatest increases.

The next to last paragraph in this section (Page 5-51) states that NPDES permits will be
required when the population reaches 100,000. Under current regulations there may be some
question as to whether the total population would be considered as one for the purposes of
the program. However, the regulations are rapidly evolving and changing. It now seems
likely that regulations will emerge from the various proposals now being considered by
Congress, the EPA and the State Water Resource Control Board which will require the
County to take action to improve the quality of stormwater runoff within the next few years
under existing population levels.

General Plan Policy Response

Applicable policies and programs are cited following the first paragraph. The reference to
policy "4.3.7" should read "4.E.7". The relevant policies and programs in 4.F should be
included as well. :

Table 5-12: Required Regiona] Storag
This table should be eliminated because it could be perceived as a commitment.

If the table is retained, it should be extensively qualified by changes to the title, contents and
notes that it presents estimates for purposes of illustration. Some corrections and
clarifications are also needed:

0 The significant new development areas added to the General Plan in the Cross Canal
watershed are in addition 10 the previous General Plan Jand uses and, therefore, the
amount of storage required should exceed our estimate of 3600 acre-feet by a
considerable amount. The method we used for counling impervious area appears to
be different from the method in the EIR, thus possibly blurring the comparison.
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Loren Clark

Draft Placer County General Plan and EIR - Comments
November 15, 1993

Page 3

o The regional storage facilities in the Cross Canal Watershed Plan have an objective
and degree of accomplishment different from those in the Dry Creeck Plan.

o Note 1 states that an 8% increase in pervious area applied to both watersheds. The

figures we used were substantially greater; on the order of 100% to 200%. We can
provide more specific figures, if desired.

cc: Jack Warren
Rey Huck
Bob Costa
David Smith

DH:dr
Ref18.79
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PLACER COUNTY
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

JACK WARREN, Director
DENNIS HUFF, Disvict Engineer
TIM NASH, Associate Engineer

MEMORANDUM SHARLET PYNE, Secreary
Date: _December 29, 1992
| To: " "Loren Clark, Planning Department
‘ .
| From: Dennis Huff W
Subject: ' General Plan Issues and Options Report - Review of Chapter 3
1. The discussion of two levels of flooding ("large scale” and “local”) in the issue summary

becomes confusing when a third ("regional”) is brought into the discussion without introduction.

Three levels seem appropriate. At the "large-scale” level, State and Federal government agencies
assert their jurisdiction in a lead role. Major watersheds and stream systems are the object at
this level. Examples of these include the American, Bear, and Truckee Rivers and their major
tributaries.

"Local” refers 10 drainages within the jurisdiction of a single municipal government.

The “regional” level includes drainage areas and stream systems that involve more than one
municipality but are not under State or Federal jurisdiction. Examples include Dry Creek,
Miners Ravine, Auburn Ravine, and Pleasant Grove Creek. As indicated in the discussion, the
Flood Control District is expected to have jurisdicton at this level. C9-10

2. The issue summary (paragraph 2) mentions "undersize surface drainage channels” as a
source of "local” problems in western Placer County. It would be more accurate to say that a
common source of flooding problems in this area is the location of structures in the floodplains
of natural watercourses where the extent of the floodplain was not known.

3. The reference to our master planning studies (paragraph 3 in the issue summary) should
be modified to read "... studies provide initial regional masterplanning...".

4. The second key question is an old issue and is confusing given the existence and purpose
of the Flood Control District and the County's commitment to participation in it.

-241-

-*---------




Loren Clark
General Plan Issues and Options Report - Review of Chapter 3
December 29, 1992

Page 2

s. Option 1 is also an old issue. The County has committed to participation in and through
the Flood Control District as the entity with regional jurisdiction.

It is also unlikely that Federal or State agencies would play a comprehensive, lead role in the
regional flooding problems in western Placer County. These agencies have significanuy reduced
their involvement in watersheds of this scale.

Coordination and participation with State and Federal agencies are more likely. Coordination
and participation are also likely with adjoining regional entities such as the Sacramento Area
Flood Conuol Agency, the Sacramento County Water Agency or the Sutter County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District.

6. Idenufying floodplains and managing development in them is one of the most basic and
cost-effective flood control strategies, and it would be appropriate to present it as an option in
this document.

Floodplain management measures can range from requiring elevation or other floodproofing of
souctures and preservation of a channel capacity, as in the basic FEMA Flood Damage
Prevention Ordinance, to prohibitions on structures and maintenance of generally patural
conditions in the floodplain, such as is intended with the goals and policies in the Dry Creek
West Placer Community Plan. The latter types of measures are recommended where possible
since they help avoid cumulative increases in flow rates and velocities resulting when the
floodplain is modified to a more efficient hydraulic conveyance through filling, clearing or other
activities.

A floodplain management strategy is especially cost-effective if multple objectives are
accomplished in the floodplain. Maintenance of aquatic, riparian and other terrestrial wildlife
habitats are typical joiot uses. Parks, bike and hiking trails, athletic fields and farming are
further examples of potentally compatible uses of portions of the floodplain.

cc: Jack Warren Bob Costa
Rey Huck Tim Nash

JW:DH:dh

¢ \admim\gpehprd
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PLACER COUNTY
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

JACK WARREN, Director
. DENNIS HUFF, Disvic Engineer
TIM NASH, Associate Engineer
MEMO DUM ?
RAN SHARLET PYNE, Seceury

TO: - Loren Clark_ DATE: December 18, 1992
FROM: .. Dennis Huff D)H

SUBJECT: Placer County General Plan Update Issues and
Options Report - Chapters 1 § 2 ’

I generally concur with the portions of the report directly or
indirectly related to flood control and drainage, especially
considering the level of generality necessary in the report.

However, the Dry Creek Watershed Flood Control Plan mentioned on
page 2-31 should be characterized as an initial step in a
progression of planning and cdesign rather than a completed plan.
Further planning, including an EIR, and many policy decisions
will be necessary before conponents of the recommended plan can

be implemented. Moreover, land use changes such as those C-9-10

contemplated for the General Plan could require amendments or
revisions to the plan.

The Auburn Ravine, Coon and Pleasant Grove Creeks watershed plan
is also a beginning, but, in addition, further initial planning
will be needed because the current planning effort®not as
comprehensive in Scope as the Dry Creek plan. Instead, it is
focused on mitigation of flood control and drainage impacts on
the most downstream areas of the watershed.

JW:DH:sp

cc: Jack Warren
Rey Huck

Refl5.103
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-10 Placer Hills Fire Protection District (11/15/93)

C-10-1. Draft Plan should specify standards for emergency medical response, which should be shorter
than for fire protection

While the County acknowledges that this issue is important, it does not feel that the Countywide General
Plan needs to provide such specific policy direction on this issue; no change to the Policy Document has
been made.

C-10-2. Draft Plan should include policy and program language related to vehicle accidents

Refer to response to comment C-10-1.

C-10-3. Draft Plan should recognize effects of rural and suburban development on fire fighting,
particularly water and volunteer firefighters

The Policy Document includes policy language supporting the standards of local fire protection agencies,
which are responsible for setting standards based on their individual circumstances and needs.

C-10-4. Draft Plan should include standards more stringent than State law in very-high- and high-fire
hazard areas

Refer to response to comment C-10-3.

C-10-5. Plan should identify evacuation routes and standards and identify threat of conflagration in terms
of interval.

The County feels that policies in the Policy Document are sufficient, and does not feel that the detailed
EIR analysis suggested by the comment is appropriate at the general plan level.

C-10-6. Draft Plan should more definitively recognize complexity of wildland fire hazard management
Comments noted; no response necessary.
C-10-7. Many Draft EIR mitigations can only be accomplished through active County commitment

The County understands the importance of its role in contributing to fire protection and feels that the
Policy Document recognizes this importance through its policies and programs.
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PLAGER FILLS
FIAE PROTECTION DISTRICT
. SERVING
Applegate - Clipper Gap - Eden Valley - Meadow Vista - Weimar
Emergency Phone: 911 Business: 878-0405
PO Box 308, Meadow Vista, CA 95722

Placer, éc’wniy Planning Department November 15, 1993
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Attention: Loren Clark, Senior Planner
SUBJECT: Draft EIR - Placer County General Plan Update

The following Placer Hills Fire Protection District responses to the Draft EIR -
General Plan Update have application to county-wide issues that directly impact upon
fire protection service delivery. The inter-related special district or County-provided
facilities and services issues are also addressed in this response.

Site specific issues are addressed for the Lower Sierra Geographic Area in the
Meadow Vista-West Applegate Community Plan area and the Weimar-Applegate-
Clipper Gap General Plan area.

FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES

The Placer Hills FPD Board of Directors now provides:* Fire Protection Services,
First-Responder Emergency Medical Services, Rescue Services, Hazardous Material
Emergency Services, and Other Services relating to the Protection of Life and Property
under authority of the State of California Health & Safety Code Sections 13800 et seq
- the Fire Protection District Law of 1987. The Placer Hills FPD had provided
Ambulance Services until the early 1980's, when State law was changed, and the
County assumed the responsibilities for contracting private ambulance services.

Goal 4.1 [p. 75 Draft Policy Document (DPD))]
To protect residents of and visitors to Placer County from injury and loss of life and to
protect property and watershed resources from fires.

DEIR Response #1: The Policy 4.1.11 does not specify standards for
average response times to medical aid emergency calls by private ambulance
services, paramedics, EMTs, nor first responder medical aid. By necessity these
response time standards need to be quicker than to fire call standards (Policy 4.1.2) in
order to save lives, reduce human suffering, and to hasten the transportation of victims
to area hospitals.

-246-

C-1

C-10 l

. : . . wea v e Lo . 5 . o . .




DEIR Response #2: The DPD needs to add Policy 4.1.12 for Vehicle
Accidents, Rescues & Fires. The PHFPD finds there are a significant number of such
emergency responses on County Roads and State Highway 1-80 within the Fire District
while there is no direct funding to the District for this service. Over the past three years
PHFPD call volume averaged 20% of the emergency responses or 108 vehicle
accidents per year. The County-wide number of such emergencies must be great.

While many of the “victims” are District and County residents, there is a
significant number of visiting motorists and commercial vehicles involved in accidents
that require Fire District emergency responses. This issue is common to the fire service
throughout Placer County. The County and the State share sales taxes imposed upon
new and used vehicies along with sharing vehicle registration fees. As of November
2, 1993 State Constitution Article X11I declares that public safety is the first
responsibility of local government and provides, as of January |, 1994, the additional
one-half percent sales tax is to be directed to public safety activities.

The DEIR and DPD need to include an Implementation Prdgram anda
Funding Policy for this important public safety issue.

DEIR Response #3: In Policy 4.1.3 the County Planning and Building
Departments need to recognize how their actions directly impact (are often cumulative
impacts) on the fire protection systems that are statfed mainly with volunteers and
these fire fighter's ability to meet Fire Flow needs of the larger residence construction
being approved in rural and suburban areas. Firefighting in rural areas is often limited
in one way or another in the ability to delivery or apply water to a given fire. “In
general, pumping capacity or water delivery capability is the least 'limiter’ among the
Placer County fire districts. Water supply is often the greatest ‘limiter’. The second
greatest ‘limiter’ is” fire fighting personnel (The Placer County Fire Protection Study
and Recommendations - 1980, pp. 15-18).

Also, the County needs to authorize water tender fees in rural areas in lieu of
individual on-site water requirements in order to help meet ISO 8 Rating standards.

Goal 8.C [p. 113 Draft Policy Document (DPD))
To minimize the risk of loss of life, injury, and damage to property and watershed
resources resulting from unwanted fires.

DEIR Response #4: Policy 8.C.2 must address the very-high-fire-hazard
areas and the high-fire-hazard areas of Placer County where the vegetation fuel
loading often exceeds 40 tons per acre. Fuels Management and Fire Hazard reduction
measures need 10 be applied to these existing areas before new sources of Risk from
Fire, ignition sources from new development and the population growth cited in the.
DEIR, are added to an already dangerous situation. State law only requires the
minimum of a 30 foot clearance around structures. To meet acceptable levels of
homes destroyed by wildfire in these fire-hazard areas will require the removal and
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management of the flammable vegetation for 80-100 feet. The steeper slopes wiil
require more than 100 feet of clearance. These Fire Hazard Reduction standards
need to be applied to the existing homes by County Ordinance before more risks are
added. Such an Ordinance will create a Defensible Space surrounding each home to
reduce the wildfire threat and allow firefighters an area in which to safely operate.

Climate: Placer County is blessed with a “Mediterranean-Type". This is a climate, having mild

winters and long, hot and dry summers. This climate has an important influence on the natural vegetation
. of mixed-conifer forest, chaparral, and mixed-oak-woodland. Climate also plays a direct role in the annual

threat from wildland fire. The native living vegetation, surrounding the rural residences is deceptively
flammable because of its dryness, ils structure, and dense growth. The wiidland fuels do not readily
decompose in Medilerranean climates and as a result the dead fuels are unusually prone to fire, they
continue to build up, and create a serious fire hazard. The area has a modem-history of high intensity
fires, especially along the river drainages. The possibility of a conflagration exists each summer due to il's
climate, summer weather, and the natural fuels.

DEIR Response #5: In Policy 8.C.7 the County will need to plan and
promote new fuel breaks and emergency access routes for emergency services as the
rural areas become developed. In addition the County must develop and identify
Evacuation Routes & Standards, including evacuation sites and centers, in the DEIR
Transportation and Circulation Elements in order to aid the citizens and to prevent the
loss of their lives from conflagration such as occurred in southern California fast month
and in Oakland two years ago. The DEIR or supporting documents need to identify the
threat or probability of a conflagration occurring in the high-fire-hazard areas - as
expressed in a Conflagration Interval - such as “one in 35 years”.

DEIR Response #6: Policy 8.C.11. needs to recognize that managing
wildland fire hazards goes along with all of the following: long-term comprehensive
fuel management programs, forest rehabilitation, open space, reforestation, wildlife-
habitat management, *forest-timber management, and habitat conversions and they
all are interrelated. Impacts on vegetation, forests, and woodlands due to the growth
and development described in the Countywide General Plan DEIR will become more
significant each year. The role the native vegetation plays on property values, citizen
well being, the environment, and fire safety cannot be understated and must be looked
at as a whole rather than independent policies or piece-meal issues.

*The Lower Sierra Area timber lands were harvested from time to time but have
not been managed either for timber production or as wildlife habitat.

The Lower Sierra Area timber land conversions for 1993, on three acre parcels
and smaller, are estimated at over 400. This is twice the number for 1982. Many of
these conversions are on single family parcels where all merchantable trees are
removed. These parcels are permanently removed from timber production. These
parcels are now open to greater sunlight for brush and shrub growth.

The DEIR assumes that the conversion of natural vegetation communities to
urban and suburban land uses results in a total loss of the associated wildlife species.
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Development in suburban and rural residential areas is assumed to result in partial
vegetation removal (permanent or temporary) associated with development activity,
recreational use, rural residential activities and wildiife disturbance by construction
activities and human habitation.

Historical note: The late seral or old growth mixed conifer forest and oak-woodlands, in the area,
were clear cut between 1850 and 1890 by the Gold Rush mining industry and for the construction and the
operation of the Centra| Pacific Railroad. The conifer forest was used for mine timbers; lumber and shakes
for the mining towns and new settlements. After 1860 the railroad was given all the odd-numbered
sections of land, twenty miles each side of the right-of-way. The Central Pacific reached Clipper Gap on
June 10, 1865 and the railroad was completed on May 10, 1869. The conifers were used for raiiroad ties,
trestles and bridges, snow sheds, and station construction while the oaks were used to fuel the
locomotives until the late 1890s. The “railroad lands™ were then sold and cleared for towns, farms and
orchards. The second growth conifer forest was again heavily cut, with little or no regulation, during World
War il and during the California housing boom of the 1950s and 1960s.

Wildfires were quite common since setilement days and fire suppression actions were negligible
urtil the 1930s. Aggressive fire protection over the past 60 years has contributed to the accumulation of
heavy fuel loadings.

The Heavy fuel loadings now threaten homes and improvements, wildlife
habitat as well as habitat for sensitive species, and forest-woodland tree canopies with
costly destruction. Any homes and improvements lost to wildfire will be rebuilt in a few
short years while the forest-woodland canopy will take 70 to 100 years to be replaced.
Unless the habitat is rehabilitated and managed it may be permanently damaged and
lost to high intensity fires.

MUTUAL AID

DEIR Response #7: The DEIR and DCD understate the fire protection-public
safety responsibilities of the Board of Supervisors. The importance of the existing
CSA's standards for fire protection service levels provided by Placer County, fire
facilities and equipment needs as well as any current deficiencies need to be included
in the DEIR. The Office cf Emergency Services role in fire evacuation planning, large
emergency management, heavy rescue equipment, hazardous material spill
equipment and spill management needs to be included.

Many of the public safety-fire protection issues and policies in the DEIR relating
to fire prevention, arson investigation, fire suppression, UBC and UFC standards,
rescue services, vehicle accidents, medical-aid (ambulance to first responder),
wildland fuel management, Defensible Space, and hazardous material emergencies
can only be put into effect through County Ordinances by the Board of Supervisors.

Many actions by the Board of Supervisors, such as the Economic Development

Agency, encourages growth and increases the population along with the new homes
requiring additional public safety services from fire districts and water districts. The .
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future growth projections in the DEIR will have even greater impacts upon the special
district’s ability to maintain the existing standards and levels of service. Many of the
impacts identified need to be mitigated directly by the Board of Supervisors in the form
of County Ordinances, through direct public safety funding for districts, or by providing
County dispatch services and equipment purchases.

C-10-7

For thé Placer Hills Fire Protection District Board of Directors,

Stan . MacDonald, Director
15839 McElroy Road
Meadow Vista, CA 95722

(916) 878-0489

o
., =
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

C-11 Nevada Irrigation District (12/16/93)
C-11-1. Information regarding the status of North Auburn Treatment Plan improvements.

The references in the Final EIR to the North Auburn Treatment Plant reflect the updated information.
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NID Nevadairrigation District

10836 ROUGH & READY HWY. » P.O.BOX 1019 » GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945-1
AJBURN & LINCOLN: 878.1857
FAX: DIAL OPERATOR. ASK FOR ENTERPRISE 14293
FAX: 477-2646

019 » (916)273-6185
cou

December 16, 1993

IN REPLYING REFER

TO FiLE NO.
5/1-pC
Attn: Loren Clark, Senior Planner PLACE/.;
Placer County Planning Department O O
11414 "B" Avenue thggbg 2&
Auburn, CA 95603 . 0(“(' .[./50 -
) &n
Re: Placer County General Plan Update A, 79
Draft EIR QAW/A"G 92
. 0
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 5940\

s . g
The District has reviewed the referenced Draft EIR and has P2
the following comments:

- Draft Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 5,

INFRASTRUCTURE, bage 5-10, Auburn-Bowman section:

“The existing domestic distribution systems 1{n
this planning area dre currently operating at
capacity. PCWA and NID wil] have to expand their
existing facilities to meet the project demands. "

g capacity at the
i however, expansion of this

- Draft Policy bocument —

Section 4, PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES, Page 67, section
on Implementation Programs, 4.7:

a. “A private well monitoring Program to evaluate
the quantity andg Quality of groundwater supplied

to newly construycted private domestic wells,; "~

Directors: David E. Southern, Division 1 » Ernst L. Bierwagen, Division

R. Paul Wiliams, Division 42820156 Lepzig,
General Manager: James P, Chatigny « Secretary: Dorothy P. Milter

Attorneys: Minasian, Minasian, Minasian, Spruance, B

2+ Dale H. Birdsall, Division 3
Division 5

-Treasurer:Tbresna T. Andrews
aber, Meith & Soares
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Placer County Planning Department

Page 2 - Placer County General Plan Update
Draft EIR
December 16, 1993

Ce “A program to monitor and evaluate surface
water quality {n major reservoirs and rivers.”

This type of program should be coordinated with the State
of California in regard to the mandated Sanitary Watershed
Survey, which is to be completed in 1996.

Page 70, section on Stormwater Drainage, 4.E.17:

“The County shall, wherever feasible, require
that domestic water supply canals be encased
where they pass through developments with lot
sizes of 2.3 acres or less: where subdivision
roads are constructed within 100 feet upslope
or upstream from canals; and within all
commercial, industrial, institutional, and
multi-family developments.”

Based on the existence of downstream District treatment plant
facilities, our Regulations run parallel with this concept.

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review the

Draft EIR. Please contact me at 823-2466 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT

Ed Neuharth

Manager of Placer Administration

EN:aeb
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

C-12 Placer County Water Agency (01/05/94)
C-12-1. Various comments on Draft Policy Document

Comments noted; no response necessary.
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185 Ferguson Rd. ® P.O. Box 6570 ® Auburn, California 95604 E W. Horton
. (916)823-<€50 800-464-0030 FAX (€16} 823-4287 [ David A. Brenirger, General Mcnager

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
R. G. Riclo « Welter Fickewir:h

January 5, 1594 P

File No. General Informaticn Y
L :

ARG

Fred Yeager, Planning Directecr JAH T

Placer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603 resNMING DE-

SUBJECT: Placer County General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Yeager:

Policy Document and Draft Environmental Impact Report associated

with the County CGeneral Plan Update process. -
The Agency has the following comments regarding the Draft Policy C-12-1
Document: ]
Pg. 66, Policy 4.C.1. We would like to the use of the tern

"certificaticn" in reference to the availability of water for
future developments ke replaced with the following wording:

"The County shall reguire a letter from the service provider
stating that either water service is currently available cr
that needed inprcvements will be required prior to cccupancy."

Pg. 66, Policy 4.C.2. Placer County Water Agency intends to
develcp a Groundwater Management Plan pursuant to Califcrnia Water
Code 10752, AB 3030, This plan will most likely include "an

evaluation of the groundwater situvation in wWest Placer County that
the State Departrent of Water Resources estimates is currently
being overdrafted by about 55,000 acre-feet per year. Ccnjunctive
use plans (combining surface and groundwater use) with the goal of
decreasing total annual demand cn the groundwater basin while at
the same time increasing the utilization efficiency of the surface
water treatment and distribution system in the County will no doubt
be considered. The result cculd be an adopted plan that recommends
new develcprent be permitted utilizing groundwater as one scurce of

supply.

We would like to see the General Plan modified to provide that all
water served to new urban development be from surface sources
unless it 1is groundwater that has been extracted pursuant to a
Groundwater Management Plan that Placer County Water 2gency has
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implemented pursuant to the provisions of California Water Code
10750. This would provide the flexibility to develop a Groundwater
Management: Plan which would meet everyone’s interests in the
future.

Pg. 68, Policy 4.D.8. Contaminaticn of our canal system has become
an important issue in recent years. We recommend the following
wording following this policy: "These requirements and standards
shall require that no on-site sewage treatment systems shall be
allowed within 100 feet upslope of domestic water supply canals."

Pg. 70, Policy 4.E.17. The Agency has adopted development
standards that specifically prohibit storm runoff from entering our
water supplies. These standards require that residential
developments adjacent to canals be required to encase the canal in
pipe. We have found that encasement is an effective means of
minimizing the guality and liability impacts on our water supplies
and would like to see the words "wherever feasible" deleted from
the first sentence of this policy.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on these documents.
Please call me if you have any questions regarding our comments.
Sincerely,

-—

Eindr L. Maisch, P.E.
2gency Engineer

pc: Board of Directcrs

RECEIVED

JiN 19 1994
S&gﬁk&ﬁgn LAURENCE MINTIE
& ASSCOCIATES
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

C-13 Sacramento Municipal Utility District (03/12/94)
C-13-1. Various comments on Draft Policy Document

Comments noted; no response necessary.
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= Q}\CRA\‘EN"O MUNICIFAL UTILTY DISTRICT 3 sz:*. 3 Svest

Serbor Planner
Plager County Planaing Department K rie hies e
11414 B Avenue PLANF NG DEPARTMENT
|
{
¢

, PO 3ox ‘53\0 Sacramento CA QEBE2.7830, (916) 482.32°%
. N ELECTRC SYSTEM SERVING TRE REART OF CALIFGRNIA
! 1
4
i
: {
| ) cERCo,), |
March 12, 1954 Q\}* CATE Y )} ENV34-165
§ RECEIVED
; g
i \
Losen Clark APR 181934

Auibum, CA 95608

Comments on Draft EIR for Placer County Geperal Plan j
De:ﬁ: Ms. Clark,

.ue Sacramento Municipai Ut'li’y District (SMUD) appreciates the oppomimi:y to review and

comment on the Draft EIR for the Placer County General Plan, Based on our review the

‘cllowing cornments are provided. : —
: {

Paragraphs 4,A.4znd 4.5 dis\.\_ts the undergrounding of utility lires. SMUD’s policy is to route
underground {hose new u.x..ty ries that are iess than 69 kilovoit (kV). Ut*]uy lings that zre 69

x\i or greater are routed overiead. SMUD wou! C \on ider ur<lergrounding lines ’bet are 69 kY (131

and greater as well as any exidling overhead lines it the expense was paid by other

v

t
Pa-.'._graﬂn 4.4 discusses the requirement for developers to obtain "wiil-¢erve letters” from
providers of public facilities, SMUD will provida uch letters when requested. ]

v

Please ensure that the informetion prcvif'eﬁ :-.‘ bove is conveyed to all interesied perties. 1f you
havi Ve questions regarding this leiters, please contact me at {916) 732-6%863.:

1
Shé:erely, S o 1

En luonmenu-.l Specialist ]
1

Fild 421P §
PLACER.DEIR :
i t
cc:i D. Olo MS 30 |
W. Haycock MS 57 ;

K. Shorey MS 30

P. Frost MS 30 %

i ;"

i |
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

D-1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (10/06/93)

D-1-1.  Draft Plan will not conflict with any projects or programs within Army Corp’s jurisdiction

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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FROM: See retum sodress on reverse. TDATE 6 Oct 93

YWRITER'S NAME/ TELEPMONE NO.

Merritt Rice, Ch, Am Rvr/GB Branch 557-6758

B vour [Joum communicaTion (Kind. reference eymbol. date, nubject, or other identilication)

Draft Placer County General Plan and General Plan Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)

[ mEPLY WiLL BE FURNISHED ON OR aBOU T
) mEOUEST DATE wrEN REPLY MAY BE EXPECTED O] romoinecT nerpLy
I we naveE SENT YOUR COmuuNICATION TO (See below) ) ro ontTain inrFORMaATION

ACTION TAKEN OR REQUESTED

X neceirr acxnowLescesn

We have reviewed the application, and the proposed project
will not conflict with any project or other programs
within our jurisdiction.

(B om™eminrFonma rion O surruien or [JmecuesTen

Thank you for coordinating with us.

)

TYAED NAME. CRADE, aND TITLE MCNATUAE

ALTER YEP —
ef, Planning Division M d

DA FORM 209, 1 Jan 70 REPLACES LDITON OF
1m0V &6,

us.

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958142535 DEPARTMENT OF 1IN

s

DELAY, REFERRAL, OR FO{SW.UP NOTICE
BE USED.’ WHICH Wit (AR 340,15)

DEPARTMENT OF THE AR

1325 J STREET

DOD-314 m
OFFICIAL BUSINESS —
PINALTY FDR PRIVATE USE, 3200
Placer County Planning Division
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
Q\P‘CER COO
DATE "
RECEIvgp *

0CT 08 1993

. EMW@'emﬁmﬁbf\j&?
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

D-2

D-2-1.

Volume 1I: Comments and Responses to Comments

Calif. Dept. of Conservation--Govt. & Env. Relations (11/02/93)

Office supports mitigation policies cited in Draft EIR

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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State of california THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA

MEMORANDTUMN

To: Mr. Douglas P. Wheeler Date: November 2, %923
Secretary for Resources th"dﬂﬁ{zq’
I D e Ol
Mr. Loren Clark RECEﬁ;;-‘?l
Placer County Planning Department TeU
11413 B Avenue NOyO -
- Auburn, CA 95603 I 1Fy3
From: Department of Conservation PLAAqup
Office of Governmental and Environmenta Rﬁﬂiﬁ&gpp,p
MENT

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Placer
County General Plan Update. SCH #93082012

| The Department of Conservation has reviewed the DEIR for the
Placer County General Plan Update and the Policy Document for the
General Plan. The information and data included for agricultural
land use and agricultural commodities produced in Placer County
is comprehensive. The loss of 59 percent of the annual gross
production value of fruit and nut crops in the county was
identified a potential result of development during the timeframe
w of the General Plan.

As stated in the General Plan DEIR, impacts could be
modified by implementation of a number of policies, which are
identified in the Policy Document. Among the policies
identified, the Department especially supports development of a
program to preserve and protect agricultural land through buffer
zones, purchase and transfer of development rights, conservation
easements and enforcement of the Right-to-Farm Ordinance.

D-2-1

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
DEIR. 1If I can be of further assistance, please feel free to
call me at (916) 445-8733.

—\7544£r14/4'kf.;9£444744L¢¢ﬂ__,

Deborah L. Herrmann
Environmental Program Coordinator

cc: Kenneth E. Trott, Manager
Office of Land Conservation
Placer County Resource Conservation District
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D-3 Department of Fish & Game (11/02/93)

D-3-1.  DFG strongly supports Draft Plan Implementation Program 6.10 (Habitat Management Plan)
and supports swift and timely development of the program.

The Policy Document indicates that Implementation Program 6.10 will be initiated in 1995 and will take
approximately 2 years to complete. Given the level of coordination and expenditure of resources

necessary to implement the program, the County feels that this is a reasonable time frame.

D-3-2.  Draft Plan buffer policies must fully protect targeted resources, and should be adjusted only as
vegetation and topography allow

The referenced policies have been modified for consistency throughout the Policy Document.
D-3-3.  Request for clarification of Draft Plan policy 6.A.1

The County is comfortable with the policy as drafted, given that this is a countywide document that
provides for some County discretion.

D-3-4.  Draft Plan policy 6.B.4 should be mandatory component of new development proposals
Comment noted; no response necessary.
D-3-5.  DFG recommends additional policy recognizing value of agricultural land as foraging habitat

The Policy Document’s policies and programs addressing agricultural land and habitat preservation
implicitly recognize the habitat value of agricultural land.

D-3-6.  Draft Plan Policy 6.C.11 field review requirements should be expanded
The referenced policy has been modified in response to this comment.

D-3-7.  Draft Plan policy 6.C.12 list should be expanded

The suggested revision has been made to the Policy Document.

D-3-8.  Draft Plan Implementation Program 6.9 should not imply that importance of species is based
on recreational or economic considerations

The County feels the program is appropriate as written.

D-3-9.  DFG reiterates its strong support of Program 6.10 (Habitat Management Plan)
Refer to response to comment D-3-1.

D-3-10. Draft Plan policy 6.D.7 should emphasize native and endemic plant species

The County does not favor limiting landscaping in the manner suggested. As written, however, the policy
provides staff with the discretion to require native or endemic species where appropriate.
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D-3-11. DFG recommends development of a P/TDR program as a means to preserve and protect
ecological areas

The County feels that the Policy Document covers the subject matter sufficiently.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—~THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

REGION 2
1701 NIMBUS ROAD, SUITE A
RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIFORNIA 95670

(916) 355-7020

B \I 1
. November 2, 1993 0/04 1593
L PLAN
Mr. Loren Clark, Senior Planner NING DEPARTM
Placer County Planning Department EN

11414 B Avenue
Auburn, California 95603

Dear Mr. Clark:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft
Policy Document and the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the Countywide General Plan for the Placer County General
Plan Update. We strongly support Implementation Program 6.10
which identifies the development of a comprehensive Habitat
Management Plan (HMP) within Placer County. This process would
assure protection of critical and representative habitats in
Placer County and identifies a process by which development and D-3-1

~wildlife mitigation can be routinely and easily accomplished.

Swift and timely development of this program should be pursued by
Placer County. Both natural resource and development interests

can best be assured through this process. Clarification and
expansion of this program should be included within future

revisions of this document. —

Additionally, we have the following specific comments at
this time:

Draft Policy Document:

1. Page 20-21, #3 and page 87, policy 6.A.1.: Buffer widths
and allowable uses within buffers must be designed to
fully protect those resource values for which the buffer
was established and adjusted only as vegetation and
topography allow. Buffers must be adequately sized and
configured, based on the best available biology, to assure
that they function as intended. We typically suggest 100-
foot nondevelopment buffers adjacent to perennial stream D-3-2
and wetland resources and 50-foot nondevelopment buffers
adjacent to intermittent stream and wetland resources.
However, more extensive nondevelopment and buffer areas
may be required in areas of sensitive movement corridors,
wildlife habitats, or stream systems. This standard
should be modified to reflect the potential needs of the
variety of resource values, as identified within the EIR,
that may require protection from land development
activities. :
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Mr. Loren Clark
November 2, 1993
Page Two

2.

3.

Page 87, policy 6.A.1.: Section "a" must be clearly
defined and examples of potential exceptions identified.

' Page 91, policy 6.B.4.: This policy is critical to the

entire concept of buffer width and protection of stream
resources and should be a mandatory component of new
development proposals.

Page 92, goal 6.C.: Agricultural lands, principally lands
under rice cultivation, provide a critical foraging and
resting habitat for migratory waterfowl. We recommend
that a policy be developed that describes the critical
nature of rice land to waterfowl, develops criteria by
which protection of these agricultural lands is
considered, and develops a methodology to mitigate for the
unavoidable loss of rice land values. :

Page 93, policy 6.C.11.: Evaluation for DFG "Species of
Concern' should be added to required field review of
projects within significant areas. Additionally, those
types of habitats that may be considered as "significant
ecological resource areas'" as noted within this policy
should be identified and include wetlands, vernal pools,
all stream environment zones, all water bodies, migratory
deer ranges, known locations of rare, threatened and
endangered species of plants and animals and their
suitable habitats, agricultural areas critical as
migratory waterfowl wintering habitat, large blocks of
undeveloped habitat, and connective links to large blocks
of habitat.

Page 93, policy 6.C.12.: Species of concern and important
movement zones should be added to this list.

Page 94, Implementation Program 6.9, second sentence: The
importance of any species should not be based on relevant
recreational or economic considerations, and this sentence
should be modified to reflect this recommendation. The
DFG, as Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife, will provide
relevant ecological criteria and the determination of the
importance of a species habitat.

Page 94, Implementation Program 6.10.: We consider this
program the most critical program for fish and wildlife in
this General Plan and support swift implementation. We
are concerned that phasing of this program, as currently
identified within this General Plan, will preclude the
ability of Placer County to incorporate a Habitat °
Management Program (HMP) during the selection of those New
Growth Areas as identified within this document. An HMP
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Mr. Loren Clark
November 2, 1993
Page Three

should be identified as a concurrent process of this
General Plan Update. This HMP should also be identified
within the "Standards for New Growth Areas" on page 23-24
as a principal component for the identification of areas
constrained to development due to the presence of
significant ecological resources and those in need of
future protection.

The DFG is willing to assist Placer County with the
development of an HMP in a timely and useful manner. We
are concerned that funding may not be available and
suggest that the program be given a high priority for
timely implementation and a firm funding source identified
within these documents. Without the development of an-
HMP, principally within western Placer County, continued,
irretrievable loss of critical wildlife and plant
resources will occur.

9. Page 96, policy 6.D.7.: This policy should emphasize the
use of native and endemic plant species.

10. We recommend that a policy be developed, similar to policy
7.4 on page 105 for agricultural lands, that identifies
the development of a program for the purchase and transfer
of development rights as a means to preserve and protect
significant ecological areas.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092 and
21092.2, the DFG requests written notification of proposed
actions and pending decisions regarding this project. Written
notifications should be directed to this office.

This project will have an impact to fish and/or wildlife
habitat. Assessment of fees under Public Resources Code
Section 21089 and as defined by Fish and Game Code Section 711.4
is necessary. Fees are payable by the project applicant upon
filing of the Notice of Determination by the lead agency.

If the DFG can be of further assistance, please contact
Mr. Ron Bertram, Senior Biologist, at (916) 355-7010 or Mr. Jerry
Mensch, Environmental Services Supervisor, at (916) 355-7030.

Sincerely,

S ) 1’414(./
L. Ryag ‘Broddrick 7
Reé' al Manager
cc: See attached list :
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ccC.

Mr. Ron Bertram

Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California

Mr. Jerry Mensch
Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California

-
-
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
D-4 California Regional Water Quality Control Board--Lahontan (11/10/93)

D-4-1.  Commentor did not receive Draft Policy Document

Comment noted; no response necessary.

D-4-2.  Final EIR should include commitment to preparation of subsequent environmental documents
as needed

The County does intend to use the General Plan EIR as a first-tier document for subsequent environmental
analyses, although the Policy Document does specify that major new development projects will be required
to prepare project-level environmental documents.

D-4-3.  Draft EIR Tables 2-3 and 2-7 appear to contain discrepancies

The numbers in Table 2-3 reflect holding capacity, while the numbers in Table 2-7 reflect forecast-based
development at year 2040.

D-4-4.  Final EIR should recognize potential water quality impacts of roadway widenings

The Policy Document includes policies to address potential effects of public works projects, including road
widenings, on the quality of local water courses. The EIR also recognizes this potential impact.

D-4-5.  Draft EIR cites Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan that was not adopted

The cited references to the Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan have been removed from the Final EIR.
The water-use limitation citations now refer to the California-Nevada Interstate Water Compact.

D-4-6.  Final EIR should recognize California-Nevada Interstate Water Compact limitations on
diversions from Truckee River watershed

The Final EIR cites the limitations on surface water diversions in the Truckee River watershed.

D-4-7.  Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency’s wastewater treatment capacity limit is actual limit for entire
Tahoe Basin

The County understands this; the capacities listed in Table 5-2 are for those Placer County users of TTSA
facilities (see foomote #1).

D-4-8.  Draft EIR assumes no new onsite systems in Lake Tahoe and Truckee River watersheds; in
actuality, some exceptions are allowed

The Final EIR corrects the implication that restrictions on on-site systems are absolute.

D-4-9.  Draft EIR assumes that all development in Placer County part of Martis Valley is sewered; this
is not the case '

The Final EIR recognizes that there are some onsite sewage treatment systems in the Placer County part
of Martis Valley.
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D-4-10. Draft EIR should state that prohibition of wastewater disposal in Tahoe Basin is stated in the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

This reference has been corrected in the Final EIR.

D-4-11. Draft EIR should note that Lahontan’s prohibition of wastewater disposal in Tahoe Basin applies
in part of Placer East area

The Final EIR notes that Lahontan’s discharge regulations operate in the parts of the Placer East analysis
area under its jurisdiction.

D-4-12. Final EIR should use TRPA’s assumptions for impervious surfaces; should also recognize water
quality effects of drainage improvements

The County recognizes that different agencies may have more precise information available than the
standard assumptions used in the EIR analysis. In assessing the relative impacts of increased
development, the County feels it is appropriate to use standard assumptions, particularly for a countywide
general plan EIR. Accordingly, the Final EIR does not reflect the recommended changes. The water
quality effects of increased impervious surface are discussed both in Chapters 5 and 8 of the Final EIR.

D-4-13. Final EIR should state that statewide NPDES permits are issued by SWRCB, not Regional
Boards

The reference is corrected in the Final EIR.

D-4-14. Draft EIR Table 8-1 should recognize growth potential in Tahoe Basin outside of Tahoe City
Community Plan Area

Table 8-1 is based on TRPA assumptions for new growth in the Tahoe Basin; for the Placer County part
of the Basin, most of the growth is in the Tahoe City Community Plan Area.

D-4-15. Does Draft EIR assume cumulative surface water quality impacts are mitigated or unmitigable

The same policies and programs addressing local water quality problems also address the cumulative
regional problems, but only in areas within Placer County’s jurisdiction. The County is not in a position
to impose mitigation requirements (or its General Plan policies) outside of the county. The cumulative
impact discussion is intended to disclose potential regional problems that might result from development
within and outside of Placer County.

D-4-16. Two corrections to Draft EIR Table 8-7

The Background Report has been be revised to include updated lists of both federally- and state-listed
species occurring in Placer County. Draft EIR Table 8-7 has been included in the Background Report.

D-4-17. Draft EIR use of "Significant Natural Areas” should be clarified
The term "significant natural areas"” is described in the Background Report as it relates to a program

administered by the Department of Fish and Game. The types of natural areas that the County considers
significant are defined in the Policy Document.
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D-4-18. Final EIR should recognize Tahoe Basin concerns with water quality impacts of atmospheric
air pollutants

The increase in nitrogen oxides (NOx) has been reevaluated in the Final EIR and is now predicted to
increase 38.5 percent between 1991 and 2010. This significant increase in NOx is expected to occur
predominantly in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. Although increased NOx concentrations may be
transported through the Mountain Counties air basin and into the Lake Tahoe air basin, significant
deposition into Lake Tahoe is not anticipated from this source. The County, nonetheless recognizes this
concern.
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REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PLACER COUNTY
GENERAL PLAN UPDATE, SCH # 93082012

Regional Board staff have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Placer
County’s Genperal Plan Update. As described in the Introduction, the County proposes to
satisfy California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements by using four separate
documents: the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document; the Draft General Plan
Background Report, the General Plan Issues and Options Report, and this draft EIR, which
includes a technical appendix volume. Regional Board staff have submitted separate
comments on the Issues and Options Report and the Background Report; we assume that
these comments will be addressed when final version of these documents are prepared. We
did not receive a copy of the Draft Countywide Plan Policy Document.

The preferred General Plan Alternative is 2 "hybrid” of alternatives discussed in the Issues
and Options Report. It involves a Countywide population increase to 500,000 by 2040, with
most growth concentrated in the western portion of the County. The update process would
involve "validation", with limited modifications, of a number of existing community plans,
including the Alpine Meadows, Lake Tahoe, North Tzhoe, Ward Valley, Martis Valley, and
Squaw Vaiiey Generai Pians. The EIR is meant 10 be a “program EIR" and a Master
Environmental Assessment. Several significant unmitigable impacts are identified including
loss of fish and wildlife habitat and vegetation due to urbanization, and increases in nitrogen
oxide emissions (see Specific Comment 16 below).

The Regional Board will not be issuing any permits as a direct result of Placer County’s
adoption of an updated General Plan. Only the eastern portion of Placer County, in the Lake
Tahoe and Truckee River watersbeds, are within the Lahontan Regir.nal Board's jurisdiction.
We have the following comments as a "trustee agency” under CEQA for the waters within
those watersheds.

-274-




Willizm Shafroth -

[}S)
L]

Generz] Comments

1.

The EIR cites proposed General Plan Pclicies 25 mitigation for many potential
impacts, and provides brief summaries. Because we did not receive the full text of
the policies, we cannot fully evaluzte the adequacy of mitigation for water quality-
related impacts.

The EIR's discussions of water quality-related impacts are very general, and are not
adequate for our use as a CEQA responsible agency for any subsequent specific
projects. We assume that the Counry does not intend 1o use this EIR as a "Master
EIR" pursuant to recent CEQA amendments. The final EIR should include a
commitment to prepare subseguent environmental documents 2s needed.

-~

Specific Comments

I.

The potential numbers of dwelling units in Table 2-3

(34, 822 units at the maximum density) do not agree with the projections discussed on
page 3-6 of the text or the year 2040 "Total Units" in Table 2-7. Table 2-7
apparently includes both existing and furure units. These discrepancies should be
corrected, since they may affect water-related impacts such as needs for sewer
capaciry, water supply, and stormwater control facilities.

On page 4-39, the widening of Highways 28 and 89 from two to four lanes is
recognized as possible mitigation for increased traffic impacts. The final EIR should
recognize the potentially significant water quality impacts, associated with erosion and
increased impervious surface, of widening these highways, which are located near
Lake Tahoe and the Truckee River.

The discussion of domestic water supply projections on page 5-6 cites proposed
"zonal" allocations of water in the Lake Tahoe Basin discussed in the 1980 Lake
Tahoe Basin Water Quality Plan. Although the State' Water Resources Control Board
circulated a draft EIR on this proposed allocation scheme in 1984, the EIR was never
finalized, and the allocation policy was never approved.

In addition to the 23,000 acre-feet per annum (afa) cap on water use in the Lake
Tahoe Basin, the California-Nevada Interstate Water Compact (P.L. 101-618) limits
maximum surface water diversions in the Truckee River watershed in California
[which includes portions of Placer, Nevada, and Sierra Counties] to 10,000 afa. This
limit should be recognized in the final EIR's discussion of projected future water use.
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10.

11.

12,

(page 5-17) The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitztion Agency's (TTSA’s) wastewater treatment
capacity limit is the actuzl capacity limit for the Squaw Valley County Water District,
Alpine Springs County Water District, Truckee Sanjtary District, and Northstar
Community Services District sysiems as well as for the districts in the Tahoe Basin.

(page 5-17) The EIR assumes that no new development using onsite wastewater
treatment systems (septic systermns) will occur in the Lake Tahoe and Truckee River
watersheds due to the Regional Board's septic system discharge prohibitions. Limited
exemptions to these prohibitions are perminted if the Regional Board makes certain
findings. Also, the Truckee River prohibitions apply only to the area upstream of the
Boca Reservoir outlet; regionwide septic system criteria, including a 2 dwelling units
per acre density limit, appiy t0 downsmeam arzas. The prohibition language has been
clarified in the revised Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region, which
was adopted by the Regional Board in September 1993. This plan could take effect in
early 1994, following further necessary state agency approvals. :

The EIR assumes (page 5-23) that all development in the Placer County portion of
Martis Valley has been sewered. This is not the case; exemptions for the use of
onsite systems have been granted for several subdivisions.

The prohibition against wastewater disposal in the Lake Tahoe Basin is not contained
in the California-Nevada Interstate Water Compact, as stzted on page 5-23, but in the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

The Lahontan Regional Board’s waste discharge prohibitions affecting onsite systems
(and exemption criteria) apply in the portion of the "Placer East” planning area within
the Truckee River Watershed and upstream of the Boca Reservoir outlet (page 5-29).

Impervious surface coverage figures for the Lake Tahoe Basin (Table 5-8, page 43)
have apparcmly been estimated, as for the rest of the Counry. using assumptions

~né an . 5, - ah
about ihe average amount of coverage associated with different land uses. The Tahoe

Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has more accurate figures for existing and
projected coverage within the Tahoe Basin. The EIR’s discussion of drainage, which
now centers on flood control, should also recognize the water quality impacts of
increased coverage in terms of decreased soil/vegetation treatment for nutrients in
precipitation, and addition of urban stormwater pollutants to runoff.

(page 8-1) Statewide stormwater NPDES permits are issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board, not the Regional Boards.

Table 8-1 on page 8-4 needs to recognize the potential for growth in the Lake Tahoe
Basin outside of the Tahoe City Community Plan Area.
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13.

14,

16.

On pzge 8-6, the potential for cumulative reduction of surface water quality in the
Truckee River watershed is recogmized zfter the discussion of mitigation of direct
impacts 10 surface weter quality. Are cumulative impacts assumed to be mitigated by
the same measures noted for other water quality impacts, or are they unmitigable?

On page 8-23 (Table 8-7), the Lake Tzhoe shorezone plant Tahoe yellow-cress
(Rorippa subumbellata) is listed as a "candidate species”; the foomote explains that
this is in relation to federal listing. Tahoe yellow cress is also a State-listed
endangered species. Table 8-7 should also include the recently listed federal
candidate species Capnia lacustra, the Tzhoe benthic stonefly.

Page 8-29 lists several "Sigmificant Naturai Areas”, inciuding Martis Creek as a
Lahontan cutthroat trout stream, and Ward Creek as Tahoe yellow cress habitat. It is
not clear whether the term "Significant Natural Area” is used in the same sense as
that of the California Department of Fish and Game's (DFG's) Natural Heritage
Program. A 1992 annual summary printout from this program provided to us by
DFG shows Tahoe yellow-cress habitat at the mouth of Blackwood Creek as well as
at the mouth of Ward Creek. A Truckee River tributary, Pole Creek, is identified in
our current Basin Plan as habitat for Lahontan curthroat trout. The Truckee River
and all tributaries have been designated for an existing or potential Rare and
Endangered Species Habitat (RARE) beneficial use in recognition of federal plans to
reintroduce the Lahontan cutthroat trout.

The discussion of air quality impacts (pzges 8-37 and 8-39) projects a 24% increase in
nitrogen oxide generation in Placer County between 1991 and 2010. This increase is
considered significant and unmitigable. The final EIR needs to recognize the concern
within the Lake Tahoe Basin about the water quality impacts of atmospheric
deposition of nitrogen oxides from out-of-Basin sources, and the possibiliry that this
increase could contribute 10 nonanainment of TRPA’s "environmental threshold™
standards related to amnospheric nutrient loading. TRPA has a variery of contingency
measures, including further reswrictions on development, which may be wiggered by
lack of progress toward arainment of thresholds.

Please contact Judith Unsicker at (916) 542-5417 if you wish to discuss these comments.

cc:

JEU/sh

Regional Board Members

Region 5, Sacramento Office

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Loren Clark, Placer County Planning Department v
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D-5 Caltrans (11/18/93)

D-5-1. Development of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes would address most impacts on I-80
identified in Draft EIR

Comment noted. The EIR does mention HOV lanes as a possible mitigation measure for traffic on 1-80
and the Policy Document calls for the County to participate in a multi-modal study of the I1-80 corridor
that will include consideration of HOV facilities.

D-5-2. HOV lanes on I-80 are not included in RTP project list; County should ensure that they are
added

The Policy Document includes a policy calling for PCTC to add HOV facilities and ramp metering to its
20-year RTP.

D-5-3.  Recommended first step in HOV lane program is installation of ramp metering

The I-80 multi-modal study that the Policy Document calls for Placer County to participate in will address
HOV lanes, but the General Plan is not the appropriate forum for discussion of these details.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY PETE WILSON, Gevernor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Vo
DiSTRICT 3 g
P. 0. BOX 911 )
MARYSVILLE, CA 95901

0 §16 741-4509

FAX mo,  §16 323-7669
Telephone 516 741-4277

November 18, 1993

Yot EPLAO8S
?X»":;;qu, 03-Pla-Var
FzEA78 %, DEIR
v Riegp 2 Placer County General Plan
Loren Clark Ack'; 5 one

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue PLar,,,
Auburn, CA 95603 ALY SEpa
\ ‘I.,VF
Dear Mr. Clark: ENT

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above referenced document.
COMMENTS:

® The DEIR accurately notes that "the backbone of the county’s roadway system is its
state highways, particularly Interstate Route 80 which traverses the county from east
to west." Interstate 80 is also the only East-West major freeway between Bakersfield
and Portland, a distance of about 1,000 miles. As such, it is of enormous national
economic importance with regard to freight traffic. Delays on Interstate 80 will have
significant negative national economic consequences.

® The DEIR analysis of the impacts to Interstate 80 with and without improvements
dramatically illustrates the need for enhancements to the route. The improvement :
assumed in the DEIR, and probably the most efficient and effective alternative, would D-5-1
be the development of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes between Sierra College
Boulevard and the Sacramento County line, with connections to HOV lanes from this
point westward in Sacramento County. This would address the growth assumed and
accommodated in the General Plan Update.

| L

® The development of HOV lanes in this corridor, however, are not included in the draft
Placer County Transportation Commission 1993 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 20 -
year project 1ist which assumes a constrained (realistic) funding scenario. The D-5-2
County should ensure that the project is, in fact, included in this 1isting as a high
priority project consistent with the conclusions of the environmental assessment for
the new General Plan.

| |

® The implementation of a comprehensive ramp metering program at appropriate locations
within Placer County is recommended as a first step toward the eventual HOV lane
project described above. The ramp metering program is of relatively low cost, could
be implemented in a timely manner commensurate with the projected growth, and would D-5-3
provide ample incentive for Placer commuters to rideshare. The program is being
implemented within Sacramento. Caltrans is developing a preliminary cost estimate for
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Mr. Loren Clark
November 18, 1993
Page 2

the proposed ramp metering network. This information will be forwarded to you as soon D-5-3 -
as it is available. S

If you haveﬁény'questions, please phone me at 741-4227 or Jeff Pulverman in
Sacramento at 327-3859.

Sincerely,
$o2_ ooy . Lonereen

-z Deputy District Director
Planning and Public Transportation
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D-6 Calif. Dept. of Conservation--Div. of Mines & Geology (11/24/93)

D-6-1.  Draft Plan appears well-conceived and sufficiently complete, especially policies dealing with
fire hazards

Comment noted; no response necessary.
D-6-2. Recommended revision to Draft Plan policy 8.A.1

Comment noted, but no change has been made. The County retains discretion regarding the appropriate
content of such analysis.
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PETE WILSON, Governor
~. DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION ? FlEgé.lr\g V)} @@‘
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROJECT @
801 K Strest, MS 12-32 DEC 0 11993

Sacrarnento, CA 9SE14-35319
Phone (916) 323-85€7
Fex (916) 3241386

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
November 24, 1983

Mr. Loren Clark

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, Ca $5603

Dear Mr. Clark:

Subject: Xealth and Safety Element Review for the Placer County
General Plan Update Project

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and
Geology (DMG) has reviewed the draft Health and Safety Element
and porticns of the DEIR and related documents for the General
Plan Update. DMG has special expertise in evaluating
geologic/seismic hazarés znd resource issues, and has
responsibility under Governrent Code Secticn 65302 (g) to review
and provice inforraticn to the lead agency for the Draft Safety

Element portion of the General Plan prior to its adoption. The
documents reviewed are:

¢

, : &N

* Countywide Draft realth and Safety Zlement Policy Document,
Octcker 1, 1693,

® Countywide General Plan TZIR. October 1, 1993 (SCEH¥
$3082012).

* Draft General ?lan 3ackground Report, Volume I and iI,
Septenber 25, 1ss2.

Those pertions of the Draft Policy Document that we reviewed —1
appear to be well conceived and sufficiently complete, especially D-6-1
the policies dealing with Fire Hazards. DMG has a minor

suggestion regarding the geologic hazard section of the Health
and Safety Element. .

Policy 8.A.1, reguires "a soils engineering and geologic-
seismic analysis" in areas prcne to specified geologic hazards.
We suggest using the term "and/or" to allow the option of one or D-6
the other znalysis. For example, a potential expansive soil -6-2
problem can be adeguately evaluated by a soils engineering
analysis; and groundshzking may be acequately evaluated by a
geclogic/seismic analysis. But both types of analysis may be

required to evaluate a difficult liquefaction Problem-RECElV'ED

OEC 3 1993
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¥r. Loren Clark
November 24, 1993
Page Two

DMG complements the Placer County Planning staff and their

censultants in producing an informative and well presented
: Backgroupd'Report fer the General Plan Update.

If you have any questio

ns regarding these comments, Please
contact me at (916) 322-2562.

Sincerely,

Roger C. Martin ‘
Senior Engineering Geologist

Environmental Review Project Manager
RG 2421, CEG 705

Concur:
”’1‘/’73 ///....:;;.. ,% MM
Date: Trinda L. Zedrossian

Supervising Geologist
RG 3363, CEG 1064

cc: Deborzh Herrmann, Department of Conservation
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E-1 California Native Plant Society (11/03/93)

E-1-1.  County should uphold 1-mile urban separator buffer requirements, but should exclude any
residential development in buffer areas

Because the new growth areas that would have required the Draft Plan’s urban separator buffer no longer
appear on the Land Use Diagram, the standards for such buffers have been removed from the Policy

Document. The County agrees that vernal pool areas should be protected; accordingly, the Policy

Document includes policies and programs that would prohibit the disturbance of valuable vernal pool
habitat.

E-1-2.  Policies calling for planting of vegetation should specify preference for indigenous species or
species likely to hybridize with native species

The Policy Document incorporates the recommended revision.

E-1-3.  CNPS disagrees that no additional mitigation is feasible for impacts on native plants and plant
communities (cite first 2 comments)

The County does not believe that these impacts could be further mitigated without changing the
JSundamental nature of the proposed project. Refer to common response #2.

E-1-4.  CNPS supports policies encouraging on-site stormwater retention in new development
Comment noted; no response required.

E-1-5.  CNPS recommends that Draft Plan Policies 6.A.1, 6.A.5, and 6.B.3 be strengthened
The County feels the referenced policies are appropriate for a countywide general plan.

E-1-6.  CNPS suggests that replacement of lost riparian vegetation (per policy 6.A.3.a) might be
infeasible; avoidance should be first priority

Policy 6.A.3 has been revised to indicate that avoidance of riparian habitat will be the first priority, but
that creation of new habitat will be an acceptable alternative in cases where avoidance is infeasible.

E-1-7.  CNPS recommends ranking mitigation methods in Policy 6.B.2 in order of priority
Policy 6.B.2 has been modified to rank the methods in the suggested order.

E-1-8.  Policy 6.D.2 should clarify that "native" species are "indigenous”

The County does not feel the recommended change is necessary.

E-1-9.  Policy 6.D.4 should be expanded to include recruitment of younger trees

Policy 6.D.4 has been revised to encourage recruitment and retention of younger trees.
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E-1-10. CNPS recommends preparing a masterplan for rare plant communities and significant natural
areas

The County feels that the Policy Document adequately addresses the intent of this recommendation, so
the recommended change has not been made.

E-1-11. Plan policies should explicitly recognize northern volcanic mudflow vernal pools and other types
of vernal pools

The Policy Document’s references to vernal pools are implicitly inclusive of all types of vernal pools.
E-1-12. Policy 6.E.4 in the Draft Policy Document is too vague and general
Comment noted; no change has been made.

E-1-13. CNPS disagrees that no additional mitigation is feasible for impacts related to habitat conversion
(cite first 2 comments)

Refer to response to comment E-1-1.

E-1-14. CNPS encourages Placer County to provide copies of CEQA-required documents to nonprofit
organizations free of charge

The County is not in a financial position to subsidize reproduction costs, even for nonprofits.
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Califormia Native Plant Society)

1722 J Street, Suite 17 \’p\CER {Ypyember 3, 1993
Sacramento, California 95814 4 S ,{‘;1}-5";.;7,-,\
.c_C‘::",-":.EO 1
Placer County Planning Department Koy e
11212 B Avenue sl
Auburn, California 95603
‘ : LANNING DEPA

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County General Plan Update
(SCH# 93082012)

Gentlemen:

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) appreciates the opportunity of reviewing the above
Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR). However, we feel that some additional measures
need to be taken to protect and preserve the native plants and plant communities of Placer
County. Since the proposed mitigation measures for most of the potential environmental
impacts identified in the DEIR consist of policies and implementation programs outlined in the
Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document, many of the following comments address
proposed policies and programs. We suggest that if it is not appropriate or feasible to modify
some of proposed policies and programs, then perhaps additional mitigation measures for
certain impacts need to be included in the Final EIR.

1. Page 1-6: We note that the primary objectives for land use planning adopted by the
Placer County Board of Supervisors (Project Objectives 1-5) include balancing growth by
separating and individualizing population centers. However, in south Placer County,
separation between adjacent communities is rapidly disappearing; development of the four
"new town" areas, one of which (Stanford Ranch West, per page 3-2 of the DEIR) already
overlaps with Roseville’s sphere of influence, will only exacerbate the situation. The DEIR
correctly identifies northern volcanic mudfiow vernal pools in the Roseville area and several
other plant communities and native plant species as especially threatened by development in
Placer County. The Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document calls for urban separator
buffers that are at least 5,280 feet wide. We urge you to uphold the buffer requirement
throughout south Placer County and, wherever possible, to align the buffers in a manner that
will preserve south Placer County’s rapidly diminishing vernal pools, riparian habitat, and oak
woodlands.

Furthermore, the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document indicates that
compatible land uses in urban separator buffers include “ranchette-type residential
development and other low-intensity uses with minimum-lot-area requirements ranging from
one acre (for clustered developments) to 20 acres” (Draft Countywide General Plan Policy
Document, page 22). Wae do not feel that 1-20 acre lots are compatible with the natural
appearance and function of the grasslands, vernal pool areas, and oak savannah that
characterize much of south Placer County and recommend deleting any new residential
development from the list of allowed land used in urban separator buffers. However, if

A Dedicated ta the nveseruatign of Califovnia native flova
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despite CNPS's recommendation, some development is allowed to occur in or near any vernal
pool areas lying within an urban separator buffer, then it is imperative that the natural
hydrology of the areas to be developed and of the vernal pool watershed be determined before
any projects are approved to ascertain that there will not be any indirect adverse effects on
vernal pools. --

2. Page 3-5, Visual and Scenic Resources: We recommend revising Policies 1.J.2, 1.J.3,
and 1.J.6 to clarify that "vegetation” used for screening new development shall refer to trees
and/or shrubs indigenous to the general project locality whenever possible; furthermore,
species native to the type of soil found on the project site should be used. If species not
native to the general project locality must be used, only species that are not likely to hybridize
with the local flora should be planted. In addition, please modify Policy 1.J.4.d. to encourage:

a. use of native grasses and forbs to revegetate graded areas.

b. stripping and stockpiling of native topsoil prior to grading the subsoil, and
redeposition of the stockpiled soil prior to revegetation.

Reference is made on page 3-5 of the DEIR to "Policies 1.J.1. through 1.J.8." Our
copy of the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document did not include Policies 1.J.7.
or 1.J.8.

3. Page 3-6: We disagree that no additional mitigation is feasible for land use impacts
on native plants and plant communities. Please see comments 1 and 2 above.

4. Section 5.3, Drainage: Since the health and survival of many native plants and
plant communities depend on maintenance of natural hydrological conditions, we support on-
site infiltration of additional storm runoff generated by new development whenever possible.
Perhaps Policies 4.E.11. and 4.E.12. could be modified to encourage more strongly on-site
stormwater retention and to maximize opportunities for groundwater recharge.

5. Page 8-5, Surface Water Quality: Agriculture, industrial land uses, and residential
landscaping can ail be sources of pesticides, fertilizers, and other chemicals. These
substances may be carried by overland sheet flow or shallow subsurface flows into adjacent
sensitive native plant communities, such as vernal pools or riparian habitats. We recommend
that exceptions to Policy 6.A.1. be kept to 2 minimum and that when exceptions are granted,
appropriate mitigation measures and/or implementation of best management practices (BMPs)
be required. Furthermore, the BMPs selected for the project should alter that natural
hydrology of the sensitive habitat as little as possible; that is, efforts should be directed not
to diverting potentially contaminated water from a sensitive plant community but rather to
ensuring adequate water quality. We suggest modifying Policies 6.A.1. and 6.B.3.
accordingly.

We also recommend expanding Policy 6.A.5. to require the use of BMPs not only to
protect streams but native plant communities such as vernal pools and riparian areas as well.

6. Page 8-31, Streams and Creeks: The intent of Policy 6.A.3.a, encouraging on-site, in-
kind replacement of riparian vegetation lost due to development, is commendable. However,
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it should be recognized that in many cases, especially on relatively undisturbed sites, existing
riparian vegetation already occupies all areas capable of supporting such vegetation. Thus,
attempts to plant new riparian vegetation in other portions of the site may prove unsuccessful
unless the hydrology of the areas to be planted is modified so that it will support riparian
vegetation. Modification of hydrology to support a different type of vegetation than what
occurs naturally on a given site tends to be expensive, requiring monitoring for five years or
more. In short, avoidance of riparian vegetation should be the policy of first choice unless
there is clear evidence that other portions of the site are suitable riparian habitat.

7. Page 8-31, Streams and Creeks: We strongly recommend ranking the mitigation
methods for impacts on wetlands that are listed in Policy 6.B.2. in order of preference, with
avoidance being the preferred policy. This ranking is also supported by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency Memorandum of Agreement on Section
404(b){1) of the Clean Water Act.

We commend Placer County’'s awareness, as implied by Policy 6.B.2., that losses of
non-regulated wetlands can be cumulatively significant and fully support the goal of "no net
loss™ of wetlands of any kind.

8. Page 8-31, Vegetation:

a. Please modify Policy 6.D.2 to clarify that "native"” species should be indigenous
" tothe general project vicinity and to the types of soil found on the project site,
and that "compatible non-native species” should be carefully selected so that

no inadvertent hybridization with local species is likely to occur.

b. We recommend modifying Policy 6.D.4. to include not only landmark trees and
"major™ groves (What constitutes a "major™ grove?) of native trees but also a
reasonable number of younger trees, along with adequate space for the younger
trees to mature, that will serve to maintain a biologically viable population as
the older trees decline and die. Many local tree preservation ordinances in
California omit to provide for recruitment of new native trees; we encourage
you to take advantage of this opportunity to avoid setting up a "museum” of
relict, aging native trees.

9. Page 8-32, Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources:

a. Policies 6.E.1 through 6.E.5 are somewhat vague regarding the timing of their
implementation; they should be revised to provide a more proactive approach
toconservation issues. Protection of significant natural communities should not
occur in a piecemeal fashion as development proposals are submitted. We
strongly recommend that Placer County go beyond "coordinatling] with local,
state, and federal agencies and private organizations to establish ... open space
areas” {Policy 6.E.5) and develop a masterplan for the County’s rare plant
communities and significant natural areas; please add an implementation
program calling for such a masterplan. The masterplan should identify specific
sites to be preserved together with adequate buffer zones around each
preserve. Although the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document {page
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20) calls for a minimum buffer width of 50 feet, with an average width of 100

feet, a2 wider buffer may be required in certain instances; the master plan

should evaluate buffer requirements on a case-by-case basis. Given the

development pressure currently being exerted on the vernal pool areas of south

. Placer County, we suggest developing and adopting such the masterplan in

" several phases on the basis of geographical location, with south Placer County

.- constituting the first phase. Foothill and montane habitats could then bes
" - addressed in subsequent phases.

b. We recommend explicitly including northern volcanic mudflow vernal pools and
other types of vernal pools in Policies 6.E.1 and 6.E.2.

c. Please clarify the intent of Policy 6.E.4. As written, it seems so vague and
general as to be meaningless.

10. Page 8-34, Mitigation Measures: As noted above, we disagree that no further
mitigation measures are feasible for habitat conversion in new growth areas and potential
habitat conversion in suburban and rural residential areas.

Lastly, according to page 1 of the DEIR, the issues which CEQA requires to be
addressed in a DEIR are covered by four volumes: the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy
Document, the Draft General Plan Background Report, the General Plan Issues and Options
Report, and the DEIR. Unfortunately, budget constraints allowed us to purchase only the
Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document and the DEIR; some of our concerns may
have been addressed in the other two volumes. Woe realize that Placer County, like other
public agencies, has a limited budget. Nonetheless, CNPS would like to encourage the Placer
County Planning Department to revise its fee policies so that non-profit organizations can
obtain documents required by CEQA free of charge.

Yours sincerely,

fm Sofr

Eva Begley, Ph.D.
Conservation Committee, Sacramento Valley
Chapter, CNPS

cc:

Ray Butler, CNPS

George Clark, CNPS

Karen Wiese, CNPS

Roland Berghold, Sierra College

Neila Stewart, Planning Department, City of Roseville
Monica Parisi, California Department of Fish and Game
Jim Browning, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

-292-

E-1-10

m

-1-14

L

R : e . L
) . . . . P . .




Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

E-2 Sierra Club (11/13/93)
E-2-1.  Draft EIR statement of project objectives is inconsistent with Draft Plan

The EIR’s project objectives summary has been modified, as has the nature of the project; the County feels
that, with these changes, the two are consistent,

E-2-2.  EIR should isolate impacts associated with new growth areas

While the County concedes that such an analysis might be informative, it does not feel it is necessary for
the EIR to isolate the potential impacts of development in the new growth areas. According to the Policy
Document, development in the new growth areas will proceed according to the provisions of specific plans
that will require a detailed analysis of potential impacts. Furthermore, the new growth areas that were
the cause of the greatest impacts no longer appear on the Land Use Diagram. See also common response
#11.

E-2-3.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR holding capacity tables differ from one another

The tables have been revised to reconcile the cited inconsistencies.

E-2-4.  Draft Plan would be inconsistent with Dry Creek-West Placer Community Plan (DCWPCP),
so DCWPCP would have to be amended

The County understands that the provisions of the Policy Document would require modification of the Dry
Creek-West Placer Community Plan, and such revisions will be made in conjunction with adoption of the
Countywide General Plan. The County does not, however, agree that the EIR for that plan would have
to be revised, since the modifications to the plan would require the preparation of a specific plan and EIR
for any new development in the Villages of Dry Creek area and because the Draft EIR addressed the
Villages of Dry Creek area at level of detail appropriate for a general plan.

E-2-5.  Draft EIR transportation analysis should isolate impacts associated with new growth areas
Refer to response to comment E-2-2.

E-2-6.  Draft EIR inaccurately concludes impacts on water supply would be less than significant

Refer to common response #9.

E-2-7.  Draft EIR discussion of loss of agricultural production should recognize lack of irrigation water
rights

The EIR discusses availability of water rights for irrigation; such rights are sufficient for anticipated
demand.

E-2-8.  Draft EIR contains discrepancies between number of acres of agricultural land lost in new
growth areas and total size of new growth areas.

The EIR has been modified to reconcile any discrepancies.
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E-2-9.  Draft EIR apparently uses terms urban and unique to describe same quality of agricultural land

This comment refers to a typographical error; all references to "urban and local” have been changed to
"unique and local.”

E-2-10. Does Draft EIR Table 8-5 undervalue grazing land?

The County does not believe the EIR undervalues grazing land.

E-2-11. Draft EIR should address giant garter snake habitat

Wester Placer County is not considered suitable habitat for the giant garter snake. This species is not
expected to occur east of the Natomas Main Drainage Canal and contiguous riparian and rice field
habitats. In addition, this species was not included in list prepared by the USFWS of listed and proposed
Endangered and Threatened Species and Candidate Species.

E-2-12. Draft EIR air quality analysis should isolate impacts of new growth areas

Refer to response to comment E-2-2.

E-2-13. Draft EIR alternatives analysis does not fulfill requirements of CEQA.

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR includes a revised discussion of the CEQA-required alternatives analysis.
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PLACER GROUP
P. O. BOX 7167
AUBUEN, CA 95504

November 13, 1993

Placer County Planning Dept.

Attn: Loren Clark R .?C?
11414 B Avenue t E 4%>
Auburn, CA 95603 1] ED ;‘
Re: Placer County Geperal Plan Draft EIﬂn.;; fgha
S i3
Dear Loren, PLA;wY:;C =
~ ARTMENT
On behalf of the Placer Group of the Sierra Club, I would
like to submit these comments concerning the adequacy of
the Countywide General Plan Draft EIR.
Project Objectives -
Project objectives number 3 and 5 are not accurate state-
ments of what the Plan accomplishes. Either these objec-
tives, or the Plan, should be modified so that they agree.
Since the DEIR identifies as unmitigated impacts the loss
of farmland and the loss of agricultural production, objec- E-2-1

tive number 3 is not met. Regarding objective number 5,
the 500,000 population cap was abandoned by the Board of
Supervisors in favor of a cap only on the unincorporated
areas. The Plan actually provides for over 620,000 people-~-
when the cities are included. It is misleading to include
the 300,000 cap in this document.

Impact Summary

Along with public disclosure, the primary purpose of an EIR
is to aid decisionmakers. Whether or not to provide for

the New Growth Areas (NGAs) in what is currently zoned for
agriculture is the major decision facing Placer County--
both in terms of the degree of change over the existing
general plan, and in whether the negative impacts that

would result make the changes in land use worthwhile. There-
fore, it would be helpful if this section contained a con-
cise accounting of the negative impacts which are largely
attributable to the NGAs.

Holding capacity of the Draft General Plan

Table 2-3 indicates that the NGAs encompass 17,755.88 acres
and allow 40,632 D/U. The Draft Policy Document, however,
shows NGA totals of 15,447 acres and 40,702 D/U.
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November 13, 19563

Page 2

Land Use

The Villages of Dry Creek specific plan extends east of
Watt Avenue into an area not anticipated to experience
urban growth under the Dry Creek/West Placer Community
Plan (DCWPCP). This scenario would seem to require amend-
ing the DCWPEPLEIR since areas east of Watt would now be
impacted in new ways. The DCWPCP:itself.would:need amend-
ing, since urban development east of Watt would contradict
Land Use Goals #1,2,3,and 6.

Transportation and Circulation

Decision-makers should be provided with tables clearly
showing the impacts on vehicle trip generation and LOS
that would be attributable to the NGAs, as opposed to the
impacts that the area would be expected to experience as
the result of growth:in west Placer without NGAs. There
is no way to distinguish just what the impacts to traffic
would be from this analysis.

Infrastructure--Public and Private Water Systems

Page 5-12, 5-13. The DEIR notes that NID and PCWA lack
sufficient water rights to serve both agriculture and the
domestic needs in western Placer County, due to the the
expanded holding capacity created by the NGAs. The DEIR
does not make this sufficiently clear. The impact is sig-
nificant and unmitigated; it should be noted as such.

Page 15. It is not true that impacts on water agencies
ability to meet demand would be less than significant.

As noted above, The land use plan makes the listed miti-
gation policies infeasible in west Placer. Water supplies
are not adequate, over the long term, to serve the needs
of both build-out and agricultural irrigation.

Agricultural Resources

Discussion of the potential loss of agricultural produc-
tion should include the fact that the lack of sufficient
water rights to serve both NGAs and agriculture has the

potential to negativelyimpact production still further.

This appears to conflict with General Plan goal 7.D and

policies 7.D.1 and 7D.6. ‘

Table 8-2. Why are there disparities between the acreage
of farmland to be converted for each NGA as set forth in
the DEIR when compared to the specific plans in the Draft
Policy Document? As an example, the DEIR shows 6,290 acres
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Sierra Club Comment
General Plan DEIR
November 13, 1993

Page 3

of farmland directly and potentially converted for Placer
Villages, yet this is 350 acres more than the total acreage
in the specific plan for this development. An even larger
disparity exists for Stanford Ranch West. Why?

Tables 8-2 and 8-3 use different terms for what is apparently
the same type of farmland. One uses "unique and local",
while the other uses "urban and local". The text uses only
"unigue and local".

Table 8-5. The table deals with the loss due to conver-

sion of the gross value of production (GVP) for various .
types of farming. Combining both direct and indirect affects,
the loss of GVP for field crops is 12%; the drop for fruit
and nut crops is 64%; the loss for grazing is 16%. Yet the
overall loss of GVP for farmland is only 9%. Considering

the fact that timber production has been excluded, one won-
ders what this "other" is--whose value is $60 million--more
than twice the GVP of all crops and grazing? Seeking an
answer, the Draft Eackground Report (DBR) was referenced.

Table 9-7 in the DER shows the breakdown for agricultural
production. Livestock and poultry accounts for $23,610,000
in GVP, yet only $549,000 of that is attributed to grazing
land in Table 8-5 of the DEIR. Livestock production is still
substantial in Placer County:; it must account for a large
portion of the total. In this county livestock is primarily
grazed rather than pen-fed. 1Is the production value of
grazing land being under-valued in DEIR? If so, the loss

in GVP due to conversion of farmland is understated in the
DEIR.

Vegetation and Wildlife Resources

Since the writing of the DBR, the giant garter snake has
been listed as threatened by the USFWS. Does suitable
habitat for this species exist in west Placer? If so., this
should be noted, along with any appropriate mitigation
measures.

Air Quality

To assist decision-makers and inform the public, the DEIR
should discuss the contribution to air pollution of the NGAs.
The NGAs have the potential, perhaps, to minimize emissions.
when compared to an equivalent holding capacity in more
typical growth patterns. But because of their distance

from other urban areas, the opposite may also occur--if
residents must commute to employment elsewhere, or if shop-
ping opportunities are inadequate where they live. Which
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Sierra Club Comment
General Plan DEIR
November 13, 1993

Page 4

scenario is most likely? If equivalent growth was directed E-2-12
to existing communities, how would the air quality impacts

compare? ._J
Alterhatives

Deferring the choice and evaluation of alternatives to the
Issues and Options phase does not fulfill the regquirements
of CEQA.

1. It appears that no scoping process took place in which
a reasonable range of alternatives was considered--
prior to narrowing the number down to a few represen-
tative final alternatives to be included in the DEIR.

2. The Issues and Options Report stated that the alterna-
tives are "conceptual" in nature. Relevant case law
requires that alternatives be specific enough to be
meaningful. Like the land use plan that was formulated,
meaningful alternatives would be expected to be more
specific--not just conceptual. They would be expected
hybr1ds. like the preferred alternative, and incorpor-

ate in various degrees two or more of the three basic E-2-13
concepts.
3. Alternatives must be chosen in conjunction with the

preferred alternative in order to offer alternatives

- with substantial environmental advantages to the project.
At the time the alternatives were selected, there was
no preferred project upon which to base formulating
alternatives.

4. The DEIR does not consider a true "no project" alter-
native. Alternative number 2 does not, as stated,
"closely approximate"” a no project alternative. Number
2 would provide for additional growth adjacent to cities
and unincorporated communities. A true "no project" alter-
native would simply continue the 1967 General Plan.

We look forward to your response to our comments.

-~

Sincerel :
it O 4
ﬁwy jZ 7z 5
Terry Davis Matt Bailey .
Comment Preparer Chair, Placer Group Sierra Clut
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E-3 California Mule Deer Association (11/14/93)

E-3-1.  Draft EIR should identify impacts on Loyalton-Truckee deer herd due to residential development
in eastern county as significant

The EIR concludes that development under the Draft General Plan will not affect any critical range
habitat of the Loyalton-Truckee Herd, so the impacts are not considered significant.

E-3-2.  Draft EIR fails to identify significant effects of habitat reduction

The EIR considers these factors and concludes that development under the Plan could convert or reduce
the quality of some of Placer County’s wildlife habitat areas.

E-3-3. County has neglected to confirm need for several community plan updates

This statement is incorrect. The County has an ongoing program for the evaluation and revision of its
community plans. In addition, Program 10.5 from the Policy Document articulates this practice as an
important part of the ongoing implementation of the Countywide General Plan.

E-3-4.  Critical wildlife areas are not adequately protected; 20-acre minimum parcels would do so

The County feels that the General Plan affords significant and sufficient protection for these areas.

E-3-5.  Draft Plan program 6.14 implies that mitigation fees will be acceptable in lieu of loss of open
space; this conflicts goals and policies

The County feels that the acceptance of in-lieu fees is one acceptable approach to compensating for open
space loss.

E-3-6.  Placer County should rely more heavily CDFG and not waste money

The County feels that its role in the protection of Placer County’s natural resources is important and that
the level of involvement implied by the General Plan is appropriate.

E-3-7. CMDA prefers Alternative 1 from the Issues and Options Report
Comment noted; no response necessary.

E-3-8. CMDA supports the immediate implementation of Implementation Program 6.10 (Habitat
Management Plan)

The Policy Document indicates that Implementation Program 6.10, which calls for the preparation of a
Habitat Management Plan, will be initiated in 1995 and will take approximately 2 years to complete.
Given the level of coordination and expenditure of resources necessary to implement the program, the
County feels that this is a reasonable time frame.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

E-4 Rural Auburn Preservation Society (11/15/93)

E-4-1.  RAPS does not understand relationships among various documents prepared as part of General
Plan Update

The County feels that the structure of and relationship among the General Plan documents are clear and
understandable.

E-4-2.  Draft EIR alternatives analysis is insufficient
Refer to common response #1.
E-4-3.  Draft Land Use Diagram is not consistent with project objectives stated in Draft EIR

The EIR’s project objectives summary has been modified, as has the nature of the project; the County feels
that, with these changes, the two are consistent.

E-4-4.  Draft EIR impact summary is not adequate under CEQA
Refer to common response #1.
E-4-5.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not have a separate element for open space

State law does not require that general plans include something called an "open space element,” but it
does require them to cover the topical specified under requirements for an open space element. The
Policy Document does so.

E-4-6.  Table 8-7 from the Draft EIR should include the Giant Garter Snake

Wester Placer County is not considered suitable habitat for the giant garter snake. This species is not
expected to occur east of the Natomas Main Drainage Canal and contiguous riparian and rice field
habitats. In addition, this species was not included in list prepared by the USFWS of listed and proposed
Endangered and Threatened Species and Candidate Species. Table 8-7 from the Draft EIR has been moved
to the Background Report.

E-4-7.  Draft Plan riparian area buffers are inadequate

The Policy Document has been modified to more specifically address riparian setback requirements. The
County feels that the Policy Document adequately addresses habitat protection.

E-4-8.  Trails in riparian areas are inappropriate

The General Plan supports the development of a countywide trails systems, but does not address the
specifics of the location and type of trails. This level of specificity will be more appropriately dealt with
through the community plan and project development process that implements the Countywide General
Plan.
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E-4-9.  RAPS strongly supports establishment of an RCZ overlay district

Comment noted; no response necessary.

E-4-10. Draft Plan needs additional implementation programs to ensure habitat conservation

The County feels that the programs included in the Policy Document are appropriate to achieve the policy
objectives.

E-4-11. Draft EIR’s cumulative impact summary should cite all 8 significant and potentially significant
adverse impacts

The Final EIR includes an expanded discussion of cumulative impacts.

E-4-12. Draft EIR should isolate impacts of new growth areas

While the County concedes that such an analysis might be informative, it does not feel that it would be
appropriate, or necessary, for the EIR to isolate the potential impacts of development in the new growth
areas. According to the Policy Document, development in the new growth areas will proceed according
to the provisions of specific plans that will require a detailed analysis of potential impacts. Furthermore,
the new growth areas that were the cause of the greatest impacts no longer appear on the Land Use
Diagram.

E-4-13. Draft EIR’s approach to mitigation monitoring is inadequate

The County disagrees. Refer to common response #2.
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Rural Auburn Preservation Society (RAPS)

Representing the Communities of Christian Valley, Bowman, Black Oak Estates,
Saddleback Estates, Shadow Rock Estates, and the greater rural Aubura area

P. O. Box 923 Telephone:
Meadow Vista, California 95722 (916) 878-2294

November 15, 1993

Loren Clark, Senior Planner

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Aubumn, CA 95603

RE: Countywide General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Clark:

As Chair of the Rural Aubum Preservation Society, I am submitting

the following comments on the adequacy of the Countvwide General Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Format of General Plan Documents

On page 1 of the DEIR it states, "four separate General Plan
documents are being used to satisfy the requirements for a draft EIR.
These are: (1) the Draft Countywide General Plan Policy Document, (2)
the Draft General Plan Background Report, (3) the General Plan Issues and
Options Report, and (4) the Environmental Impact Report.™

On page 1-1 of the DEIR it states, "a thorough description of the
environmental setting of Placer County is contained in the Draft General
Plan Background Report, which is formally incorporated as part of this
Draft EIR"

On page 1-4 of the DEIR it states, "The Draft Countywide General
Plan consists of two documents: the Draft General Plan Background
Report and the Draft General Plan Policy Document.”

These statements indicate that the General Plan Background Report
is a formal part of both the DEIR and the General Plan Policy Document,

yet page 4 of the Draft General Plan Policy Document states that the DEIR '

"is not a formal part of the General Plan..”

It is not clear in what way the Issues and Options Report is part of
the DEIR or whether comments on all four documents are relevant in
reviewing the DEIR. The format chosen for this DEIR is confusing and
not very accessible to the public, requiring excessive cross-reference
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- between documents. This DEIR would not be adequate to serve as a E-4-1
Program EIR and a Master Environmental Assessment, which is indicated
as the county’s intent (page 4 of the DEIR). ]

Alternatives —

CEQA requires that an EIR "describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
(CEQA Guidelines, 15126 (d).]

The DEIR briefly discusses the three land use alternatives presented
in the Issues and Options Report and reprints the comparative analysis
chart from that document. There is no evaluation as to which of these
alternatives is environmentally superior nor is there any comparison to the
hybrid “Alternative 5” selected by the Board of Supervisors.

All three of the alternatives offered in the Issues and Options Report
appeared to be less environmentally impacting than Alternative 5, but the
most environmentally superior alternative supported by two of the
supervisors, Alternative 4, was not even mentioned in the DEIR.

The DEIR states that the "no project” altemnative would be the
continued implementation of the County’s 1967 General Plan and that
Alternative 2 closely approximates that Plan. We do not believe that
Alternative 2 provides an adequate "no project” alternative. It is not
described as a continuation of the existing general plan in the Issues and
Options Report, which on page 3-2 states, "Alternative 2 could result in the
greatest change to the county’s urban form and the appearance of
unincorporated communities and rural landscapes.”

The DIER claims that the information necessary for the Board to
consider the impacts of the "no project” alternative was provided in the
Issues and Options Report’s analysis of Alternative 2. This Report was
not an EIR. It did not discuss in any detail the adverse impacts of the
suggested alternatives. It was not reviewed or commented upon by the
Planning Commission, and oral public comment on the Report was
restricted to one 3-minute presentation at one Board hearing for any
individual. In effect, the Board selected its preferred alternative without
the benefit of EIR analysis or adequate public input. The alternative
developed by the Board was not based on any environmental evaluation or
planning criteria. It was selected on the basis of providing big developers
with the opportunity to build their "new towns” on land that was zoned for
agriculture. The alternative chosen by the Board is actually in conflict
with the stated goals and policies of the Draft General Plan Policy
Document, as well as those of the existing Agricultural Element and Right
to Farm Ordinance.
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The discussion of alternatives in the Issues and Options Report and
“in this DEIR does not, as required by CEQA, "focus on alternatives
capable of eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or
reducing them to a level of insignificance...” These documents do not
even mention the merits of the various alternatives, much less "evaluate the
comparative merits of the altemnatives” as required by CEQA.

Project Objectives

The land use alternative selected by the Supervisors does not appear
to meet their "primary objectives” as stated on page 1-6. The
grandchildren of existing residents would be better “protected” if existing
zoning were upheld, since population increasing at the rate of natural

population increases (births less deaths) would only equal 210,000 people

by 2010 rather than the 312,300 estimated on Table 2-4.

A population cap of 500,00 is not based on any factual evaluation of
the whole state’s growth rate in relation to Placer County’s. Additionally,
the land use altemative selected by the Board made the 500,000 cap
meaningless since the Plan provides for a population of over 620,000.

-We further object to the use of 2.5 persons per dwelling unit to
calculate future populations instead of the current standard of 2.72. While
2.5 may prove to be appropriate for the year 2040, it is not valid now.

Objective #3 is to protect agricultural lands, which the Board is
certainly not doing by approving urban development on agricultural land.
This not only removes thousands of acres from direct agricultural
production but threatens adjacent farming viability with urban
encroachment.

Impact Summary

The DEIR’s "Impact Summary” on pages 1-9 through 1-11 is not
adequate under CEQA. The Guidelines state that "the summary shall
identify: (1) Each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect; (2) Areas of
controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues raised by
agencies and the public; and (3) Issues to be resolved including the
choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the
significant effects.” [Guidelines 15123) The DEIR does briefly discuss the 8
potentially-significant or significant adverse impacts of the proposed Plan,
and admits that no additional feasible mitigation measures are identified
beyond those incorporated as General Plan policies and programs. The
DEIR does not include any discussion of benefits or choices of altemnatives
nor areas of controversy.
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Open Space Element
‘ The Open Space Element is a required element of the General Plan.
The Government Code states that the primary purpose of this element is to
“assure that cities and counties recognize that open-space is a limited and
valuable resource which must be conserved wherever possible” and to
discourage "premature and unnecessary conversion of open-space land to
urban uses...and non-contiguous development patterns.”

The DEIR and Policy Document do not have a separate element for
open space, but discuss open space issues within other elements, such as
natural resources. This makes it more difficult to evaluate whether or not
the mandatory requirements for an Open Space Element have been
included. While it appears that the preservation of open space will be
actively pursued as required, the choice of the project itself violates the
expressed purpose of the element.

Natural Resources

The Giant Garter Snake should be added to the USFWS’s "Listed and
Proposed Endangered and Threatened Species and Candidate Species”
(Table 8-7) as well as to the special status species list on page 8-26 and to
the Background Report data.

Riparian areas require more of a buffer zone than a minimum width
of 50 feet from a stream bank if they are to provide wildlife corridors.
While the creek itself may be protected from habitat degradation, the
adjoining habitat should be protected for a minimum of 100 feet. Much
wider corridors are needed to provide adequate travel corridors for
wildlife species in many situations. A wildlife corridor of 1200 feet is
often suggested by the DFG and other wildlife experts.

The inclusion of trails (other than natural surface ones) in riparian
habitat can be detrimental to wildlife. Placement of trails too close to
stream corridors can be hazardous to human safety and to the trail itself
when heavy rains occur.

We would strongly support the establishment of a resource
conservation zone overlay district as stated in Implementation Program 6.6
of the Policy Document This measure should be changed to read, "The
County shall establish...” rather than "shall consider establishing...”

Policy Goal 6.D.6, "The County shall ensure the conservation of
sufficiently large, continuous expanses of native vegetation to provide
suitable habitat for maintaining abundant and diverse wildlife,” appears to
need additional implementation programs than 6.12 and 6.13, which deal
with developing and maintaining species lists and resource inventories.
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‘Cumulative Impacts —

Chapter 10 of the DEIR, "Mandatory CEQA Sections,” includes a
paragraph on "Cumnulative Impacts”. While increased traffic, degradation
of air quality and loss of agricultural lands were mentioned, the significant E<4-11
cumulative impacts on conversion and reduction in quality of habitat were

- not. -Since these impacts, eight of which are detailed on page 8-34, are

substantial and cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels, they
should be added to the list of cumulative impacts.

It would also be helpful in evaluating the impacts of the proposed
Plan for the DEIR to indicate specifically which impacts are the result of,  E<4-12
or are greatly increased by, the inclusion of new growth areas in western J
Placer county.

| L

Mitigation Monitoring

The DEIR does not provide a mitigation monitoring plan to assure
that the proposed mitigation measures in the Policy Document will be
successful. Mitigation monitoring is required to be included in EIRs not
only to assure successful mitigation but to allow public review and
comment of the monitoring plans.

For the DEIR to state that mitigation monitoring will consist only of E-4-13
review of the Plan by the Planning Commission annually and by the Board
every 5 years appears to be inadequate under CEQA. Implementation
Program 10.1 also appears to say that any changes needed will be
recommended for amendments to the General Plan. There should be
some provision for mitigation monitoring that does not require general
plan amendments and does involve public participation.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Countywide
General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. We look forward to
your response to our comments in the Final EIR. _

Sincerely yours,

Sharon P. Cavallo
Chair, RAPS
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

F-1 Wickland Properties (Bickford Ranch) (11/10/93)

F-1-1.  Draft Plan is far too specific; detail should be deferred to the specific plan process

The Policy Document’s standards for the Bickford Ranch area (see Appendix C) are based on the
descriptions provided to the County by the project proponents. The County feels that these standards
represent an appropriate balance of specific and general requirements.

F-1-2.  Draft Plan makes inappropriate recommendations for Bickford Ranch

Refer to response to comment F-1-1.

F-1-3.  Requested revisions to Draft Policy Document relating to Bickford Ranch

The Policy Document has been changed as requested (see Appendix C).
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WICKLAND
PROPERTIES

November 10, 1993

. Mr. Larry Sevison
Mr, Frank Aguilar
Mr. Doug Hoffman
Ms. Terry Cook
Ms. Judy Creek
Mr. Al Saraceni
Mr. Robert Weygandt

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We wish to comment in a general way regarding the Draft EIR and the
Draft Policy Document of the Countywide General Plan, and then more
specifically as it relates to our property which is commonly known as
the Bickford Ranch.

We believe that there is item after item in the draft documents that
are far more specific than they should be in a General Plan. The
purpose of a General Plan should be the wide parameters. It is at
the Specific Plan stage that exact locations, inter-Specific Plan
land use relationships, and building types should be determined.
Only at the Specific Plan, and not at the General Plan stage, will F-1-1
you have available: 1) the Specific Plan EIR, 2) the Traffic
Studies, 3) the Fiscal Impact Studies and 4) the comprehensive plan
advocated by the developers’ professional land planners. Also, it is
only at the time of the Specific Plan that you have the benefit of _J
inputs from both the proponents and the critics of the project.

| Regarding the Bickford Ranch, we are troubled in particular by two ]
| dictates in the draft documents that we believe clearly to be
Specific Plan issues. They are:

1) Specifying that our major commercial area is in the center of the
plan area.

| 2) Specifying that our open space includes the relatively level area

| below the ridgetop.

| Candidly, we think a better land plan is to have a recreation village F-1-2

‘ in the center of the plan area, but the major commercial should be at
the entrance way. We believe the future traffic study will support
this. We believe the future fiscal impact study will support this.

‘ We believe the future commercial tenants will insist on an entrance

i area location rather than an interior location. Frankly, we believe

- just plain common sense will support it.
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November 10, 1993
Page 2

Likewise, we believe now is not the time to dictate exactly where the
open space will be. We will have buffers to deal with and we are
willing to concede up to 980 acres of open space for buffers,
drainage ways, corridors along canals and major roadways, and active
and passive recreation areas. It is simply premature to state in a
General Plan-that both slopes (undefined as to what are slopes) and
our 250 acres of dormant pasture should also be open space. In fact,
we plan to use a major portion of that pasture for our golf course,
but the overall theme of the entire project as well as the economics

of the upscale quality of the golf facility we desire requires some
well-buffered housing in that pasture.

I wish to make it clear that we are not here today to determine where
the commercial area should be, nor to locate the golf-related housing
areas. Rather, ocur intent is to reserve that Planning Commission and
Board decision to a future time when you have the necessary studies
and when all arguments both pro and con can be publicly made. We ask
that you move to include modifications to the draft documents in your
recommendation to the bcard as per attached exhibit A. Thank you.

Sincerely,

%M{’ y Ay
Richard E. Haukness
REH: ew

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Fred Yeager

-313-




November 10, 1993
Page 3

EXHIBIT A

Recommended changes to the Draft Policy Document for the Placer
Countywide General Plan (relating to Bickford Ranch).

CHANGE #1-> Page 129 under Development Standards.

NOW READS:

2. Commercial uses: A maximum of 14 acres of commercial uses,
with typical land uses allowed as listed in Part I for the
General Commercial land use designation. Commercial uses
shall be concentrated within the center of the plan area,
with the possibility of a small commercial area (+-2 acres)
at the primary entrance at Sierra College Boulevard,

CHANGE TO:

2. Commercial uses: A maximum of 14 acres of commercial uses,
with typical land uses as listed in Part 1 for the General
Commercial land use designation. Location and design
standards to be determined at the time of the Specific Plan.

CHANGE #2 - Page 129 under Development Standards.

NOW READS:

3. Open space: A minimum of 980 acres, including the slopes of
Boulder ridge, érainage ways, corridoers along canals and
major roadways, the lower, relatively level areas below the
ridgetop, and active and passive recreation areas.

CHANGE TO:

3. Open space: A minimum of $30 acres including undeveloped
buffer area, drainage ways, corridors along canals and major
roadways, and active and passive recreation areas.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

F-2 KD Anderson (Bickford Ranch) (11/11/93)
F-2-1.  Draft Plan LOS "B" standard for rural roadways should be changed to LOS "C"
The recommended change has been incorporated in the Policy Document.

F-2-2.  Draft Plan should designate segment of Sierra College Boulevard as a Urban/Suburban Minor
Arterial, rather than as a Rural Arterial

Sierra College Boulevard north of Loomis traverses a rural area, including the proposed Bickford Ranch
property which is designated as rural residential in the General Plan. This roadway, therefore, is
designated as a rural arterial on the Circulation Diagram and the revised Table 1-7 in the Policy
Document. This classification allows widening to a 4-lane facility as called for in the Final EIR. This
section of Sierra College Boulevard lies along the border of the South Placer and the Auburn-Foothills
areas. In the corrected Table 1-7 this roadway will be listed under the South Placer area.
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Transporiation Engineers

November 11, 1993

Mr. Fred.)’éag'e.r
PLACER COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT " _
11414 "B" Avenue PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN POLICY DOCUMENT AND
DRAFT GENERAL PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT.

Dear Mr. Yeager:

kdANDERSON Transportation Engineers hes been asked by the owners of the Bickford
Ranch property to review the Transportation / Circulation elements of the referenced
documents on their behalf. Following that review and a discussion between ourselves and
our client, we have been asked to communicate two zreas of concern and comment to you.
The identified concerns relate to the establishment of a Level of Service "B" as the
minimum standard for rural roads and to an inconsistency in the Functional Classification
designated for Sierra College Boulevard.

Level of Service "B". We were surprised to see the draft documents set a "B" Level of
Service goal on rural rcads. We are not aware that this issue was discussed at either the
Planning Commission or at the Board level. In general, while we acknowledge it is a
laudable goal, we believe it to be unrealistic from the standpoint of long term economic
feasibility. Most other California counties now recognize that LOS "C" is perhaps the
highest Level of Service that can be maintained into the future, with many counties now
acknowledging that in the future they may have to accept LOS "D" at peak times. This
condition is particularly acute in outlying rural areas where the overall capacity of
typically substandard roads is relatively low to begin with. As existing 5 and 10 acre
parcels continue to build out in these areas, we are concerned that funding will not be
available to support a goal of LOS "B", We recommend that the Level of Service standard
be LOS "C" for both rural and urban/suburban roadways. '

417 Ozk Street + Roseville, California §5678 -.p§E) 786-5529 + FAX (916) 786-5531
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Mr. Fred Yeager
PLACER COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
November 11, 1893

Page 2

Classification of Sierra College Boulevard. We notice that Table I-7 on page 27 of the
Draft Policy Document classifies Sierra College Boulevard from Loomis to Route 193
"Urban/Suburban Minor Arterial". In the same table on Page 29, the road is designated as
a "Rural Arterial". We think the road is clearly more than a Rural Arterial and should be
classified at least as a Urban/Suburban Minor Arterial when the document is finalized.

To support this recommendation, we would point to the modern design standard, the limited
number of driveway encroachments that exist, and the wide right of way which is already
County owned for future expansion. Further, from discussions with our client, we are
aware of a tremendous volume of testimony from the mid 70's when Supervisor Radovich
led the movement for the development of Sierra College Boulevard up to Route 193.
Repeated comments were made at that time 2s to the "Regional Wide" need to build this

"Major Arterial" to "open up the region". Clearly, this road was planned to be more than
a typical Rural Arterial.

Thank you for your consideration of these two issues. Please feel free 1o contact our firm
if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

kdANDERSON Transportation Engineers

[ Dbt —

Kenneth D. Anderson, P.E.
Principal

cc:  Supervisors (5)
Planning Commissioners (7)
Mintier & Associates
John Krogsrud for Placer County DPW
Rick Haukness (Wickland)

—
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Placer County Counrywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

F-3 Robbins & Livingston (Villages of Blue Oaks) (11/12/93)

F-3-1.  Draft Plan designates Villages of Blue Oaks site as Ag, although it is of marginal agricultural
value and Williamson Act contracts are under non-renewal

The General Plan does not direct growth away from the cities. It does, however, provide opportunities
for growth to go elsewhere; market demand will determine the appropriateness and timing of locations.
While the Land Use Diagram does designate the Blue Oaks site as Ag, based on information provided by
the City of Roseville, the DEIR does assume some development in the area by virtue of annexation to
Roseville.

F-3-2.  City of Roseville has initiated proceedings to include Blue Oaks site in its SOI, yet Draft Plan
seems not to anticipate annexation of area

See response to comment F-3-1.
F-3-3.  Draft EIR growth assumptions appear to be based on a pattern of non-contiguous growth

This observation is correct. With changes to the Land Use Diagram, however, the Final EIR no longer
assumes such a pattern.

F-3-4.  Draft EIR should recognize selection of another land use alternative as feasible mitigation
Refer to common response #1.

F-3-5.  Draft EIR does not explain why environmentally superior land use alternative was rejected
Chapter 10 of the Final EIR has been modified to address this concern.

F-3-6.  Draft Plan buffer requirements appear geographically or economically infeasible

The urban separator buffer, to which this comment refers, has been removed from the Policy Document.

F-3-7.  Land Use Diagram should redesignate Blue Oaks site from agricultural to Ag-Planning Reserve,
or something similar

Comment noted; for the purposes of the County, however, the referenced site will remain agriculturally-
designated.

-319-




ROBBINS & LIVINCSTON
STEPHEN ROBBINS ATToRNE TS anD COUNILLLONS AT Law Sachaminto Orsice
J. Cieve LiviNnCSTON 2300 Doucias Boustvand 3£36 Amiuican Rivin Darvg
Restviit. Caursonwin 9566t Sacaan(nt1o, Caeoanu 93825
016.773-4700 916 - £89-£4300
Facymang 016 - 773.8747 Facsmny OI6 - 489-3030
e " oo
Q-
November 12, 1993 .
' Ho ! -
Loren Clark LR
Placer County Planning Department
1141 B Avenue PLANNINC:
Auburn, CA 95603 NING .. ... ¢

RE: DEIR Comments for Placer County General Plan
Dear Mr. Clark:

Lone Tree Partners and the Fiddyment family are the major project proponents for Phase I of
the Villages at Blue Oaks. The Villages at Blue Ozks are located immediately adjacent to and
west of the existing corporate limits of the City of Roseville. Incident to consideration of the
Blue Oaks project, the City of Roseville has approved, authorized and submitted a proposal for
a modification to Roseville's Sphere of Influence to include the Phase I area. This sphere
boundary modification is presently pending before the Placer County Local Agency Formation
Commission.

In addition, the City of Roseville has undertaken an elaborate, extensive and comprehensive land
use update to analyze issues involved in accommodating growth within certain specified project
areas within and immediately contiguous to the City’s corporate boundaries, including Blue Oaks
Phase I. The cost of this comprehensive analysis will exceed a half million dollars and the Lone

Tree/Fiddyment group has been, and continues to be, a major contributor to this effort. It may -

also be the case that the Placer County General Plan Update and DEIR have significant
ramifications for the Blue Oaks project. We are therefore submitting the following comments.

A primary concemn for the Blue Oaks owners arises from provisions in the General Plan and
DEIR which appear to suggest that growth during the balance of the century will be diverted
away from existing municipalities and service providers and directed to four "new growth areas”
in the unincorporated area. The Blue Qaks site appears to have been designated as an "Ag”
zone in the General Plan, although most of the property is of marginal agricultural value and all
of the properties currently subject to Williamson Act contracts have filed for non-renewal. In
addition, the site is immediately adjacent to the Del Webb project. Because the General Plan
does not appear to provide for the possibility of growth in Roseville by annexation, it may affect
the ability of the Fiddyments and of Lone Tree to proceed with the Blue Oaks project.

BO930L0
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Loren Clark
Placer County Planning Department

‘November 12, 1993

2

As noted above, the City of Roseville has initiated proceedings with Placer County LAFCO to
expand its Sphere of Influence to include the Blue Oaks site. Full pursuit of the sphere
boundary change is being deferred untl the City's studies on the land use alternatives and
environmental impacts have been completed and the Land Use Element of the City’s General

.. Plan has been revised. . Thereafter, annexation will be considered for the site. The apparent lack

of any provision in the County’s General Plan for growth in urban areas through annexation
could adversely affect the efforts of the City of Roseville to plan for the City's development
needs in a logical and environmentally sensitive manner through contiguous development and
incremental expansion of services and infrastructure.

The growth assumptions utilized in the DEIR appear to be similarly based on a pattern of non-
contiguous growth. In estimating future development needs, the DEIR assumes that development
in Roseville will slow by 2010 because the City will then be reaching "buildout.” This
assumption overlooks the fact that Roseville, like other cities, could add to its existing capacity

through annexation. At a minimum, the DEIR should reflect the land use changes currently .

being processed by the City of Roseville as part of its Comprehensive Land Use Element
analysis.

These observations also raise questions concerning the DEIR's conclusion that "there are no
feasible mitigation measures beyond the policies and programs included in the Draft Policy
Document that would minimize the adverse impact resulting from the alteration of planned land
use in the western county” (DEIR, 1-9). An alternative land use plan that directs growth to
urban areas constitutes a feasible mitigation measure for the adverse environmental impacts
associated with non-contiguous urban development as identified by the DEIR, including loss of
agricultural land, open space and wildlife habitat. As such, it should be thoroughly addressed.
Indeed, the Williamson Act expressly favors development of lands contiguous 1o existing urban
areas.

Perhaps more significantly, the DEIR contains no analysis of the project alternatives set forth
in the Issves and Options Report, and it fails to discuss why the environmentally superior
alternative -- directing growth to existing urbanized areas -- is rejected in favor of an alternative
land use plan that would appear to cause the most serious adverse environmental impacts. The
DEIR also lacks a cumulative project list and analysis for all proposed development projects in
the South Placer Region.

Finally, the buffer requirements set forth in the DEIR and General Plan do not appear to be
either geographically possible or economically feasible, at least in some instances. For example,
Stanford Ranch West, one of the proposed new growth areas, is situated on Blue Qaks’ northern
and eastern boundaries. Since the General Plan proposes a one mile urban separator buffer
encompassed entirely within each new growth area, minimal land would be left on the Stanford
Ranch West site for actual development. Thus, it may be that the developer could be compelled
to acquire sufficient surrounding acreage to meet the buffer requirements. It is not our
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Loren Clark

Placer County Planning Department
. November 12, 1993

3

impression that the principals of Stanford Ranch West have concluded that this acquisition effort
would be economically feasible.

Accordingly, on behalf of the Fiddyment family and Lone Tree Partners, the Commission is
urged to revise the General Plan Update and DEIR to allow for logical growth, contiguous to
Placer County’s existing urban areas. Specifically, we request that the General Plan Draft be
modified to acknowledge the unique status of the area covered by the Villages at Blue Oaks by
redesignating the project site from "Ag" to "Ag - Planning Reserve" or some other "overlay"
classification with a similar purpose and effect. This would expressly recognize the continuing
consideration of the Blue Oaks project without compromising the County’s goals of providing
for the efficient accommodation of growth and the protection of open space and prime
agricultural lands. :

Very truly yours,

. o ' )
&/WW =% Cle bsua 55 .
Linda Emerson J. Cleve Livingston

le/jn
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

F-4 Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliot (Stanford Ranch West) (11/15/93)

F-4-1.  Draft Plan should address financial feasibility of implementing General Plan

The County does not feel it is necessary to add a separate chapter to the Policy Document that focuses
exclusively on financial concerns. A policy has, however, been added to the Public Facilities and Services
Section that requires a fiscal analysis of major projects (i.e., residential project of 100 units or more or

a non-residential project of at least 10 acres).

F-4-2.  Draft Plan development standards for new growth areas should not be mandatory and should
be less specific

The County realizes that there are state requirements for the preparation of specific plans. Furthermore,
the standards to which this comment refers have been removed from the Policy Document.

F-4-3.  Specific comments regarding Draft Plan development standards for Stanford Ranch West

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
referenced standards have been removed from the Policy Document.

F-4-4.  Draft Plan requirements for preparation of specific plans should reference State requirements
to recognize changing standards

The referenced standards have been removed from the Policy Document.

F-4-5.  Draft Plan LOS standards increase existing standards, making it more costly for small
developers to develop

The Policy Document LOS standards have been revised; they should now satisfy the concern expressed
by this comment.

F-4-6.  Draft Plan Policy 7.D.6. calls for using reclaimed water for agricultural irrigation; Stanford
Ranch West will generate no such water

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
referenced policy no longer applies.

F-4-7.  Earlier EIR concluded that landfill impacts affecting Stanford Ranch West are less than
significant or nil; conclusions cited

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-4-8.  Draft Plan should not require development in new growth areas to finance transit services

Refer to response to comment F-4-3.
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F-4-9.  Draft Plan should not require development in new growth areas to pay fees to enhance areas
outside of the new growth areas

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
referenced language from the Draft Policy Document no longer applies.

F-4-10. Draft Plan Policy 1.B.7 should be eliminated
The Policy Document includes a modified version of this policy to eliminate the cited confusion.
F-4-11. Draft Plan policy calling for new village center to provide variety should not be mandatory

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
referenced policy no longer applies.

F-4-12. Draft Plan should add policy calling for County to ensure a variety of vacant entitled property
as an economic development aid.

The County feels that the Policy Document includes a strong set of policy statements related to attraction
and retention of industrial development.

F-4-13. Draft EIR overstates development potential
The EIR analysis is based on two points in time: 2010 (primarily) and 2040 (secondarily). The estimates
of holding capacity are provided to give readers an idea of the magnitude of development that could

ultimately occur; they are not the basis for the EIR’s impact analysis.

F-4-14. Draft EIR should state that adoption of the General Plan will not result in development
entitlements in new growth areas

Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-4-15. Draft EIR should state that development in new growth areas will be subject to environmental
review

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-4-16. Draft EIR alternatives analysis should be revised and expanded

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR has been modified to address this concern. Also refer to common response
#1.

F-4-17. Draft EIR approach to mitigation should be more clearly explained

Refer to common response #2.
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F-4-18. Draft EIR should explain relationship between General Plan and other adopted plans

The County feels that Chapters 1 and 2 of the EIR and the Background Report provide an adequate
explanation.

F-4-19. Draft EIR description of project objectives and the Board of Supervisors’ consideration of
alternatives should be expanded

The Final EIR’s project objectives summary has been modified, as has the description of the alternatives
considered.

F-4-20. Draft EIR impact summary should be revised

Refer to common response #1.

F-4-21.  Draft EIR should point out that county has a surplus of industrially-designated land
Chapter 2 of the EIR acknowledges this.

F-4-22.  Draft Plan should defer mandatory imposition of buffers to the specific plan process

The County feels that it is appropriate to mandate the buffers at the General Plan level, but that the
precise delineation of the buffers should be negotiated at the specific plan level.

F-4-23.  Adopted Housing Element is not subject to review as part of Update process
Comment noted; no response required.

F-4-24.  Draft Plan should investigate feasibility of roadway to bypass Roseville, linking new growth
areas and I-80

The Draft Circulation Plan Diagram and DEIR considered a full range of feasible facilities; the roadway
network reflected in the Circulation Plan Diagram is the system that, in the judgement of the County’s
Department Public Works and consultants, best serves the development allowed by the designations
appearing on the Land Use Diagram.

F-4-25.  Draft EIR should address effect of shifting growth from new growth areas to cities on I-80 and
Highway 65

The EIR analyzes the development pattern established by the Land Use Diagram. The Issues and Options
Report compared the effects of development concentrated in the cities with development in a new growth
area.

F-4-26. County should review Roseville’s comments on Draft EIR’s traffic analysis

The Final EIR includes responses to all comments submitted on the Draft EIR, including those submitted
by the City of Roseville.
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F-4-27. Draft EIR should recommend feasible mitigation measures to address traffic in Roseville
Refer to common response #3.

F-4-28. Final EIR should address mitigation of traffic at or near ski resorts

The Final EIR includes such a discussion.

F-4-29. Final EIR should explain meaning of LOS F1, F2, and F3

The Final EIR defines these terms.

F-4-30. Final EIR should clarify effects of General Plan implementation on transit services

The County feels the Draft EIR’s analysis of transit impacts was sufficient and has not significantly
changed it for the Final EIR.

F-4-31.  Final EIR should articulate specific, substantive measures to achieve AVR goals

The Countywide General Plan is not an appropriate place to articulate specific measures to be employed
in ongoing efforts to affect vehicle ridership. Such measures are more appropriately described in the
County’s Trip Reduction Ordinance and individually-approved transportation systems management (TSM)

programs.

F-4-32. Final EIR should discuss potential result of assumed transportation improvements not being
realized

The Final EIR need not speculate about the unsuccessful implementation of the General Plan.
F-4-33.  Final EIR should explain what "goods movement" environmental analysis consists of
The County feels that the Goods Movement section of the EIR is clear enough.

F-4-34. Final EIR should point out that specific impacts of developing water supplies will be identified
in subsequent EIRs

Comment noted. Refer also to common response #9.

F-4-35. Final EIR should point out that specific impacts of wastewater projects will be identified in
subsequent EIRs

The County does not feel such a statement is necessary.

F-4-36. Issues related to solid waste should be addressed in upcoming Integrated Waste Management
Plan

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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F-4-37. Final EIR should revise public facilities discussion to address financial impacts

Refer to common response #4.

F-4-38. Final EIR should incorporate schools analysis

Refer to common response #7.

F-4-39. Final EIR should expand policy responses related to facilities and services impacts

The Final EIR includes the full text of the mitigating policies, rather than just the policy and program
numbers, so the relationship between mitigating policies and the impacts that they mitigate is now clearer.

F-4-40. Final EIR should address impacts of unincorporated development on services 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
Jor any services and facilities.

F-4-41. Mitigation of archaeological impacts should not be addressed in Final EIR

Comment noted; no response required.

F-4-42.  Draft EIR may prematurely find that agricultural conversion impacts are significant

While the County understands that adoption of the General Plan will not lead directly to the conversion
of agricultural land, the EIR provides appropriate conclusions regarding the possible long-term effects
of development, including agricultural land conversion resulting from development consistent with the
Land Use Diagram.

F-4-43. Requests for additional mitigation measures in Final EIR are premature

Comment noted; no response required.

F-4-44. Draft EIR discussion of cumulative impacts is adequate

Comment noted; no response required.

F-4-45. Draft EIR approach to mitigation monitoring satisfies CEQA

Comment noted; no response required.

F-4-46. Draft Plan is internally consistent

Comment noted; no response required.
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F-4-47. General Plan should remove Stanford Ranch West from Sunset General Plan area

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
suggested change is no longer pertinent.

F-4-48.  Draft EIR assumed growth rate for Stanford Ranch West new growth area should be faster

The Stanford Ranch Specific Plan Area designation no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, so the
suggested change is no longer pertinent.

F-4-49. Final EIR should discuss use of year 2010 and 2040 development estimates
The Final EIR includes such a discussion.
F-4-50. Final EIR should expand analysis of traffic impacts

The County feels that the Final EIR’s traffic analysis is appropriate for a countywide general plan EIR.
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11414 "B" Avenue
Auburn, California 95603

Re: Placer County General Plan Update and Comments on Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Yeager: A

We hereby submit the comments of Stanford Ranch, Inc. on the Countywide
General Plan Update "Draft Policy Document” (DPD) and the associated draft environmental
impact report (EIR). These comments amplify, but do not supersede, our oral comments
made in testimony at public hearings. The draft EIR provides a sound data base for
discussion of the General Plan Update and we believe it contains the comprehensive
overview of impacts which is required under law. However, as with any draft document,
the draft General Plan DPD and EIR are subject to revision and improvement. Following
are our comments concerning both documents, with emphasis on how it relates to the
Stanford Ranch West project:

Comments relating to the Countywide General Plan "Draft Policy Document"

1. The General Plan Policy Document - Comments
The General Plan Policy is divided into three parts; Part II on Page 3 is
divided into ten sections. These ten sections omit any consideration of financial provision:
for the physical accomplishment of the plan when it is adopted, with the exception of the F-4-1
County being responsible for a "funding source.” We strongly recommend that an Item
Number 11 be added on Page 3 of Part II to the 10 points and be entitled "Financial
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Feasibility" with the goal statement that would determine the private sector's financial
| capability of accomplishment of the General Plan. The statement that the agencies shall be
responsible for funding sources does not address the realities of today's financial capability
of the govermnment sector.

2. - Stanford Ranch West - Development Standards-

General Comments '

Part III: The Development Standards for New Growth Areas are
represented as specific plan areas and the development standards adopted for Stanford
Ranch West are mandatory, specific and therefore contrary to normal General Plan criteria.
This would provide sufficient grounds to find that almost any project will not be in
conformance with the General Plan. These standards set quantitative limitations, both
maximum and minimum, without any studies necessary to determine such numbers. All
policy statements should be re-worded to remove "mandatory” wording.

Further, the limiting standards if adopted would diminish the specific plan
process by determining the outcome of a specific plan prior to its submission and possibly
eliminating the possibility of the project.

3. Stanford Ranch West - Development Standards
Specific Comments
The following comments relate to the specific Development Standards for

Stanford Ranch West and are numbered to coincide with the numbers in the document.

1. Residendal uses: Development should be planned to include a
variety of residendal uses and consider the physical site constraints.

2. Commercial and industrial uses: Such uses should be developed
commensurate with the market demand, the physical site constraints
and the actual number of acres for such uses shall be determined
through the specific plan process.

3. Open space: Acreage to be provided over flood plains, wetlands and
other natural features that would be concluded by a specific plan
study, and conform to federal, state and county laws and
ordinances.

-330-

F-4-1

F-4-3




NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT

Note:

Required buffers: Buffers should be provided to separate
incompatible land uses. The width of such buffers shall be
determined by the type of impact realized by such incompatble land
uses. These distances should be determined in light of the
topography, prevailing wind, drainage and other physical factors
which should be site specific and should be determined through the
specific plan process. (Reference is also made to my letter of the
same date dealing in detail with this subject.)

Transit: The provision for an express bus system initally should be
deleted as economically infeasible, and the dedication of right-of-
way corridors for future light rail transit should be studied.

Urban design: The criteria and standards listed as Items A through
J, inclusive, should strive 10 accomplish the goals contained therein.
However, such goals should not be made imperative and where
stated as “shall,” be amended to read, "should be considered,” to
allow a variety of types of development.

Phasing of Development should read, "The first phase of
development should be adjacent to the proposed Town Center.
Phasing should address necessary infrastructure and other relevant
issues.”

To build a town center in the first phase would be economically
infeasible.

Agricultural water supply: Should be omitted as it is a requirement
of the development to subsidize farming which has historically been
a governmental undentaking.

4. New Growth Standards - Specific Comments
Further, under New Growth Standards (p. 23): The General Plan locks in
the language of existing State Law and County Code. Changes by the Legislature or the
Board related to Specific plans would not change the County General Plan. This section
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should either be removed or modified to indicate that the General Plan will conform to State
* Law and amendments to County Code.

5.  Transportation
" The proposed Policy Section 3.A.7 (p. 51) increases Level of Service
rcquircrhc_hts for most roadway segments in the County. Complying with this policy will
elimihate small developers who cannot pay the costs of endless traffic studies.

6. Agricultural Water Supply (p. 107, 7.D.6.)

This project will not generate reclaimed water if a regional sewer system is
installed. A package plant with reclamaton capabilities is unlikely due to the strict state
discharge standards. Reclaimed water from a new Pleasant Grove Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plan (proposed for 1999+/-) could supply 10+/- MGD 1o farmers.

7. Landfill
Landfil]l impacts which might affect Stanford Ranch West, have by virtue of
the following documentation, been reduced to less than significant or nil.
The "Final Supplemental EIR for a Modification of the Solid Waste Facility
Permit for the Western Regional Sanitary landfill," prepared for the Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill Authority by the Placer County Department of Public Works, August
1991 states on Pages 2 and 3:

A. "Traffic - Impacts can be reduced to a less than Significant level
through adequate funding for maintenance and improvements on
Athens Avenue and for regional improvement projects such as the
Highway 65/Sunset Blvd interchange.”

B. "Air quality - impacts can be reduced to a less than Significant level
through implementation of the mitigation measures contained in the
SEIR as well as enforcement of the State Minimum Standards by the
County Local Enforcement Agency (LEA).'

C. "Water quality - impacts can be reduced to a less than Significant
Level through implementation of the mitigation measures contained
in the SEIR as well as enforcement of the State Minimum Standards
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and the Waste Discharge Requirements by the County LEA and the
Regional Water Quality Conzol Board."

D. "Noise - Represents a Less than Significant Impact.”

.- In addition to the mitigation measures set forth by Placer County
Department of Public Works in the Landfill Supplemental EIR, the following statements
relate to the compatbility of the landfill and neighboring uses.

A.

". .. the proposed establishment, operation and maintenance
of the use will not be detrimental to the health, safery, peace,
morals, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or
working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be
detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County."
Placer County Dept. of Public Works Staff Report to the
Placer County Plann‘ing Commission, p. 3, October 24,
1991, Item 5 - Findings of the Conditional Use Permit,
Western Regional Sanitary Landfill Expansion (CUP -
1473/REA-818).

Tradidonally, approaches to identifying compadble land uses
between sanitary landfills, waste-to-energy facilities, and
residential development projects have included large, passive
buffer areas of approximately 1,000 feet, or the gradéx:ion of
land use intensity (i.e., industrial/commercial uses grading to
residential uses away form the landfill). However, the
combination of new technology, increasing land values,
comprehensive planning, housing affordability, and supply
and demand factors has outdated this "traditional approach"
to making land use determination. The following research
data indicates that well managed landfills and residential
developments can coexist without significant passive buffer
arcas. pp. 4-5, Landfill - Land Use Compatibilitv Study,
Anderson Consulting Group, June 13, 1991.

-5.
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C. Rescarch indicates that successful residential development
has and can occur adjacent to landfills. When landfills are
properly operated and well managed, developers work
closely with landfill operators, and landfill operations are
properly disclosed to homebuyers, land use compatibility
can be achieved. Buffer areas are one of the measures used
to relieve potential negative impacts of landfill operation. p.

6, Landfill - Land Use Comparibility _Study, Anderson
Consulting Group, June 13, 1991,

8. Transit services financed by new development.

In the planning standards for new growth areas on page 24, nurnber 8, new
development is being required to finance transit services to serve the project area. This
could require each new project to pay for buses and operation of transit vehicles and the
personnel to provide service to each project. This should be modified and clarified so that
new projects should contribute their fair share for providing right-of-way, and paying no
more fees than any other new home or project would be required to pay anywhere else in the
County.

9. Protect and enhance existing industrial areas.
The proposed development of Stanford Ranch West will enhance the existng
Sunset Industrial area, because of its close proximity. This should be clarified or modified

so that new growth areas are not required to pay additional fees to enhance industrial areas
that are not a part of the actual project.

10. Residential land use/Multi-family developments to provide
private open space.

On page 34, paragraph 1.B.7, the County requires multi-family
developments generally to include private open space for each dwelling. This is confusing
and should be eliminated. Mulsi-family developments have specified densities and specific
use permits which require review by the Planning Department. A literal interpretation of this
would require that a multi-family developer could provide an occupant with a specific lot in
some other part of the development. This condition is confusing and without definidon.
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11. County shall encourage new village centers to provide a

variety of goods and services, both public and private.

In this instance, the County is now into the leasing and operadon of village
centers. How does the County expect to encourage leasing of village centers and
commercial retail space? This type of prohibition could make it impossible to obtain
financin g for the retail developer and impractcal to operate commercial retail centers. This
paragraph should be eliminated in its entrety, or at least not made mandatory.

12. Economic development.

With regard t0 economic development, a new policy should be established
that the County shall ensure an inventory of a variety of entitled property with infrastructure
that is located close 1o major roads and suitable for new businesses to encourage and artract
employment opportunites to our area. This inventory should include a variety of sizes of
sites that allow the County to compete for both small and large users, and all types of
acceptable uses, i.c. distribution, assembly, R&D, office, etc.

We have lost many new business and employment opportunities for our
citizens because of our lack of suitable approved sites with infrasgucture. This General
Plan should set a policy to ensure Placer County is ready to accept new businesses.

Comments relating to the Draft Environmental Impact Report

1. The draft EIR overstates potential development.

A general plan is supposed 10 be an evolving document, which plans for
projected changcs over a long-ferm time frame -- many decades in this case. Thus, it
must be understood that the extent of possible development discussed in the draft General
Plan Update will not occur overnight, and many of the development projects may not occur
at all in the dme frame examined.

Projects may not be developed as assumed in the General Plan Update due to
market conditions, due to future city and county actions to downzone certain areas which are
currently designated for levels of growih now considered too high for those areas, and due
to other factors. The extent of development discussed in the General Plan Update
significantly overstates the development which would be reasonably
projected to actually occur in the future.

A primary example of this overstatement of development is shown in Table

2-3 of the draft EIR which is a chart showing what is called the "Holding Capacity of the
-7-
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General Plan." This chart indicates that 214,540 total dwelling units could be constructed
inthe unincorporated area of the County under the land use designations of the General Plan
Update. But this high number of residential units is not a very useful guide for
understanding what future conditions in the County will really be because, as we understand
it, this calculation assumes that every property in the County will be developed at its
maximuﬁ': density. The EIR states at page 2-5: "The actual level of development at
buildout, however, will not reach the theoredcal holding capacity.” Therefore, "holding
capacity” is only a hypothetical concept which may be useful for planning but does not
reflect actually expected environmental conditions, terrain, wetlands, the new proposed
buffers, or the economic prospects for development of zoned agricultural and dmberlands,
all of which will significantly reduce the number of units that can actually be built.

New development projects are rarely approved at the maximum densities
permitted under zoning and general plans because of various mitigation measures and
project conditions which are applied during the project review process. The current EIR,
for example, does not project the reductions in density expected from applicaton of buffer
policies, agricultural preservaton policies, and other new stringent development standards.
The assumption that Sutter Bay will be built out also appears highly questionable at this
time. In addition, in-fill development in already-developed urban areas should not be
expected to occur at maximum permitted densides because many homeowners prefer to keep
their homes on lots much larger than minimum lot sizes, and development of mult-family
units also may not occur at maximum densites for any number of reasons.

We suggest the EIR be revised to provide a projecton, similar to the format
of Table 2-3 of the draft EIR, which would project the most likely development
expected in the County in the years 2010 and 2040 (the two years chosen for forecasts), in
addition to the hypothetical maximum development now shown. The final EIR should then
explain how various actual impacts could be lessened, and mitigation improved, under this
projection of most likely development. The EIR should explain that the "worst-case”
impacts projected under theoretical maximum development are not expected to actually
occur. We know that as an example Stanford Ranch was initially approved in the Rocklin
General Plan for approximately 11,400 units. It now appears that the actual build out will
be closer 10 8,400 units. This reduction of 26% is probably reflective of what will occur in
the existing cities and the county, reducing the existing General Plan by close t0 30%. The
EIR should provide another table 10 explain and correct this misconception.
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2. New growth areas will be subject to additional County review.

Enactment of the General Plan will not mean that a single new
development has been approved. The General Plan provides a generalized
overview of broad development patterns. Any development project of any significant size
must undé‘réo its own land use permit process, including public hearing before this
Commission and the Board of Supervisors, before any actual development can be finally
approved or actually commence construction. This fact is especially true of the "new
growth areas' whose locations have been preliminarily identified in the draft General Plan
Update. "New growth areas” -- including our own Stanford Ranch West project -- are
slated to receive the designation of "specific plan area" on the General Plan Land Use
Map. The text of the General Plan Draft Policy Document states that this map designation
means that each new growth area must go through an addifional thorough process to
adopt a specific plan. These specific plans will be prepared in separate public
processes, after this General Plan Update process is concluded.

3. New growth areas will be subject to further project-specific

EIRs.

County review of "new growth areas” will require additional project EIRs
for each development project in conjuncdon with preparation of each specific plan. The
final EIR for the General Plan Update indicates (at page 4) that the General Plan Update EIR
is intended to be a "Program" EIR and a "Master Environmental Assessment."
The consequences of these types of EIRs, according to the CEQA Guidelines (§ 15168(b)),
is 1o allow the consideration of "broad policy alternatives and program wide midgadon
measures at an early time" in the development of a program -- in this case the General Plan
Update.

Where the General Plan Update EIR does not provide detailed description of
new development, the Program EIR will have to be supplemented in a more detailed,
project-specific EIR prepared when specific plans are proposed for the new growth areas.
Similarly, a Master Environmental Assessment is essentially a data base which can be used
in later EIRs to be prepared for new growth projects. The EIR for the General Plan Update
should clarify that additional environmental review processes will be required for "new
growth areas.”

4. The alternatives analysis should be revised.
One improvement which should be provided in the EIR alternatives
discussion is to clarify the comparison between the three project alternatives (Alternatives
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~"1,""2," and "3") and the suggested project -- which was earlier designated as "Alternative

5" in the "Issues and Options” process -- because it was developed after the inidal three
"Issues and Options" alternatves were identified. This should be done by expanding the
chart entitled "Comparative Analysis of the Three Land Use Alternatives” contained in the
draft EIR (bcginning at page A-14) to include the proposed project. The chart could also be
cxpandéd to include a "no project” alternadve corresponding to no changes in the General
Plan: We also suggest that this chart be reformarted to track impacts in the order of the
impacts secdons of the EIR. The analysis should include a discussion of alternadve or
alternatives found to be "environmentally superior.”

The alternatives section should be augmented in the EIR to include further
discussion to explain in more detail each policy consideration which led the Board to
identify "Altenative 5" as a possible project for this General Plan Update EIR. This
augmented discussion should include citation and format incorporation by reference of key
background documents into the final EIR. Although not required by CEQA to be included
in an EIR, this expanded alternatives discussion should also include discussion of social,
employment, and economic considerations which come into play in choosing among these
alternatives in addition 10 purely environmental considerations.

5. General Plan mitigation policies should be clarified.
The EIR should include additional text explaining how the General Plan
policies serve as mitigation measures and how these policies will be enforced.

6. The relationship between the General Plan Update and other
adopted plans should be clarified.
The EIR should provide expanded explanation of how the General Plan
Update is consistent with the Placer County Air Qualiry Plan, the general plans of cites with
Placer County, and any other relevant plans.

7. Project objectives should be expanded.

The EIR and General Plan Update should be revised to more fully explain
the project objectives (draft EIR p. 1-6) which led the Board of Supervisors to consider
development of new towns (Issues and Options "Alternative 5") rather than other growth
policies, beyond the stated objective 10 "balance growth by separating and individualizing
population centers.” Other objectives which should be added include the abiliry, through the
master-planning of new towns, 1o start anew "from scratch” allowing new communities 1o
be better designed for transit, jobs/housing balance, and for other amenities and

-10-
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_characteristics which cannot be as easily achieved where growth occurs incrementally and
repeats the parterns and past mistakes of existing contiguous development.

With respect to short-term versus long-term uses, the EIR should also
explain why it is important to complete an overall comprehensive framework for new
growth and for new growth areas, rather than postponing such planning and instead
al]owing'incvitablc growth to be served by unplanned development dictated entirely by
market forces. The impacts in 2010 are hypothetical based upon maximum buildout, and do
not point out that in the alternztive of buildout in the cities the impact could be the same or
worse.

8. The Impact Summary should be revised.

This summary should be revised to identfy Roseville impacts in a more
detailed manner. (See, e.g., draft EIR pp. 4-19, 4-30, and 4-43.) In addition, the
summary should also be revised to summarize the alternatives discussion and to describe the
"areas of controversy" surrounding the General Plan Update.

9. The EIR should clarify that there is a surplus of industrial
land.

The EIR should note that Stanford Ranch West needs to develop housing as
well as industrial uses to obtain a more favorable jobs/housing balance, as stated in our
companion letter specifically addressing buffers. In addition, it appears there may be a
surplus of land designated for industrial uses under the current General Plan and Sunset
General Plan. The EIR should address this issue and explain that a reduction in the amount
of land designated for industrial uses is not an adverse impact if those lands were not needed
for such uses. Coopers and Lybrand study indicated that 2,761 acres of industrial land
would need 1o be converted to residential to achieve a jobs/housing balance. Additionally,
the Board of Supervisors goal of having projects provide a jobs/housing balance is sound
planning and more economically viable. In fact, mixed use projects may be the only way of
ensuring an employment oriented development receives funding and gets built, assuring a
viable economic development program.

10. The General Plan Update and EIR should defer mandatory
imposition of buffers for new towns to the specific plan
process.

As we have explained by separate letter, the new town buffers proposed by
the General Plan and the landfill operators appear to have no logic or nexus to impacts
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sought 1o be avoided and their application essentially prevent the development of most of the
Stanford Ranch West propenty, raising significant "taking" without just compensation
issues. In addidon, it seems highly premature 1o state, and the DPD appears to do (page 19
appears to make the buffers shown in Figures I-1 to I-7 mandatory for new growth areas;
page 135 specifically mandates application of the buffers to Stanford Ranch West), that the
buffer requirements set forth in the DPD are mandatory and inflexible. The location of all
other land uses concerning new towns except buffers is deferred to the specific plan
process. Conscquently, the mandatory location of buffers should also be deferred. It is
short-sighted to foreclose later flexibility in mandatory buffers. Adoption of the proposed
mandatory buffers would place Stanford Ranch West in the position of immediately seeking
a General Plan Amendment and/or instinating inverse condemnation litigation because
application of the buffers would effectively prevent any reasonable development of the
property.

Therefore, we strongly urge that the DPD be revised (including pages 19 and

135) 1o state that buffers are shown only as "guidelines" which must be considered in the
specific plan processes for "new growth areas.” The DPD should also make clear that
establishment of actual buffers for each new growth area shall be determined in the specific
plan process, where a nexus is shown for the buffer and with flexibility provided for
differing circumstances.

We urge that certain buffer concepts be fundamentally reconsidersd. As we
indicate in our prior letter, it is inappropriate to require private land to serve as a buffer for
the benefit of the Landfill. In addidon, there is no rational policy justification for
requiring the entire “Urban Separator Buffer" to be located within a new town
development. Agricultural land which is protected by zoning and general plan designations
and which abuts (but is not within) a new town project should be permitted to be utilized to
form part of any required urban buffer. It is unfair, illogical, and constitutionally-suspect to
place the entire burden of creating urban open space buffers between existing cities and new
towns upon those new towns, when the cities have not created similar buffers within their
borders.

11. The previously adopted Housing Element is not at issue now

and new town housing issues can be reviewed in new town
EIRs.

The EIR should explain that the Housing Element was previously adopted
and not part of the present General Plan Update process. Any legal challenge to the
Housing Element, such as the request for additional analysis of the effects of fee waivers
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would be barred by the statute of limitation under the Govermnment Code. The EIR should

~ explain how creation of new town areas require no changes to the Housing Element and

new town housing mitigation can be addressed in the specific plans and EIRs which will be
prepared for those projects.

12. . The feasibility of a bypass road linking the new growth areas
to I-80 should be examined.

The final EIR should discuss feasibility of a bypass road connecting new
growth areas in South Placer County with I-80. If such a highway is found infeasible, the
final EIR should explain why. If it is found feasible, impacts should be reconsidered to
determine whether such a bypass road would mitigate traffic impacts on roads within
Roseville.

13. The EIR should consider whether growth in South Placer
County, in lieu of growth in Roseville and Rocklin, would
reduce congestion on I-80 and Highway 65 as suggested by
the comments of PVA.

Although it seems obvious that growth in South Placer County in lieu of
growth in Roseville and Rocklin would reduce congestion on certain segments of I-80 and
Highway 65, the addition of the Fehr and Peers traffic study to the record should provide
additional useful evidence to help the decision maker arrive at an environmentally-informed
decision. To that end, 2 copy of the maffic study performed for PVA by Fehr and Peers is
submitted herewith for inclusion in the EIR record.

14. The County should review the list of "mistakes" that were
noted in the City of Roseville's comments.
Although minor mistakes do not affect the “"good faith effort” required by
CEQA for an agency's EIR, the County should consider the list of "mistakes" underlying
the draft EIRs traffic analysis that were associated in the City of Roseville's comments and,
to the extent that any corrections lead to significantly different results, revise the analysis
accordingly.

15. The EIR should recommend feasible additional mitigation to
reduce traffic impacts in the City of Roseviile.
Because the mitigation measures listed in the draft EIR may not reduce the
impact of traffic 10 an acceptable level on certain roads in Roseville, the final EIR should
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give general consideration to additional mitigadon, even if under the jurisdiction of Roseville

" and not the County, or explain why none are feasible or available. One such measure is the
bypass road referred to in item 12 above, which Roseville has already suggested.
Alternatives could include additional transpornation management policies, trip reduction
ordinances, etc. that could be developed by 2010.

16. The final EIR should clarify which mitigation measures are
required to substantially lessen the effects of traffic at or near
ski resorts.

It is unclear from the draft EIR discussion whether confining traffic to ski

area parking lots and metering it out is concluded 10 be sufficient, by itself, 1o mitigate ski

traffic impacts, and whether the other suggested measures are also proposed or were merely
suggested as alternative measures.

17. The final EIR should explain the meaning of Levels of Service
F1, F2, F3.
Table 4-19 lists Levels of Service (LOS) from A through F. Tables F-13,
-14, -15, and -17 do not define LOS F1, F2 or F3. A definition of these terms would be
helpful.

18. The final EIR should clarify the impacts of the General Plan
implementation on transit.

The City of Roseville questions the conclusion that with effective
implementation of General Plan policies, there will be a "less than significant” impact on
ransit services. Obviously, implementation of transit services depends in part upon future
state and federal funding. If such funding is not forthcoming, transit services may not

develop as rapidly as hoped and traffic and air quality impacts may be worse as a result.
The final EIR should clarify this issue,

19. The final EIR should articulate specific, substantive measures
proposed to achieve the average vehicle ridership (AVR) goal.
~ The final EIR should specify substantive measures capable of achieving the
goal, or recognize that the air quality and waffic impacts may be further affected if AVR
goals are not met. Such measures are, presumably, already under consideration through the
Placer County Air Quality Plan. Also, as with Transit, the draft EIRs discussion of TSM
forecasts less-than-significant impacts, but does not describe the “impacts" referred to.
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20. The final EIR should recognize that impacts on air quality and
traffic will be affected if draft EIRs assumptions regarding
- future levels of nonmotorized transportation are not realized.

. The draft EIR does not identify the "effects” that are found to be less-than-
significant with respect to nonmotorized transportation. Stated mitgation measures
(policies) amount to open-ended, non-specific actions such as “"promote,” and "pursue."
The final EIR should articulate specific, substantive measures capable of achieving the goal,
or recognize that air quality and traffic impacts may be further affected unless all
assumptions regarding future facilides are realized.

F-4-32

21. The final EIR should explain exactly what the "goods
movement" environmental analysis consists of, and why it is
separated from or not considered in the air quality and traffic
analyses.

As with Transit, the "effects” that the General Plan will not significantly F-4-33
impact are unstated. These effects need to be expressed in more meaningful terms such as
an increase or decrease of delay, costs, and/or capacity. Similarly, the final EIR should
explain whether impacts on nonmotorized transportation were also considered under the air
quality and traffic, and if not, why not. Also, the final EIR should recognize that the
impacts on air quality and traffic will be further affected if the stated policies, express in
terms of “promote,” “"encourage,” and "investigate,” are not effectve.

22. Water supply analysis will be provided in later EIRs.

The Board of Supervisors has no real control over water supplies, they are
controlled by the Placer County Water Agency and other public and private water agencies.
Most surface water supplies originate from supplies controlled by the United States Bureau
of Reclamaton, PG&E, and the Nevada Irrigation District. Water supplies for new growth
areas will be discussed in detail in the respective EIRs for these areas, and therefore projects
to increase water supplies will be the subject of EIRs prepared by the water supply agency F-4-34
proposing the project.

The EIR should include a general discussion of potential impacts which
might result from creation of a new water transmission corridor to new growth areas, while
recognizing these impacts will necessarily be discussed in detail in new town EIRs. In
addition, the EIR should explain that impacts upon "water supply" are generally expected 10
be mitigated by General Plan mitigation policies, although it is possible impacts associated
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with developing new supplies may be significant and will be addressed in EIRs for water
supply projects.

23. . Spéciﬁc wastewater system impacts are strictly regulated and
“ . will be addressed in connection with wastewater projects.

- Wastewater discharge issues are highly complex and mitigated on a project-
specific basis. Future major county development, such as new town proposals, will be
subject to their own environmental review processes and will require analysis of any
increases in wastewater discharge. Significant discharges may, in addition, be subject to
permit approval or review by regional and state water quality boards and/or EPA. Because
the quality of wastewater discharges is strictly regulated by these agencies through
regulatory standards intended to protect human health and the environment, there is no
reason to believe that wastewater discharge impacts would be significant, and in fact could
provide a source of irrigation water for crops and recreational open space.

24. Solid waste issues should be resolved in the upcoming

Integrated Waste Management Plan.

Preparation of the upcoming Integrated Waste Management Plan should be
referenced in the EIR even though the County may give its preliminary view of a joint
facility in its response to comment. Whether new towns will affect the landfill will be
addressed in the project-specific EIRs prepared for any new towns. The landfill, as the
source of its impacts, should be responsible for providing mitgation and any necessary
buffer for those impacts within its own borders. Requiring Stanford Ranch West, which is
the potential victim of landfill impacts, to dedicate land as a nuisance buffer purely for the
benefit of the landfill could constitute a Fifth Amendment taking, requiring just
compensation for the loss of use of the property. ( See Twain Harte Associates Ltd.
v. County of Tuolumne (1900) 217 Cal.App.3d71, where the court of appeal remanded
for trial a taking suit arising where the county sought to impose a 1.7 acre buffer upon and
8.5 acre shopping center.)

25. Although beyond the scope of CEQA, the public facilities
discussion should be revised to reach conclusions on financial
impacts.

Financial impacts on public services are beyond the scope of the analysis
required in the EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines § 15131.) Nevertheless, it might be useful to
include in the final EIR an indication of whether these financial impacts will be fully
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mitigated by self-mitigation policies of the General Plan or if funding is needed from outside

~ sources, which may or may not be available. Where shortfalls in service funding are due to

existing fiscal problems and not due to demands created by new development should be
clearly stated. The EIR should also formally incorporated by reference the document
endtled Coit}z:y Facilities Needed 1o Serve Growth (released in draft form for public
comment in September, 1993).

26. Although beyond the scope of CEQA, the school impacts
analysis proffered by a comment should be adopted as revised.
While not an environmental issue, the EIR should accept the impact analysis
on schools provided in comments by the Placer County Office of Education, with such
revision in the analysis as the County finds appropriate.

27. Although beyond the scope of CEQA, the referenced General

Plan "Policy Responses” concerning facilities and services

should be expanded.

Again, although a non-environment issue, the list of policies appearing in
draft EIR § 6.5 should be expanded to include additional mitigating policies including "Law
Enforcement," "Fire Protection Services," any schools mitigation reference, and any other
relevant General Plan policies, considering that if population projections are accurate the
alternative will answer a different where, not a different number.

28. Although beyond the scope of CEQA, the EIR should respond
to the City of Roseville comments concerning use of city
services.

The EIR could respond to impacts of new towns upon Roseville libraries,
parks, and other services should new town residents use those city services. The rcsporisc
should properly indicate that these issues will be dealt with in detail during specific plan
processes required to approve new towns. The final EIR for the General Plan should
explain how self-mitigating Policies of the General Plan will assure the services in new
towns will at least be equivalent to Roseville city services, so that use of city services by
new town residents would not be expected.
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29. The comments requesting mitigation of archeological impacts
of new towns at the general plan stage should be rejected as
premature.

- If such mitigation was actually imposed, it would effectively prevent
compledon of the General Plan because of time and expense involved in surveying vast
areas. Only 18% of the county has been field-surveyed to date. (Draft EIR at p. 7-7.) See
Society for California Archeology v. County of Butte (1977) 65
Cal. App.3d832.838, rejecting any blanket requirement for archeological studies. The EIR
(including § 8.7 of the Background Report) constitutes a good faith effort to disclose all
information known concerning county-wide archeological sites which can reasonably be
expected to be reviewed in making General Plan decisions. Moreover, "General Policies"
5.D.6 and 5.D.7, which will be applied in midgating the impacts of new growth areas when
their respective specific plans are reviewed, provide effective mitigation for archeological
impacts. if the County find it advisable, those policies should be clarified to state that field
surveys will be required in connection with new town specific plan applications where it
appears that the new town likely includes significant archeological resources.

30. The EIR may prematurely find significant impacts due to
agricultural lands conversion. '

The EIR (At page 8-13) finds that there will be unavoidable impacts upon
prime agricultural land and high-value fruit and nut producton due t0 development of new
towns. This analysis fails to consider the possibility that later EIRs for new towns and
other large size development projects may idendfy additional feasible mitigadon measures to
protect high quality agricultural land and land having high production values. For example,
it can be calculated from data on Table 8-4, page 8-10, that preservaton of 1,408 acres of
orchards would save over $2 million in fruit and nut crop production, almost half of the
producton projected to be lost. Whether it is feasible to preserve some or all of these 1,408
acres can be addressed in project-specific EIRs prepared for development projects, but that
decision cannot reasonably be made in a county-wide General Plan process. In addidon, the
discussion in the draft EIR fails to consider certain benefits resulting from conversion of
agricultural land, such as potental water supply savings due to cessation of rice production.
The project specific EIR will evaluate the specific agricultural land to be converted, and
should consider the total employment and tax basis to the county.

A more accurate conclusion in the General Plan update EIR might be that
significant impacts could occur if additonal feasible mitigaton measures are not developed
in project-specific reviews, but that mitigation measures to protect specific parcels of
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agricultural land cannot be developed in a general plan context and instead must be
addressed at the project level. In particular, the new town EIRs may be expected to develop
additional mitigaton of the highest quality agricultural lands resuiting in lesser impacts than
the necessarily gross analysis provided in the General Plan EIR. The new town EIRs will
also consider on a parcel-specific basis rade-offs and any overriding consideration which
may justify development of some high quality agricultural land.

31. Certain comments requesting additional mitigation for water
resources, agricultural land, vegetation and wildlife, air
quality, flood, and noise impacts are premature.

In various other comments, the City of Roseville asks for additional
assurances of mitigation from various potential new town impacts. Roseville asks for
additional midgation to assure that runoff from new growth areas will not adversely affect
Roseville streams, more discussion of wildlife and vegetation impacts, incorporation of
"TCM" measures from the Air Quality Plan, additional analysis of impacts on various
streets. These comments fail to recognize that the EIR contains a broad but adequate
county-wide overview analysis of each of these issues, consistent with what can reasonably
be accomplished in the General Plan Update process. Each of these impacts raised by
Roseville is more susceptble to further meaningful analysis and project-specific mit gaton
when the various EIRs are prepared for the new towns and other large development
projects. As but one example, because the new towns will be planned “"from scratch,”
certain TCM measures may be feasible for the new town although not feasible county-wide.

Some of Roseville's concerns about impacts may have been unnecessarily
heightened by statements in the draft EIR that certain impacts are significant even after
consideration of General Plan mitigation Policies. (See e.g., discussion of land use at page
3-6, housing at page 3-12, agricultural land conversion at pages 8-12 to 8-13, habitat
conversion at page 8-33, and air quality at page 8-39.) The final EIR should explain that in
each specific plan process, the project-specific EIR will be required to first address the
General Plan mitigation Policies. However, if those policies do not reduce impacts to levels
of insignificance, the CEQA would require that the project EIRs must identify additional
feasible mitigation measures in an atempt 10 avoid impacts. Until this project-specific
mitigation is accomplished, the tue extent of lessening of impacts cannot be fully
determined and the General Plan EIR has probably overstated many impacts for this reason.
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32. The EIR contains an adequate discussion of cumulative
impacts.

The overall discussion of county impacts at build-out of the General Plan
provides a much more useful description of cumulative impacts than does a list of known
short-term future projects, as long as the analysis reflects reasonably expected build-out
rather than theoretical maximum build-out. List analysis is typically done in a project-
specific EIR because it is not feasible or reasonable on a project level to provide the broader
cumulative analysis resented in the General Plan Update draft EIR. The "Either"
cumulative impacts approach is authorized by CEQA Guidelines § 15130(2)(1).

33. The General Plan's mitigation "Policies" constitute the
mitigation monitoring program for a general plan.

The General Plan is sclf-midgating through its mitigation "Policies" which
have been circulated for review and comment in the draft DPD. The adoption of these
mitigation Policies, coupled with their specific application to specific development proposals
as they are subsequendy reviewed by the County, constitutes the type of mitigation
monitoring program reasonably contemplated by CEQA for a counry-wide general plan
revision.

34. The General Plan Update is internally inconsistent.

The County must, in the General Plan process, plan for a variety of different
uses. Inherent in the planning process is inevitable conflict between policies to further each
of the various land uses where there is not an unlimited supply of land. The present General
Plan Update is non-specific concerning where various types of land uses should be located
within new town areas. The specific land use policy determinations concerning new towns
-~ such as whether Stanford Ranch West should include more or less industrial land --

should properly be addressed in the specific plan review process for that new town, rather
than in a county-wide General Plan.

35. Stanford Ranch West should be designated for removal from

the Sunset General Plan area.

The DPD (at page 4-5) and EIR (Table 1-2, page 1-8) incorrectly assumes
that the Sunset General Plan will not be revised. However, the Sunset General Plan
includes much of the Stanford Ranch West property and designated the property solely for
agricultural and industrial uses, rather than the mixed residential/commercial/industrial uses
anticipated in the General Plan Update. The DPD and EIR should be revised to state that the
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Sunset General Plan boundaries will be modified 10 delete Stanford Ranch West, so that the

~ entire project is designated 10 be in a new specific plan area. (We note this was done for

"Dry Creck/West Placer Community Plan” on Table 1-2 of the draft EIR.) Ancillary to
adoption of the General Plan Update, the Board of Supervisors should so amend the Sunset
General Plan's boundaries. -

- 36. A greater rate of growth for new development areas should be
considered.

In projecting impacts, the EIR apparently assurnes that Stanford Ranch West
and other new growth areas will only be built out 20% in the year 2010 and 80% by the year
2040. (See pages 2-8 and 4-3.) This assumption is incorrect. Stanford Ranch West
projects 50% build-out by 2010 and 95% build-out by 2040. Moreover,
because of the greater opportunity to avoid many impacts in master-planned communities, it
would seem that assuming a high build-out for the new growth areas with a corresponding
slower build-out in other areas might show overall lesser impacts from the General Plan
Update.

37. The EIR should explain whether it is possible to quantify year

2040 impacts.

Some sections of the EIR quantfy year 2040 impacts, while others do not.
Sections which do not quantify year 2040 impacts include transit at page 4-55, water quality
at page 8-3, groundwater at page 8-5, agricultural lands at page 8-10, agriculwral
production at page 8-11, forest land production at page 8-15, mineral resources at page 8-
19, natural habitats at page 8-27, and air quality at page 8-37. Itis exmemely speculative to
provide quantitative projections for these impacts in the year 2040. The EIR should indicate
why that is the case. Where such projectons can reasonably be provided, however, they
should be included in the final EIR.

38. The EIR should include additional traffic mitigation
discussion.

In the summary at page 1-10 (see also page 4-39), the EIR finds that there
are no feasible mitigation measures available to reduce year 2010 traffic impacts upon
freeways and state highways. This conclusion may be unwarranted, because a number of
potential freeway and high way mitigation measures are briefly identified which might result
in additional mitigation. Further analysis should discuss the ability to implement the
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additional mitigation measures for freeways and state highways and could offer a conclusion
concerning remaining impacts after such implementation. '

The traffic improvements list at Table 4-3 indicates a cost of $195,527,000
to provide needed road and highway improvements for the year 2010 for which funding is
expected t0 be "assured.” Table 4-4 lists additional roadway improvements needed for the
year 2010, without cost estimates or funding mechanisms described. These costs should be
estimated and availability of funding (see page 4-39) should be more completely discussed.

Traffic impacts for the year 2040 are quantified and appear to be large. (See
Tables 4-24 and 4-25.) However, this analysis fails to include more than a nominal
discussion (at page 4-40) of the mitigadon measures which may be available to avoid these
impacts. A full analysis would discuss the mitigation provided by potential street-widening
and other potential mitigation measures and could contain a table analogous to Table 4-25,
showing projected conditions after mitigation in the year 2040,

Conclusion

On behalf of our client, Stanford Ranch, Inc., we would like to thank you
for the opportunity to participate in the General Plan update process. We look forward with
great anticipation to )"our review and comment upon the contents of this letter and invite you
1o contact either myself or Stanford Ranch, Inc. to discuss any of the issues set forth herein.

Very truly yours,

“Themay M).Zw/(jfk

Thomas W. Eres
of Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott

cc: Larry D. Kelley

S. Shulman
Marc Benezra

TWE/jla
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F-5 Palisades Development, Inc (11/15/93)

F-5-1.  Agricultural development, specifically rice growing, is only marginally viable on commentor’s
property

Comments noted; no response necessary.

F-5-2. Draft Plan policy requiring development in new growth areas to assist with agricultural
irrigation water should be changed to include reclamation and be stated as a cooperative effort

Comment noted; the referenced policy is based on the descriptions provided to the County by the
proponents of projects in the new growth areas. The County feels that this policy represents an
appropriate interpretation of the Board of Supervisors’ directions regarding the preparation of the Draft
Policy Document.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
November 15, 1993

Mr. Frederick Yeager
Planning Director

County of Placer

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, California 95603

Re: Comments Pertaining to the Placer County General Plan

Dear Mr. Yeager:

On behalf of the Placer 2780 partnership, please accept this letter
as its comments regarding both the Draft Policy Document of the

Placer County General Plan and the Draft EIR for the proposed
General Plan.

There are many planning benefits of creating "new towns."™ These
benefits are described at length in a recently published book
entitled, " Next i t is: Ec mmunit

the American Drean," written by architectural planner Peter

Calthorpe. We have submitted that book as Exhibit A to this
letter, so that it will be made part of the administrative record
for the Board’s upcoming decision on the proposed General Plan.

SECTION 7: AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES (pp. 103-109)

The issue of agricultural productivity on lands in the "new growth
areas" identified on the Land Use Diagram has been the subject of
much spirited discussion. Our comments on this subject are limited
to our property. Our comments therefore do not pertain to other
agricultural areas in the County. Agricultural productivity must
be evaluated objectively and on a property-by-property basis. Some
lands in Placer County might be well-suited for agriculture, while
others may not.

Our 2,780 acre property located within the proposed West Placer
Specific Plan Area currently has approximately 600 acres (22%) in
agricultural production. All are on Class IV Soils, which the U.S.
Department of Agriculture ("USDA") and the Soil Conservation
Service ("SCS") classify as "poorly suited for agriculture." One
of the few corps that may be grown on Class IV Soils is rice. Rice
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Mr. Frederick Yeager
Page 2 of 2
November 15, 1993

yields on our property are approximately 64 sacks per acre, while
yields in other areas of Placer and Sacramento County are in excess
of 80 sacks per acre. Our crop yields are verified by the Placer
County Agricultural Commissioners office and Placer County
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service.

The profit margin for rice grown on our Class IV Soils is small.
If cultivation costs are held constant, the greater the sack yield
per acre, the greater the profit margin. Our Class IV Soils may
yield some rice; but whether there is "economic viability" for rice
on our property is a function of U.S. Government subsidies and the
cost of pumping water. If the Federal Government eliminates rice
subsidies, or the electric cost for pumping water exceeds $20.00
per acre foot, or there is an overdraft of the water table
resulting in a lack of available water, any small profit for rice
farming on our land will be eliminated.

AGRICULTURAL WATER (p. 107)

7.D.6. "The County shall require that development in
new growth areas assist in the delivery of
surface water to agricultural areas in Wester
Placer County.”

We feel that a stronger case may be made for the use of reclaimed
water to assist in irrigating farmlands in Western Placer County.
Please consider deleting that policy in favor of one reading as
follows:

"The County shall coordinate the efforts of the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA), the Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant Authority (for use of reclaimed water),
and the project proponents and landowners in new growth
areas to assist in providing delivery of surface and
reclaimed water to agricultural areas in Western Placer

County."
, ! N
81 ceiéiya
(2 —
Nick AIexander
Project Manager
NA/kvd
Attachments: Exhibit A:
N ican tro
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F-6 Placer Villages (11/15/93)

F-6-1.  Draft Plan ag/timber buffers should consider depth-to-width ratio

The County feels the Policy Document’s buffer standards and policies are appropriate as drafted.
F-6-2.  Draft Plan sensitive habitat buffers may be extreme

Refer to response to comment F-6-1.

F-6-3.  Draft Plan public facility buffers should be commensurate with magnitude of potential impacts
Refer to response to comment F-6-1.

F-6-4.  Draft Plan urban separator buffer standard is infeasible

The urban separator buffer standards, to which this comment refers, have been removed from the Policy
Document.

F-6-5.  Draft Plan should designate Baseline Road to 99 as a transit corridor; consider transit zone
policy

Comment noted; no change has been made to the Policy Document.

F-6-6.  Draft Plan public facility buffer policy (1.B.4) should be flexible

Refer to response to comment F-6-1.

F-6-7.  Draft Plan should define private open space as used in policy 1.B.7

The Policy Document includes a revised version of the referenced policy that clarifies its intent.
F-6-8.  Draft Plan agricultural buffer policy (1.G.6) should be modified

Refer to response to comment F-6-1.

F-6-9.  Draft Plan policy 1.H.2 should be modified to accept off-site mitigation to allow creation of
habitat corridors

The recommended modification has been made in the Policy Document.

F-6-10. County should consider policies that streamline permit process and consider using Master EIRs
for new growth areas

Comment noted; no change has been made to the Policy Document.
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F-6-11. Adopted Housing Element is presumptively legally adequate for purposes of Update; existing
community plans should be made consistent

Comment noted; no response required.

F-6-12. Proposed additional policy relating to relieving traffic impacts in Roseville

Comment noted; the recommended change has not been made to the Policy Document.

F-6-13. Proposed additional policy relating to regional transportation corridors

The recommended modification has been made in the Policy Document.

F-6-14. General Plan should stress use of reclaimed water to reduce demand for potable water
The Policy Document includes a policy promoting use of reclaimed water.

F-6-15. Public facilities financing schemes should recognize levels of entitlement resulting from General
Plan adoption

Comment noted; no response required.
F-6-16. Proposed additional implementation measure relating to 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.

F-6-17. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 4.J.11 relating to timing of school construction
Refer to common response #7.

F-6-18. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 4.J.16 relating to Sierra College

The County does not feel the recommended revision is appropriate.

F-6-19. Draft Plan policy relating to park standards should identify what types of open space will satisfy
standards :

The Policy Document has been revised to more clearly define "open space” as it pertains to the park and
recreation standards of the General Plan.

F-6-20. Recommended types of uses that should receive open space park credit

Refer to response to comment F-6-19.
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F-6-21. Draft Plan sensitive habitat buffers may be extreme, so policy 6.A.] should be modified
accordingly

The referenced policy has been modified to more clearly convey its intent and to establish consistency with
the buffer standards in Part I of the Policy Document.

F-6-22.  Draft Plan policy 6.A.4 item (f) relating to creek corridor maintenance is unnecessary
The County disagrees; the referenced policy has nonetheless been modified to improve its clarity.
F-6-23. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 6.B.5 relating to habitat

The referenced policy has not been changed; refer also to response to comment F-6-9.

F-6-24. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 6.C.1 relating to "critical” habitat

The referenced policy has been modified to provide a clear definition of critical habitat.

F-6-25. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 6.C.9 relating to riparian habitat

Comment noted; no change has been made to the Policy Document.

F-6-26.  Draft Plan policy 6.C.10 recommended use of WHR suggests that WHR system should be
incorporated by reference

The County does not feel such incorporation by reference in necessary.

F-6-27. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 6.C.11 relating to development in significant ecological
resource areas

The Policy Document has been revised to more clearly define what constitutes significant ecological
resource areas.

F-6-28. Proposed revision of Draft Plan policy 6.E.1 relating to preservation and enhancement of natural
areas

Comment noted; no change has been made to the Policy Document.
F-6-29. Commentary on agricultural productivity of soil in Placer Villages new growth area

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-30. Recommended revision to Draft Plan policy 9.A.10 item (b) relating to acoustical analysis

Comment noted; no change has been made to the Policy Document.
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F-6-31.  Draft Plan development standard #3 for Placer Villages should add greenways within powerline
easements as allocatable open space

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-32. Draft Plan development standard #3 for Placer Villages should be non-specific regarding
amount of open space

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-33.  Draft Plan development standard #3 for Placer Villages should define the type of open space
satisfactory for park credit

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-34. Draft Plan development standard #4 for Placer Villages should reflect comments F-6-2 and -3
regarding buffers

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-35. Proposed revision Draft Plan development standard #9 for Placer Villages regarding noise from
McClellan AFB

Because the Placer Villages Specific Plan Area no longer appears on the Land Use Diagram, this
comment is no longer pertinent.

F-6-36. Draft EIR generally satisfies statutory and case law requirements for EIRs

Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-37. Self-mitigating approach used in Draft Plan and Draft EIR is appropriate

Comment noted; no response necessary. Refer also to common response #2.

F-6-38. Draft EIR project objectives statement is legally adequate, although it should be more detailed
Comment noted; the statement of project objectives has been modified in the Final EIR.

F-6-39. Draft EIR impact summary conclusion regarding loss of farmland should be reconsidered
While the County understands that actions that might result from adoption of the General Plan would not
lead directly to the conversion of agricultural land, the EIR provides accurate conclusions regarding the
possible long-term effects of development, including agricultural land conversion as a result of subsequent

project and plan approvals. The quality of the land being converted will be specifically addressed in EIRs
related to these projects and plans.
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F-6-40. Commentary regarding Draft EIR’s discussion of holding capacity

Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-41. Commentary regarding southwestern Placer County’s relationship to projections for Sacramento
Metropolitan Area

Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-42.  Southwest Placer County is a logical and natural area to accommodate regional growth demand
over next 20 years

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-6-43. Land "supply margin” is a good thing
Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-44. Adopted Housing Element is presumptively legally adequate for purposes of the General Plan
Update

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-6-45. Draft EIR’s voluntary treatment of housing cannot be legally challenged
Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-46. Final EIR should refer to additional policy relating to relieving traffic impacts in Roseville
proposed under comment F-6-12

Refer to response to comment F-6-12.

F-6-47. Commentary regarding beneficial traffic impacts related to development in new growth areas
versus in cities

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-6-48. Commentary regarding water supply and wastewater treatment
Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-6-49. Drainage from Placer Villages will flow away from Roseville
Comment noted; no response necessary.

F-6-50.  Final EIR should recognize benefit of off-site mitigation to allow creation of habitat corridors
as suggested in comment F-6-9

Refer to response to comment F-6-9.
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F-6-51. Internal design of Placer Villages will promote non-polluting transportation, therefore air quality
impacts will be beneficial

Comment noted; no response necessary.
F-6-52. Draft EIR noise information for McClellan AFB may be based on obsolete assumptions

The Background Report has been revised to incorporate up-to-date information on noise from McClellan
operations; the Final EIR discussion references this updated information.
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November 15, | 1993

Frederick Yeager
Planning Director
Loren Clark

Senior Planner County of Placer
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, California 95603

Re:  Comments on Placer County General Plan

Dear Mr. Yeager and Mr. Clark:

On behalf of the property owners in the proposed West Placer Specific Plan Area, please accept
this letter as our comments regarding both the Draft Policy Document of the Placer County
General Plan and the Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan. The first section provides our

thoughts regarding the substantive elements of the proposed Policy Document. The second
portion of the letter constitutes comments on the Draft EIR.

Within the first section, I have composed our comments so that they address issues in the same
order that they appear in the Draft General Plan Elements prepared by County Staff and
consultants. For ease of reference, I have included specific page references to the relevant

sections in the Policy Document. Where appropriate, I have suggested alternative policy
language for the County to consider.

"
"

"

2989 Tougles linudewnd, Suite 710
Noseaile, (A 95661
Bl {9Y6) 173-%500
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN POLICY DOCUMENT

PART 1: LAND USE / CIRCULATION DIAGRAMS AND STANDARDS

AGRICULTURAL / TIMBERLAND BUFFERS (p. 19)

If one-acre ;anéhettes are to be used as buffers, the County should consider an appropriate
"depth to width ratio.” We suggest that an appropriate depth to width ratio for a one-acre parcel
(as allowed by the Board of Supervisors) would be 2.3 to 1. This ratio should create rural

residential lots that could realistically serve as buffers yet will also pay their fair share of

frontage improvements. This means that deeper lots with narrower frontage allow for wider

buffers and spread the cost of frontage and infrastructure improvements over a greater number
of parcel owners.

SENSITIVE HABITAT BUFFERS (pp. 20-21)

In general, we are concerned that the Proposed General Plan contemplates the use of buffers that
will be excessive and will not create benefits commensurate with the burdens placed on property
owners. With these general sentiments in mind, please consider including the following
language within the General Plan on the subject of Sensitive Habitat Buffer Zones:

"Buffer zones shall be established where feasible for valuable habitat, including
riparian woodland, wetlands, and other preserved habitat, to ensure there is
adequate space between natural areas and urban development to maintain the
integrity and continuity of the riparian zone or woodlands. The size of these
buffer areas will depend on habitat value, protection needs, vegetation, flooding
issues, topography, and the degree, if any, to which the creation of buffer areas
will affect the feasibility of development. Where the creation of buffer areas will
jeopardize a landowner's ability to feasibly develop the affected property, the

County may waive or reduce the buffer area requirement to the extent necessary
to allow development to feasibly proceed.”

PUBIC FACILITY BUFFERS (p. 21)

The size of Public Facility Buffers must be commensurate with the magnitude of potential

impacts. We are concerned that, in the Draft General Plan as currently proposed, the size of
such buffers is excessive.

For example, the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill exists on approximately 480 + acres.
Should the County impose a one mile buffer, it would encumber an area of over 5,000 acres,
over five times the acreage of the Jandfilll We believe that the County should further consider
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the use of inzernal buffers wirhin the landfill. It is not uncommon for a public facility such as
a landfill to contain acres of surrounding public land that constitute an internal buffer.

Under the current proposed language, we cannot teil whether the radius of the buffer for the
landfill will be measured from the actual public facility itself, as is apparently intended to be the
case with airport runways and wastewater treatment plants, or from the public facility property
line. Achieving clarity on this issue is very important. If the County is inclined to require some
substantial buffer around the landfill, we would of course prefer that the measurement start at
the facility itself, not at the property line.

In support of our view that the proposed public facility buffers are generally excessive, we
would point out that, in a General Plan contemplating land uses that may not be built for nearly
fifty years, the County might want to consider adopting a policy that will be flexible in the
future, in the event that technological advances reduce or even eliminate entirely the need for
buffers around public facilities.

For example, the construction of the proposed Materials Recovery Facility ("MRE"™), by
removing recyclable material from the waste stream, may reduce the amount of land area needed
for landfill operations. Future landfill equipment may also reduce the noise associated with
scrapers, bulldozers, and other current noise sources. Technology may also reduce problems
associated with dust, noise, and odors. In other words, in twenty years landfills may be much
"better neighbors” than they have been in the past.

Similar advances may reduce conflicts associated with locating development near airports and
treatment plants. In the future, airports--and indeed airplanes themselves--may be quieter than
they currently are. Treatment plants may find ways to reduce their odors. If such advances
occur, no benefits would be created by requiring large buffers designed at a time when people
simply assumed that landfills, airports, and treatment plants would always inevitably be bad
neighbors. A recent encouraging example of technological innovation can be found in Placer

County itself. As you know, the Formica processing plant has installed devices virtually
eliminating emissions of strong odors.

If the County insists that such large buffers are necessary, and must be enshrined in this General
Plan, we recommend that the County consider a policy of purchasing the land required to
preserve a county asset, rather than requiring a handful of property owners to set aside land that
will benefit the public at large. Sacramento County has adopted a policy of purchasing Jands
within the 2,000 foot buffer surrounding the Keifer Road landfill. Another example of
purchasing lands around public facilities can be found at the Sacramento Metropolitan Airport.
Sacramento County has purchased a substantial amount of Jand zoned agriculture surrounding
the airport. Sacramento County finances the purchase of these agricultural lands by leasing back
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to farmers interested in growing crops. We recommend that Placer County study the
Sacramento County’s public facility buffer and financing policies. Consideration should be given
to adopting similar policies. -

URBAN SEPARATOR BUFFERS (p. 22)

General Plan policies should be economically realistic and feasible. The proposed policy that
would require new growth areas to provide self-contained one-mile Urban Separator Buffers is
infeasible. Furthermore, I believe that Alternative #5, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors
on June 15, 1993, clearly states that all buffers must be internal to the project and may include
1 to 20 acre rural residential parcels. A one-mile Urban Separator Buffer is a burden our
project cannot finance.

Further problems will occur if County policy requires the project proponent to purchase adjacent
lands 10 serve as buffers. The owners of such parcels may simply not be interested in selling,
or may want to use their properties for something other than buffer areas. Moreover, by
requiring land adjacent to new growth areas to be used as Urban Separator Buffers, the County
will de facto rezone the properties between proposed projects and urban areas, giving the Jand
owners added value without a formal change of zoning. Occupying a virtual monopoly position
vis-d-vis the Jandowners in the new growth areas, the owners within the designated buffer areas

may demand unrealistic sums for their land, jeopardizing the viability of feasible development
of the new growth areas.

TRANSIT CORRIDORS (p. 31)

We support your discussion of a transit corridor along the Blue Oaks extension and Watt
Avenue. We would strongly suggest, however, that staff also examine the use of the portion
of Baseline Road extending to State Route 99 as a potential Express Bus Transit Corridor. Such
corridors provide access to transit at widely-spaced transit stops or in conjunction with TOD's. !
Designation of Baseline Road as a transit corridor may alleviate traffic impacts within the City
of Roseville and Interstate 80, and allow for interim implementation of transit policies while
mass transit funding is secured.

'/ "TOD" stands for "Transit-Oriented Development(s).”
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The County may want to consider drafting a "transit zone" policy. Transit zone policies

encourage transit ready land uses and have different parking and intensity standards to encourage
greater density and access to transit.

RT II: A I AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAM.

SECTION 1: LAND USE (pp. 33-47)

1.B.4. "The County shall ensure that residential land uses are separated and buffered
from such facilities as landfills, airports, and sewage treatment plants.”

As noted above, we believe that one mile public facility buffers are not necessary. Please see
our earlier comments.

1.B.7. "The County shall require mult-family developments generally to include private
open space for each dwelling.”

In order to make this policy more workable, the General Plan should define and quantify what

is meant by "private open space” (i.e., must it be "commons” or can it be open space within
private parcels?).

1.G.6. "The County shall require new non-agricultural development . . ."

Our earlier comments regarding agricultural buffers are relevant to this policy.
OPEN SPACE, HABITAT, AND WILDLIFE RESERVES (pp. 38-39)

1.H.2 "The County shall require that development be planned and designed to avoid
areas rich in wildlife or of a fragile ecological nature (e.g., areas of rare or
endangered plan species, riparian areas)."

Current planning methods emphasizing the avoidance of habitat areas have resulted in isolated
islands of open space. Most conservationists agree that such fragmentation is the cause of the
current decline of plant and wildlife populations and diversity within preservation areas.
Originally, conservationists believed that since wildlife populations managed to thrive on islands
isolated by thousands of miles of ocean, islands of open space surrounded by urban growth
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would also survive., Such persons did not realize that islands within oceans originally developed
and formed as isolated entities, whereas the artificially fragmented areas created by modern
development patterns began as enormous interconnected chains of habitat. In natural islands
surtounded. by water, only those animal and plant species adapted to survive and propagate
within such limited land areas could perpetuate themselves on the islands. Species that could
not adapt to isolated conditions simply did not survive, or even establish themselves.

With respect to the "islands" created by modern development, many species simply cannot
survive the resulting isolation from larger habitat areas. As a result, the resulting fragmented
open space areas have been unable to sustain viable populations of native pre-development fauna
or flora. The areas are too small and isolated to support the number and diversity of species
necessary to maintain a viable community. Such development patterns have created the
following adverse biological consequences: 1) loss of those species that tend to conflict with
humans; 2) domination by alien or human-adapted species that depredate on temperamental or
native species; 3) inbreeding amongst species, resulting from the low-densities and isolated
populations, and decreases in biodiversity; 4) isolation of interdependent species by human
factors; and 5) an ultimate breakdown of food chains and life-cycles.

Recognizing the problems resulting from policies that always favor "avoidance” over the off-site
purchase, dedication, or recreation of connected habitat areas, many leading conservationists now
support the latter kinds of approaches as means of creating large interconnected open space and
habitat areas through which species can move freely across large connected expanses. We may
not need more public domain acres; but we most assuredly will need different acres and different
configuration.®  Corridors of open space help maintain biodiversity and eliminate the
fragmentation that has caused the decline of many species. *

Moreover, the corridors connecting habitat areas need not always be without utility for people;
and many corridors serving other purposes can double as corridors for wildlife movement. For
example, mammals can use abandoned railroad rights-of-way and easements for powerlines,
pipelines, and other uses. Birds can use as corridors wooded median strips of roadways,
windbreaks, greenbelts, and wooded visual screens. Equestrian trails, jogging trails, and bicycle
routes can be of value in urban areas, just as wooded fencerows play a role in rural landscapes.
All of these kinds of areas represent linear connectors that crisscross the landscape; and all can
play a role in an interconnected habitat system.

/ The fact that leading environmental organizations favor the creation of wildlife
"corridors” connecting habitat areas is evident from Exhibit A submitted herewith, a document
published by Defenders of Wildlife entitled, "Preserving Communities and Corridors. "
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In light of these considerations, we suggest that the County consider modifying proposed Policy
1.H.2 as follows:

"The County shall require that development be planned and designed to avoid
areas in wildlife or of a fragile ecological nature

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (pp. 43-45)

The County may wish to consider policies that streamline the permitting process for business,
thus providing a substantial economic benefit to the community. Many large companies that
provide primary wage earner jobs would like a "one-stop” permitting process in which a County
staff member acts as a lizison between the various county departments and the large employer.
The County should also consider using "Master EIRs" within the Specific Plan Areas. Effective

January 1, 1993, the use of Master EIRs will be authorized by Public Resources Code sections-
21156 through 21158.5.

TION 2: HOUSING (p. 49)

We understand that, because the County adopted its revised Housing Element in July 1992, the
current General Plan Update is not formally addressing the Housing Element, which must be
treated as final and presumptively legally adequate for the purposes of the Update.

Nevertheless, we offer the following comments on housing issues generally. We recognize that,
in general, a range of housing types are needed to attain a jobs/housing balance, to attract future
employers, and to ensure the success of a mixed use project. We suggest that, with these
principles in mind, the County defer any detailed discussion regarding the range of housing that
must ultimately be built within any "new growth area” such as the West Placer Specific Plan
until such time as proposed Specific Plans have been prepared for such projects.

Within the City of Roseville, Specific Plans include a goal of achieving ten percent affordable
housing, which should be dispersed throughout the planning area to avoid concentrating

affordable units solely at any particular project site. Such concentration can lead o the blight
of the area in question.
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We also wish to state that existing community plans should be updated to be consistent with the
Housing Element.

SECTION 3: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION (pp. 51-62)
STREETS AND HIGHWAYS (pp. 51-54)

We are aware of concerns expressed by Roseville with respect to the possible impacts on its road
system from development in the new growth areas. In order to persuade the City of our good
faith and willingness to work to mitigate any such impacts, we propose that the County add the
following proposed policy under Goal 3.A.:

"In processing and approving Specific Plans for new growth areas in Southwest
Placer County, the County shall explore in detail potentially feasible means of

mitigating any significant impacts that may occur on the circulation network in
the City of Roseville."

TRANSIT (pp. 54-57)

The Regional Transit Board has completed the route adoption EIR (State Clearinghouse #
90020031) that designates the Southern Pacific Right-of-Way between Antelope Station and
Roseville Parkway as a Light Rail Transit ("LRT") Corridor. Furthermore, Sacramento County
has proposed Light Rail extensions for the Rio Linda/Elverta TOD area, which would be placed
within an unused rail corridor. Placer County should consider aligning its rail and surface
transit corridors with those designated in Sacramento County. Transit Corridors should also be
aligned with potential LRT terminus stations, potential express bus routes, or transportation hubs

such as the Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. We propose you consider adopting the following
policy:

"The County shall designate transportation corridors that provide linkages with

other regional transportation corridors, Light Rail Terminus Stations, and major
transportation facilities. " '
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SECTION 4: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES (pp. 63-77)

WATER SUPPLY AND DELIVERY (pp. 66-67)

We have, two primary comments on this portion of the proposed Policy Document. First, we
believe that a stronger case can be made for the use of reclaimed water. As you may recall,
when we proposed the original Placer Villages Plan, we showed that the use of reclaimed water
would reduce the need for potable water by 25 percent, a significant reduction in potable water
demand. In general, the use of reclaimed water has the following benefits:

a. Reduction of water demand requires less money to be spent on
smaller water transmission lines, since the diameter of such lines
can be smaller than they otherwise would be.

b. Furthermore, if the proposed regional wastewater treatment plant
("WTP") is strategically located on Pleasant Grove Creek,
reclaimed water from the facility could also be used for
agricultural irrigation. Locating the WTP between the new growth
areas and agricultural areas could provide the County with a
source of water benefitting agriculture. Such a policy could
contribute to the County’s interest in finding additional sources of
2water for the agricultural community in Placer County.

Our second point related to Water Supply and Delivery has to do with the assessment of the
costs of building water supply and water treatment infrastructure. We recognize the need to
construct and provide adequate facilities such as water treatment plants. We propose, however,

that the costs associated with constructing such facilities be assessed based on the extent and the
timing of the benefits derived by various parties.

The County should consider financing schemes that recognize current-day levels of entitlement.
A sliding scale of assessment should recognize those properties that have entitlements but cannot
or do not expect to proceed with development in the near term. A potential third category would
be properties with no urban entitlement but whose owners are interested in assuring that any
facilities constructed in the near-term will be constructed so as not to preclude the extension of
service or so as to make the extension of service prohibitively expensive.

-369-

F-6-14

1L

F-6-15




Frederick Yeager
November 15, 1993
Page 10

LANDFILLS, TRANSFER STATIONS, AND SOLID WASTE RECYCLING
(Pp. 72-74)

Implementation .
Measure 4.19

"The County shall develop and adopt an ordinance prohibiting new residential lot
splits within one mile of any landfill currently accepting wastes and within 500
foot of any inactive landfill that accepted wastes after 1980."

Comment: Please see our earlier comments on the subject of "Public Facility Buffers," in which
we state our view that this policy is unnecessary.

SCHOOLS (pp. 76-77)

Our concern about policy 4.J.11. is the risk that schools may have to be constructed before
residences are occupied or constructed.

Within the North Central Roseville Specific Plan, Vencil Brown Elementary School was
constructed prior to the construction of nearby residential development. In fact, not one home
was in place when the school was completed. As a result, the Roseville Elementary School
District has a new Elementary School without an adequate pool of students to use it; and the
District must absorb maintenance costs without the ability to collect taxes from residents the
school was intended to serve. In an effort to offset these costs, the District is currently leasing
Vencil Brown Elementary School to Sierra College. Placer County, together with the school
districts, should make every effort to avoid this kind of situation in the future. Please consider
revising policy 4.J.11. as written below:

". . . The County, to the extent possible, shall reguire §

school facilities are :

1d B€ constructed

=4
the residences which the schools are
intended to serve.

HIGHER EDUCATION (p. 77)

The future needs of Sierra Community College cannot be met solely at the present site in
Rocklin. New community college facilities should be placed near existing urban development
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and near or within one of the new specific plan areas. Please consider revising policy 4.J.16.
in the following manner:

"The.County shall work with

SECTION 5: RECREATIONAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES (pp. 79-85)

Based on our review of the Recreational and Cultural Resources section of the Draft General
Plan Policy Document, we have the following comments.

In addition to Table 5-1 ("Park Classification System™), the County should consider adding a
policy identifying the kinds of open space that will qualify as "parks” for purposes of the policies
under the heading "Public Recreation and Parks." Such a policy should include an open space

classification system with provisions to grant park credit. With these general notions in mind,
Please consider the following specifics.

In addition to the traditional "active” parkland classification system (as shown in Table 5-1), the
County should also consider policies for non-traditional "open space or passive” parklands.
Furthermore, to provide landowners with an incentive to provide parks and open space in excess
of minimum requirements of the County’s Active Parkland Standard, Quimby Act park credit
should be given to landowners who choose to provide such additional acreage. Landowners
should also have the right to assign any excess park credits to other landowners who are
ostensibly required to dedicate parkland but cannot feasibly do so.

Agricultural and Sensitive Habitat Buffer Zones having potential for passive recreation should

also qualify for open space park credit. The following lands should be considered to receive
open space park credit:

Floodways

Wetlands

Ripanan Areas

Public Greenways (pathway areas that allow public access from
one place to another)

P

-371-

F-6-18

F-6-19

F-6-20




Frederick Yeager
November 15, 1993
Page 12

b

Public Golf Courses (after all, these areas provide recreational
uses)

‘Private Golf Courses Open to the Public

"~ Private Open Space

Sensitive Habitat Buffer Areas

Agricultural Buffer Zones

0. Prnvate Recreational Facilities. ?

SOPN

SECTION 6: NATURAL RESQURCES (pp. 87-102)

6.A.1. My earlier comments in Part I regarding Sensitive Habitat Buffers also apply
“here.
6.A.4.(f) "Provide for long-term creek corridor maintenance by providing

a memorandum of understanding, performance bond, or other
financial commitment to the County."

It is our opinion that financial mechanisms for long-term creek corridor maintenance are not
necessary. Afterall, these creek corridors have survived for centuries without being maintained
by anybody. The only maintenance required may be periodic trash pick-up. We suggest that
the responsibility for the periodic trash pick-up in creek corridors be assigned to the local
Recreation and Parks District or Landscape and Lighting District. Because properties within the
district would be assessed for these costs, the private sector and homeowners would indirectly
bear the burden of such maintenance. Under such an approach, existing County residents would
not have to pay for the maintenance of Creek Corridors within the new Specific Plan areas.
Performance Bonds are not feasible because bond underwriters will not issue a bond in
perpetuiry without a term or expirarion date.

WOODLAND AND RIPARIAN AREAS (pp. 91-92)

6.B.5. "The County shall require development that may affect a woodland to employ
avoidance, minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation techniques . . . ."

’/  Credit for private open space areas should only be granted after all opportunities to
provide public lands or facilities have been exhausted.
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Please see my earlier comments regarding the benefits of preserving and creating open space
connected by corridors, as opposed to avoiding habitat in a way creates isolated fragments of
wild lands surrounded by urbanization. We would like to have the County revise the language
of policy 6.B.5. in order to make it more consistent with Implementation Program 6.7. In
addition, we would like the County to consider a policy expressly identifying the virtues of
mitigation banking. Mitigation banks are better for wildlife and sensitive resources in the long-
run than a series of "postage stamp" size isolated wetlands or strands of vegetation. Therefore,
please consider adopting the following proposed policy:

"The County may choose to allow landowners or developers to impact on-site
habitat areas if the landowners or developers are willing to dedicate off-site land
for habitat preservation or money for purchase for such off-site land or
participation in a federal, state, county, or private land trust approved mitigation
bank."”

FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT (pp. 92-96)

6.C.1 "The County shall identify and protect critical nesting and foraging areas,
important spawning grounds, migratory routes, waterfowl resting areas, oak
woodlands, wildlife travel corridors, and other unique wildlife habitat areas
critical to protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. "

We have two concerns about this policy. First, we think that the term "critical” should be
defined, so as to provide property owners and the public with a better idea of what the county
has in mind here. Secondly, we are concemned that the policy reads in rather absolure terms.
Taken literally, it could be construed as utterly forbidding any development affecting "critical
areas,” even where adequate off-site mitigation may be available and feasible. We therefore
propose that you consider the following modifications to the proposed policy:

"The County shall identify and; asible; protect critical nesting and

foraging areas, important spawning grounds, migratory routes, waterfow] resting

areas, oak woodlands, wildlife travel corridors, and other unique wildlife habita

areas critical to protecting and sustaining wildlife populations
fo
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These proposed changes would make us much more comfortable with the policy. Still, even our
proposed wording does not define the word "critical,” as used in the policy. We look 1o the

County and its consultants to offer a precise definition.

6.C.9

We have two major concerns with respect to this proposed policy. First, we are not sure what
is meant by "other public purposes.” Does the category include private development, which
satisfies market demand for various land uses and generates tax revenues -- both of which benefit
the "public"? Secondly, the policy does not seem to allow for off-site mitigation as an
alternative to avoidance of on-site resources where on-site avoidance is either infeasible or Jess
ecologically desirable than off-site mitigation. We therefore propose the following changes:

6.C.10

o o o

"The County shall require new private or public developments to preserve and
enhance existing native riparian habitat unless public safety concerns require
removal of habitat for flood contro! or other public purposes. In cases where new
private or public development results in modification or destruction of riparian
habitat for purposes of flood control, the developers shall be responsible for

acquiring, restoring, and enhancing at least an equivalent amount of like habitat
within or near the project area.”

"The County shall require new private or public developments 5
to preserve and enhance existing native riparian habitat unless public safety
concerns require removal of habitat for flood control or other public purposes.
In cases where new private or public development results in modificati
d i ipari bil or purposes of flood control,

re for , g,
of like habitat within or near the project area.”

ing at least an equivalent amount

o * *

"The County will use California Wildlife Habitat Relationships
(WHR) system as a standard descriptive tool and guide for
environmental assessment in the absence of a more detailed site
specific system.”
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If the County wishes to incorporate the WHR system by reference into the General Plan as a
binding standard for environmental assessment, then whatever documentation explains or
embodies the WHR system should be provided as an appendix to the Policy Document.

» x x

6.C.11. - "Prior to approval of discretionary development permits involving
parcels within a significant ecological resource area, the County
shall require, as part of the environmental review process, a biotic
resources evaluation of the sites by a wildlife biologist, the
evaluation shall be based upon field reconnaissance performed at
the appropriate time of year to determine the presence or absence
of rare, threatened, or endangered species of plants or animals.
Such evaluation will consider the potential for significant impact
on these resources, and will identify feasible measures to mitigate
such impacts or indicate why mitigation is not feasible.”

This policy contains what appears to be a typographical error. We assume that the words, "the
evaluation . . ." (at the end of line 4 above) are intended to start a new sentence. More
importantly, however, we are concerned that the policy could be read to allow a field biologist
to make binding determinations as to what kinds of mitigation measures are "feasible” for a
landowner to implement. Under CEQA, that determination should be left to the ultimate

decisionmakers through the adoption of findings. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.) We
therefore would revise the policy as follows:

"Prior to approval of discretionary development permits involving parcels within
a significant ecological resource area, the County shall require, as part of the
environmental review process, a biotic resources evaluation of the sites by a
wildlife biologist;i tIhe evaluation shall be based upon field reconnaissance
performed at the appropriate time of year to determine the presence or absence
of rare, threatened, or endangered species of plants or animals. Such evaluation
he potential for significant impact on these resources, and will

Iy feasible measures to mitigate such impacts or indicate why
t feasible
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OPEN SPACE FOR THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL RESOURCES (p. 97)

6.E.1. "The County shall support the preservation and enhancement of natural land
forms,. natural vegetation, and natural resources as open space 1o the maximum
extent feasible. The County shall permanently protect, as open space, areas of
natural resource value, including wetlands preserves, riparian corridors,
woodlands, and floodplains.”

We believe that, read in conjunction with other General Plan policies allowing development in
"new growth areas,” this policy cannot reasonably be read as an absolute. Nor do we beljeve
that the County intended it as such. Nevertheless, in the interest of achieving clarity on this
point, we recommend the following modifications:

"The County shall support the preservation and enhancement of natural land

forms, natural nd natural resources as open space to the maximum
extent feasibles, er all n

. xtent fe e County shail
permanently protect, as open space, areas of natural resource value, including
wetlands preserves, riparian corridors, woodlands, and floodplains. "

SECTION 7: AGRICULTURAL AND FQRESTRY RESOURCES (pp. 103-109)

The issue of agricultural productivity on lands in the "new growth areas” identified on the Land
Use Diagram has been the subject of much spirited discussion. Our comments on this subject
are limited 1o land owned within the West Placer Specific Plan Area. Our comments therefore
do not pertain to other agricultural areas in the County. Agricultural productivity must be

evaluated objectively and on a property-by-property basis. .Some lands in Placer County might
be well-suited for agriculture, while others may not.

The 5,940 acre West Placer Specific Plan Area currently has approximately 1,300 acres (22 %)
in agricultural production. All are on Class IV Soils, which the U.S. Department of Agriculture
("USDA") and the Soil Conservation Service ("SCS") classify as "poorly suited for agriculture. "
20ne of the few corps that may be grown on Class IV Soils is rice. Rice yields within the West
Placer Specific Plan Area are approximately 64 sacks per acre, while yields in other areas of
Placer and Sacramento County are in excess of 80 sacks per acre. Our crop yields are verified
by the Placer County Agricultural Commissioner’s office and the Placer County Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service. -
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Proof of the actual character of our soils is submitted with this letter as Exhibit B. The
document is entitled, "Placer Villages: A New Vision for South Placer County.” It was
prepared by Calthorpe Associates in August 1991. Figure 24 on the document, located on page
26, is a map entitled, "Soil Classifications." Prepared by MacKay and Somps for Calthorpe
Associates, the map clearly shows that the vast majority of the subject property consists of Class
IV soils. ¢ The map is based on a soil survey of western Placer County conducted by USDA

and SCS. (A narrative discussion in support of the map can be found on pages 25 and 27 of the
text of the document.)

Additional proof of the character of the soils on the Placer Villages project area can be found
in an additional document submitted with these comments as Exhibit C. It is entitled, "Placer
Villages: Agricultural Element,” and was prepared by agAccess in August 1991, Virtually the
entire document deals with soil qualities and agricultural activities occurring on the project site.
In particular, however, you should note that on page 2 the text explains that, although there are
some areas with Class II and Class III soils, "[t}he majority of the soils are Class IV, classified
as being 'poorly suited to agriculture.’" (See alsg Appendices B and C to Exhibit D, which
which analyze the soil types at the subject site in terms of the categories and precise locations
used in USDA soil maps and geologic survey maps prepared by the United States Geological
Survey.)

Mr. Yeager, you made a statement at the Planning Commission Hearing on October 28, 1993,
regarding rice production on Class IV Soils. You said, "Rice actually does better on poorer
soils.” For the record, we respectfully disagree with your statement, and inquire whether your
statement was based on empirical evidence from studies conducted by authorities on rice
production. If so, we would like you to please inform us of the source of your information.
If rice crops perform better on Class IV Soils than on better soils, how do you explain the
difference in crops yields of over 100 sacks per acre on Class I Soil on property that the
principal owners of the West Placer Specific Plan area also own in the North Natomas Area of
Sacramento County or on similar Class I soils in Sutter and Colusa Counties? If, as we suspect,
there is no empirical evidence supporting your statement on October 28th, we would respectfully
urge you to retract your statement for the record, and to use caution in the future in making such
statements for the public record. The danger with such statements is that, because members of

‘/ Class I soils are "excellent or well-suited 10 general intensive agriculture.” Class II soils
are "good [and] well-suited to agriculture.” Class III soils are “only fairly well suited to
agriculture. Class V soils are "very poorly suite to agriculture.” Class VI soils are "not suited
to agriculture.” For an extended discussion of these categories, see Exhibit C submitted
herewith, Placer Villages: Agricultural Element, Appendix A, "Soil Classification System,” pp.
Al-A2
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the public and the media unknowingly view you as an authority on rice production, your
comments are treated as fact even when they are not accompanied by any scientific analysis.

SECTION 9: NOISE (pp. 121-125)
9.A.10.() "The noise source in question consists of a single roadway or

railroad for which up to date noise exposure information is
avajlable . . . .”

Because many airports provide up to date acoustical information, please consider revising the
above-quoted language to read as follows:

questions consists' of a single roadway; er railroad
1 for which there is up to date noise exposure informa

< i
An acoustical analysis will be
required when the noise source in question is a stationary source er-airpert, Or
when the noise source consists of multiple transportation noise sources;"

PART 3: SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR NEW GROWTH ARFAS

Naturally, our comments focus only on the standards applicable to the Placer Villages Specific
Plan.

OPEN SPACE (p. 132)

With respect to Development Standard # 3, please consider adding greenways within powerline
easements to your list of allocatable open space uses. Furthermore, we presume that acreage
dedicated toward golf courses open to the public may be included as an allowable open space
use under "recreation areas.” Please let us know if we are mistaken in this assumption.

With respect to that same Standard, please note that, as we submitted it, the Land Use Diagram
in the proposed West Placer Community Plan tentatively shows 1,310 acres of Open Space. We
believe that the exact Open Space acreage, as well as the appropriate land uses for the Open

Space areas, should be determined and calculated at the time we submit and process a Specific
Plan for the Placer Villages project.
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With respect to Standard # 3, I would also like to reiterate my earlier comments regarding the
use of park credit for open space.

REQUIRED BUFFERS (p. 132)

With regard to proposed Development Standard # 4, 1 would like to reiterate my earlier

comments relating to agricultural buffers and the infeasibility of the proposed urban separator
buffers.

NOISE (p. 135)

"Development within the Specific Plan Area shal] be designed to attenuate aircraft
noise associated with operations at McClellan Air Force Base."

With respect to this policy (Development Standard # 9), we feel that the noise contours for the
McClellan AFB runway approach are within acceptable limits. The Placer County General Plan
EIR shows that the majority of these contours are 60 db or Jess. Conditions with 60 db or less
are acceptable for outdoor activity areas in both residential and non-residential developments.
The standard for indoor areas is less than 45 db. We therefore propose that the County consider
amending policy #4 as follows:

"Development Areas within the Specific Plan Area shall be designed to attenuate
aircraft noise associated with operations at McClellan AFB if TS are

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR FOR THE GENERAL PLAN

In our comments on the Draft EIR, we will also address the subjects in the same order in which
they occur in the document.

INTRODUCTION (pp. 1-6)

The Introduction makes clear that the Draft EIR consists not only of the separate document
styled, "Draft EIR," but also of the Draft General Plan Background Report and Draft Policy

-379-

F-6-35

.

F-6-36




Frederick Yeager
November 15, 1993
Page 20

Document, as well as the Issues and Options Report. (See p. 1.)* Particularly when these four
documents are taken together, they supply more than adequate detail to support the adoption of
the General Plan by the Board of Supervisors.

Recent case law indicates that EIRs for General Plans need not deal with site-specific
information in great detail, but instead should focus on larger issues of regional importance,
saving site-specific analysis for later environmental documents, "'CEQA recognizes that
environmental studies in connection with amendments to a general plan will be, on balance,
general.’” (AL Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18
Cal. App.4th 729, 746 [--- Cal.Rptr.2d ---], quoting Schaeffer Land Trust v, San Jose City
Council (1989) 215 Cal. App.3d 612, 625 [263 Cal.Rptr. 813].) Thus, an EIR for a General
Plan "’need not be as precise as an EIR on the specific projects which might follow.'" (Larson,
supra, 18 Cal.App.4th at 746 [--- Cal.Rptr.2d ---}, quoting Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v,
County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 374 [7 Cal.Rptr.2d 307].) "Deferral of more
detailed analysis 10 a project EIR is legitimate. It has been held that 'where practical
considerations prohibit devising [detailed mitigation] measures early in the planning process
(e.g., at the general plan amendment or rezone stage), the agency can commit itself to eventually
devising measures that will satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project
approval.’” (Larson, supra, 18 Cal.App.4th at 747 [--- Cal.Rptr.2d ---J, quoting Sacramento

ity Association v. City Council acramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029 {280
Cal.Rptr. 478].)

The Draft EIR for the proposed Placer County General Plan more than satisfies the standards
articulated in these cases, especially in light of the fact that the text expressly states that
additional, more detailed EIRs will be for "projects implementing the General Plan (e.g.,
community plans, specific plans, individual projects).” (See page 5 (italics in original).). The
Draft EIR, in other words, is a "first tier" document that, in effect, will form a data base on
which later EIRs for later projects will build. This point deserves emphasis.

The Legislature has decreed that agencies’ EIRs "shall be tiered whenever feasible, as
determined by the lead agency.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21093, subd. (b).) By streamlining
environmental review at the Plan-adoption stage, the use of tiering "will promote construction
of needed housing and other development projects[.}* (Id., subd. (a).) An EIR for a General

*/ The use of such multiple documents is permissible, of course, because CEQA grants lead
agencies broad discretion to integrate an EIR for a General Plan directly into the Plan itself.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15166; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15080 ("[tJo the extent possible, the
EIR process should be combined with the existing Planning, review, and project approval
process used by each public agency”).) '
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Plan is the paradigmatic example of a "first tier" document, which should focus on "general
matters,” with later EIRs focusing on site-specific issues. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15385; see also

Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21068.5, 21094; Larson, supra, 18 Cal.App.4th at 741 [---
Cal.Rptr.2d —-}.)

The proponents of the West Placer Specific Plan are well aware that the County will have to
prepare a very extensive EIR at the time the County considers adoption of a Specific Plan for
the project. The same is undoubtedly true of the other proposed "new growth areas” (Bickford
Ranch, Stanford Ranch West, and Villages of Dry Creek). Thus, should the County receive
comments either from other agencies or from the public 10 the effect that the General Plan EIR
does not adequately address the impacts of those four projects, the County should respond (i)
that following the Legislature’s command to use tiering "whenever feasible, " it has prepared the
EIR as a "first tier” document, and (ii) that there will be separate EIRs for each proposed
Specific Plan for the new growth areas, on which members of the public and other agencies will
be able to comment during the CEQA process for those projects.

*n *n n

On page 6, the Draft EIR discusses the manner in which many of the General Plan policies were
formulated. More specifically, the text explains that many policies were formulated as responses
to the environmental problems that would be created through buildout of the Land Use Diagram
in the absence of mitigation.

Because we are aware that some persons have questioned the desirability and even the legality
of what they call a "self-mitigating General Plan," we want to state for the record our view that
the County’s approach is both sound and legally permissible, and our understanding that the
above-referenced policies are intended to function, and will function, as de Jacro mitigation
measures that will be legally enforceable and binding as /aw within Placer County. Placer
Villages Association certainly anticipates that such policies will be binding in the upcoming
processes for the formulation of Specific Plans for the individual new growth areas. To the
extent that future events persuade the Board of Supervisors that any General Plan policies are
unworkable or unwise, formal amendments to the General Plan will be required.

CHAPTER 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND IMPACT SUMMARY

PROJECT OBJECTIVES (pp. 1-5 - 1-6)

We do not disagree with, or question the legal adequacy of, the "project objectives,” which are
based on direction from the Board of Supervisors after its review of the Issues and Options
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Report. Nevertheless, we would like to state in greater detail what we understand to be some
of the policy bases for the Board’s tentative commitment to direct growth into "new towns."
Objective # 4 -- "[blalance growth by separating and individualizing population centers" --
speaks to this issue.

As we understand the Board’s intentions and objectives, a primary basis for directing growth
away from existing cities such as Roseville is to create new urban areas that will create a
distinctive sense of place for their residents. In other words, if all growth must flow into cities,
which will constantly expand as they annex new territory, development will take on the form of
seemingly unending sprawl, in which whole cities seem to blend into one another, with no
distinguishing features separating distinct areas. To understand what we mean, one need only
think of portions of the Los Angeles Basin, in which a traveler can pass through numerous cities
that seem to blur together into one gigantic megalopolis. The creation of separate, identifiable
towns, in contrast, will avoid this phenomenon.

The creation of new towns also provides planners the chance to design communities virtually
"from scratch,” taking advantage of modem planning concepts that would be difficult to
superimpose onto existing urbanized areas. For example, many planners argue that mixed use
communities will reduce automobile travel, increase transit usage, and increase pedestrian travel,
thereby reducing both air pollution and traffic congestion. Moreover, building on a "town" scale
-- large but not huge areas -- allows developers to take advantage of economies of scale in
building infrastructure without sacrificing their ability to create a distinctive sense of place.

The shift of growth pressure into Southwest Placer County will also have air quality and
circulation benefits, as we’ll discuss below. Specifically, when planned future transportation
improvements are built, residents of Placer Villages will be able to bypass Interstate 80 entirely
as a means of traveling into Downtown Sacramento, and will instead be able to travel southward
via State Route 99/Interstate 5 and by future light rail extensions.

In sum, we believe that the "project objectives,” as set forth on pages 1-5 and 1-6 can be
reasonably understood to favor the creation of new growth areas for specific planning reasons,
such as (i) the benefits of creating discrete "towns” that will feel separated from other areas
within the metropolitan area and give residents a sense of place, (ii) advantages in designing
areas to achieve a desirable balance between various kinds of land uses, (iii) the ability to use
economies of scale in constructing infrastructure, and (iv) the benefits of shifting commute traffic
away from Interstate 80 and towards SR 99/1-5 and future LRT extensions.
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IMPACT SUMMARY (pp. 1-9 - 1-11)
Loss of Farmland (p. 1-10)
On the qu,esiion of the quality of the soils on the Placer Villages property, please see our earlier

comments provided in connection with the proposed Policy Document. We hereby incorporate
those comments, along with the cited supporting evidence, into our comments on the Draft EIR,

CHAPTER 2: ASSUMPTIONS AND DEVELOPMENT ESTIMATES

HOLDING CAPACITY OF THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN (pp. 2-3 - 2-5)

The Draft EIR itself notes that the "Holding Capacity of the General Plan,"” as depicted in Table
2-3 (page 2-4), overstates the actual number of housing units and the amount of commercial and

industrial square footage that will actually be built under the land use designations assumed
within the Table. As the Draft EIR explains on page 2-5,

"[t}he actual level of development at buildout, however, will not reach the
theoretical holding capacity. Based on historic experience in Placer County, and
elsewhere, most land will not develop at its maximum allowed intensity because
of market forces, parcel-specific constraints, and other factors. For a variety of

reasons, some property owners will simply not develop their land or sell it for
development.”

We assume that, in identifying the County’s "holding capacity” in unrealistically large numbers,
the County has taken a "worst case” approach in order to satisfy CEQA, which has been
understood by the courts to generally require agencies to err on the side of overstating, rather
than understating, the severity of environmental impacts. Nevertheless, we wish to emphasize
the correctness of the assumption that the holding capacity set forth in Table 2-3 creates the
misimpression that the proposed General Plan would identify more land for urbanization than
can be supported by market forces and population projections in the foreseeable future.

It is indisputably true that land development almost never occurs at the density and intensity that
is theoretically allowed under General Plan designations and zoning. One obvious reason for
this the reality of the marketplace. Markets react to people’s needs and desires, not to the
allowable densities shown on a General Plan or zoning map. Quite frequently, consumers prefer
to live and work in areas with lower densities than a landowner, in theory, could have
developed. ‘
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A second reason is that, even where land use designations and zoning theoretically allow dense
uses on a site, the process of designing specific projects brings to the fore environmental and
topographical constraints that limit intensity and density of use. At the time when planners and
designers begin to decide where on a piece of property particular buildings and facilities should
g0, they come to grips with the need to avoid areas that are either environmentally sensitive or
too steep, hilly, wet, or unstable to build on.

A third reason is that the lack of services and infrastructure in relatively remote areas both
constrains development in such areas and renders them less attractive to consumers. In many
instances, areas that are slated for development in planning documents cannot be built-out until
development occurs first on land lying between those areas and the edge of existing urbanized
areas.

The exorbitant cost of constructing infrastructure in some areas is a fourth reason why
development often does not occur at theoretically allowed maximum densities and intensities.
For example, the cost of providing expensive levees for adequate flood protection in floodplains
(e.g., North Natomas) can add so much cost to a proposed development as to render it
infeasible. When the price of each home lot or each square foot of office space includes
substantial money for flood control costs, the resulting prices for housing and office space may
be more than the market can bear,

In Placer County in particular, much of the holding capacity is outside the greater Sacramento
Metropolitan area, of which Southwest Placer is a part. In particular, much of the holding
- capacity is in the Central and Eastern (mountain) portions of the County. This fact is evident
from materials included as part of Exhibit B submitted herewith, "Placer Villages: A New
Vision for South Placer County.” We call your attention specifically to page 39, which includes
two relevant sections: Table 2, "Placer County Growth Projections”; and Graph 3, "Placer
County 1990-2020 Supply/Growth Scenarios (Additional Population Increment)." The Table and
Graph are both based on a document entitled, "Projections of Population, Employment and
Housing Demand by Price Range in the Sacramento Region and Placer County," prepared by
Economic and Planning Systems. We have submitted a full copy of the latter document as
" Exhibit D to these comments.

Before referring you back to Table 2 and Graph 3, I want to draw a very important piece of
information from Exhibit D itself, namely, the fact that, based on market and demographic
projections, Placer County’s share of population growth within the greater Sacramento
Metropolitan area should be somewhere between 112,000 and 170,000 during the period from
1990 to 2010. (See p. ii.)
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Keep those figures in mind in examining Table 2 and Graph 3. Graph 3 shows that a
disproportionate. amount of the County’s holding capacity is in the "Central and East County"
area, which is east of Auburn and mainly in the Sierra Nevada--outside the greater Sacramento
Metropolitan area. Table 2 shows that the total holding capacity in all of Placer County during
that period will be 300,000 persons. A much more important calculation, however, is the
holding capacity of those portions of Placer County within the greater Sacramento Metropolitan
area. Assuming that, of the areas shown on Table 2, only "Rocklin,” "Roseville," and "West
County" are within that metropolitan area, then only 122,200 of the overall Countywide holding
capacity of 300,000 is within the greater Sacramento Metropolitan area. You will note that
122,200 is near the low-end of 1he projected population increase of benveen 112,000 and
170,000 that will go into those portions of Placer County that Junction as part of the greater
Sacramento Merropolitan area.

Based on a number of considerations, we are convinced that Southwest Placer is a Jogical and
natural growth area in the next 20 years. As you know, the greater Sacramento Metropolitan
area has not developed in "concentric circles,” zs many other major urban areas have done.
Rather, development has occurred along major transportation corridors, and has stayed away
from areas without adequate infrastructure or with unavoidable constraints. Many of the areas
in which development has occurred until recently, however, are now built-out. The market will
therefore look for new areas that either are served, or can be served, by infrastructure and that
are not subject to unavoidable constraints.

The area south of Highway 50 and north of I-80 has already been built-out, as has the area south
of the City of Sacramento between SR 99 and I-5. Development in North Natomas and southemn
Sutter County is constrained by flooding problems. Development in southeast Sacramento
County is constrained by a lack of a transportation corridor and noise from aircraft using Mather
Air Force Base. In light of these considerations, the marketplace will likely seek out Southwest
Placer as a major new focus of new development.

Even assuming, however, that the County has a more than adequate holding capacity for those
areas within the greater Sacramento Metropolitan area, such an excess is a good thing, in that
it keeps housing and other kinds of development more affordable to consumers than it otherwise
would be. Without a substantial "supply margin® (i.e., excess holding capacity compared with
growth projections), consumers would have to pay more for their homes and commercial space.
Under basic principles of supply and demand, an excess of land available for a particular use
translates into competition amongst developers and reduced prices to consumers. In contrast,
a supply that either exactly matches or fails to meet growth projections gives developers the
ability to insist on prices far exceeding their costs of production.
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CHAPTER 3: LAND USE, POPULATION, AND HOUSING

HOUSING (pp. 3-6 - 3-12)

On the subject of housing, we want to reiterate, as we stated in our comments on the Draft
Policy Document, our understanding that, because the County’s Housing Element was been
officially approved for more than a year, its adequacy is not now in dispute and cannot be
challenged as part of the General Plan Update.

On a related subject, we also want to state that the portion of the Draft EIR dealing with housing
is also beyond challenge, since it relates back to the approved Housing Element. Moreover, the
subject of housing is "outside the CEQA purview" except insofar as the eventual construction
of housing will involve direct impacts on the physical environment.

In San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. Citv and County of San Francisco (1989) 209
Cal.App.3d 1502, 1522, fn. 13 [258 Cal.Rptr. 267}, the Court of Appeal categorically rejected
the notion that a project’s creation of new demand for housing constituted an environmental
impact for purposes of CEQA: "demands for additional downtown housing implicate social and
economic, not environmental, concerns and, thus, are outside the CEQA purview." (Emphasis
added.) ¢ In general, CEQA documents need not analyze economic and social effects, unless
such nonenvironmental effects in turn inexorably lead to foreseeable environmental effects.
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064, subd. (f), 15131, subd. (a).)’

In short, the County has "volunteered” to address the subject of housing in the Draft EIR, and

cannot be legally challenged with respect to anyone's view that the analysis falls short in some
perceived respect.

°/ See also Pasadena v, State of California (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 810, 827-834 [---
Cal.Rptr.2d ---] (Court rejects claim that creation of new parole office will involve any
"environmental effects,” despite obvious creation of social effects).

'l In addition, an agency may, but need not, take economic and social effects into account

in assessing the significance of related physical effects. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064, subd.
(f), 15131, subd. (b).)
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CHAPTER 4: TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

In our comments on Section 3 of Part II of the proposed General Plan Policy Document, we
proposed an additional General Plan policy to address concerns raised by Roseville with respect
to its fears that development in the new growth areas would adversely affect the City’s road
system. We hereby incorporate those comments into these comments on the Draft EIR.

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS (pp. 4-17 - 4-51)
Impacts (pp. 4-38 - 4-39)

On the subject of traffic-related impacts, we hereby submit, as our Exhibit E to this letter, a
document entitled, "Impact on the I-80 Corridor of Alternative Land Uses in South Placer,”
prepared by Fehr & Peers Associates in July 1991. It demonstrates that, compared with buildout
in existing cities as a response to future growth, development of the Placer Villages Project will
provide certain advantages in terms of reducing the rate of increase of traffic congestion on both
Interstate 80 ("1-80") and State Route 65 ("SR 65"). Although the entire document merits close
review, we call your attention particularly to the Executive Summary, which states that,
compared with scenarios involving future growth within existing cities in Placer County, "the
increase in traffic volumes would be up to 31% lower on Route 65 and up to 44% lower on
Interstate 80 if a new pedestrian/transit oriented town (Placer Villages) in South Placer County
were built.”

As is evident from Figure 3 ("Regional Context Map") within Exhibit B submitted with this
letter, residents of Placer Villages should ultimately have at least two routes into Downtown
Sacramento other than the I-80 Corridor. One such route would be a light rail line that would
connect Downtown Sacramento with Placer Villages, via the Rio Linda/Elverta TOD Area. The
second alternative route would be via SR 99/1-5, which currently is far less congested than I-80.
In other words, by shifting new growth westward, away from the 1-80 Corridor, Placer County
will allow its future residents to avoid that congested corridor in travelling into Sacramento.
Because SR 99/1-5 still contains much unused capacity, such a shift will represent a much more
efficient use of regional transportation facilities. Such a practice shall result in greater
environmental benefits at a lower cost to the taxpayers. The environmental benefits are the
reduction in traffic congestion and shorter commute distances, resulting in better air quality.
The primary economic benefit is the elimination of the need to invest millions of laxpayers’
dollars widening Interstate 80.

Other traffic benefits associated with the design and location of Placer Villages are the facts that,
internally, it will contain a relative "jobs/housing balance" and will be located close to the North
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Industrial Area in the western portion of Roseville. In other words, because many jobs will be
located either within or very near to the West Placer Specific Plan, fewer residents simply will
have no need t6 use the regional freeway system in order to travel to and from work.

HAPTER 5: INFRASTRUCTUR
COMMUNITY AND INDIVIDUAL WASTEWATER SYSTEMS (pp. 5-16 - 5-42)

Placer Villages Specific Plan Area (pp. 5-39 -5-40)

Exhibit F submitted with this letter is a document entitled, "Placer Villages: Agricultural Water
Report.” It was prepared in 1991 by agAccess. It actually relates not just to the subject of
wastewater treatment, but also to the subject of water supply. Therefore, please treat the
following comments, as well as the document, as relevant to both subjects.

The Agricultural Water Report describes the extent to which reclaimed wastewater, after use by
urban residents, can be reused by agriculture in Southwest Placer County, thus reducing the use
of groundwater in the area. The Report also notes that urban uses in the Placer Villages area
will actually consume less water than is currently used by irrigated agriculture (i.e., rice
farming).

This subject is also addressed under the heading, "Reclaimed Water System” (pp. 23-29), within
Exhibit G submitted herewith, entitled, "Water, Wastewater, Reclaimed Water, Drainage and
Agriculture Systems,” prepared in March 1992 by PACE Civil Engineering.

DRAINAGE (pp. 5-42 - 5-52)

We are aware that the City of Roseville has expressed concern that drainage from new growth
areas might increase the flow of water in creeks flowing into the City. Inlight of this expressed
concern, we want 1o state for the record that drainage from Placer Villages will flow in a
westward direction, away from Roseville (which lies east of the project area).

The drainage characteristics of Placer Villages are explained at length within Exhibit G

(referenced above) under the heading "Drainage System" (pp. 30-45). In particular, Figure 8
on page 40 shows the general westward and southwestward flow of water from the project site.
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Frederick Yeager
November 15, 1993
Page 29

CHAPTER 8: NATURAL RESOURCES
VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES (pp. 8-21 - 8-34)

Habitat Conversion in New Growth Areas (p. 8-25)

We hereby incorporate by reference into these comments on the Draft EIR those portions of our
comments on the proposed Policy Document in which we advocated policies recognizing the
biological benefits of using off-site mitigation in order to create habitat areas connected by
corridors, as opposed to relying solely or primarily on the on-site "avoidance” of habitat as the
preferred technique of mitigation.

AIR QUALITY (pp. 8-35 - 8-39)

Our comments above relating to traffic impacts also apply to the subject of air quality; we
therefore incorporate them by reference into this portion of our comments. We would like to
add, however, that the inrernal design of Placer Villages, in addition to its external relation to
the regional transportation system, will reduce the number of automobile trips that would occur
without the special design, thus also reducing air pollution. The design of Placer Villages will
incorporate the so-called "TOD" concept, which lays out various land uses within a project area
in ways intended to maximize both pedestrian travel and transit ridership. The concept is
described in Exhibit H submitted with this letter, a document entitled, "Transit-Oriented
Development Impacts on Travel Behavior.” Compiled by Calthorpe Associates in 1992, it
consists of a series of documents dealing with the ways in which TODs affect travel behavior.

Exhibit I is a document entitled, "Air Quality Study for Placer Villages Project.” It was
prepared in 1991 by Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. The Study compares emissions that would
occur with buildout within existing cities in Placer County with emissions that would occur if
growth were directed instead into the Placer Villages project area. Although the Study assumed
a greater population within the project (83,000) than is currently assumed, its overall conclusion
remains valid.

As the cover letter for the Study explains in summary, "the results shows that total daily vehicle
emissions would be 4.7% lower for Reactive Organic Gases, 13.1% lower for Nitrogen Oxides,
and 14% lower for Particulate Matter and Sulfur Dioxide compared with the same population
and employment located throughout South Placer.” Figure 1, included within the Study itself,
clearly illustrates the air quality benefits associated with directing growth into a TOD-based
project such as Placer Villages, compared with allowing buildout to occur within existing cities.
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Frederick Yeéger
November 15, 1993
Page 30

CHAPTER 9: HEALTH AND SAFETY
NOISE (pp. 9-10 - 9-20)

| Potential Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
to Unacceptable Aircraft Noise (pp. 9-17 - 9-18)

On the subject of noise impacts from aircraft operations associated with McClellan Air Force
Base, we wish to note that, at a meeting of the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission on
November 3, 1992, a speaker testified that the current noise contours associated with the
operations of McClellan were premised on the assumption that a fleet of KC-135 tanker aircraft,
which refuel other aircraft in mid-air, would be based at McClellan. We understand that this
assumption has proven to be incorrect, thus calling into question the validity of the noise
contours associated with activities at McClellan, since the K-135"s would have been very loud.
Please look into this matter and revise the Final EIR accordingly.

CONCLUSION
Thank you for considering our comments on both the Draft General Plan Policy Document and
the Draft General Plan. Palisades Development, which represents a property owner in the West
Placer Specific Plan, will also be submitting its own comments.

Sincerely,

(,/lt‘:/L /4/47‘71'\6('/\

Nick Alexander
Secretary/Treasurer

Placer Villages Association
West Placer Specific Plan
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

G-1 Greg and Linda Martin (10/26/93)

G-1-1.  General Plan should address schools

Refer to common response #7.

G-1-2.  General Plan should ensure that police and fire services will be financed
The Policy Document includes policies ensuring the provision of such services.
G-1-3.  County should plan for open space and parks

The Policy Document includes policies ensuring the provision of parks and open space.
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Dear Planning Commissioners:
]

I was not able to attend the recent public hearings on the General
Plan Update, but what I have been reading has concerned me. I would like
this letter to go on record expressing my concerns.

Schools =~ The county must plan for locating, funding and building
schools in the county. The state has reduced funding for new schools to
the point where its contributions are becoming insufficient. Voters are
becoming reluctant to approve any more bonds to build schools because
they are feeling the crush of the economic downturn in California and
because they already feel taxed to death. They are particularly
reluctant to agree to pay the bill for a new school when the school
becomes necessary because of new housing developments (or whole new
cities) approved by the county within their school district. That
unchecked growth also reduces the number of viable locations for
schools. :

If the county allows unchecked growth to continue without adequately G-1-1
addressing the need to educate the children which will come with that
growth, the future of this whole area will be jeopardized. If the
quality of the schools falls, man people will leave the area and others
won‘t want to locate here becaus. 5f the lack of good schools. If there
are not good schools in the area, businesses will not want to locate in
the county because they will have difficulty finding good employees and
their existing employees won‘t want to relocate to the area. It’s a

- vicious circle that can be short-circuited by planning for good schools
now. ‘

The general plan should includes guidelines for the locating, funding
and building of new schools required to meet the need of new homes and
ne cities within the county. You can no longer push that responsibility
off on the state or on the taxpayers. Require developers to bear the
major expense of providing schools to service the homes they want to
build, and require that housing developments and new cities include
locations for new schools to serve the children that will live in the
new houses. That will go a long way toward assuring there will be
sufficient good schools in the county in the future.

| |

Police & Fire Protection - Like schools, new housing developments and
new cities in the county also increase the demand for police and fire
protection. The county must plan ahead to finance these services or the
quality of life in the county will degrade to the point where it will be
very difficult to attract businesses to the area. The state has G-1-2
signalled its reluctance (inability) to continue financing such services
and the taxpayers are also putting their feet down. Taxpayers would
rather see no growth than have to foot the bill for more service to new
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houses and new cities that will just mean more traffic, more crime, nmore

. ..r.crqwding, less.service to existing residents and less of the open spaces
-and scenic beauty they originally settled in this county fecr. If

developers are not required to provide funding for emergency services
for the new houses/cities they want to build, taxpayers will continue to
oppcse these-projects or will depart the county in droves in search of
"greener pastures."

Open Space - I also hope the ccunty will plan ahead to determine which
areas in the county should be kept rural/agricultural to contribute to
air quality and the quality of life in this county. You should also plan
the locations of parks and nature areas and should incorporate flood
plains and other disaster preparedness measures into these areas.
Overcrowding leads to increased problems with traffic, crime, violence
(particularly domestic violence), flooding, fires and other symptoms of
urban sprawl. If you don’t plan "breathing spaces" for the residents of
this county and places for children and families to play, you will have
to deal with the side effects of modern, crowded, rushed, over-stressed
life. That will mean more police and fire protection services, more
family counseling, more juvenile detainment facilities, more medical
clinics, etc. No, I’'m not exaggerating; just read the headlines of the
San Francisco Chronicle, Los Angeles Times or Sacramento 3Bee.

My family and I like living in Placer County. We want to stay
living and working here. But current plans for growth in the area have
us concerned. We do not oppcse all growth, tut we do disagree with
poorly planned growth. We have recently considered relocating outside
Placer County, and we have been concerned that my husband’s employer or
some of my clients will decide to relocate out of the county (or even
out of the state!). Problems with water, pollution, crime, unemployment
and education have placed a greater burden on these companies as the
county and state have increzsed the red tape and requirements on
existing businesses. Poorly planned growth will surely mean more
problems with water, pollution, etc., etc., and these ccmpanies have
reached their saturation point with how much "regulation" they can bear.
We have heard the grumblings, and we won’t be surprised if these (and
cther) companies leave the area, but we will be disappointed. Like I
said, we like living here (so far). If the county doesn’t make the right
decisions now, however, we may have no choice but to leave in search of
enmployment, better schools, cleaner air, open spaces and a safe place to
live. Please try to make good decisions now.

Thanks for listening,

Linda Martin

LM:me /

cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume 1I: Comments and Responses to Comments

G-2 Jim Ricker (10/28/93)
G-2-1.  Draft Plan documents are inadequate
Comment noted; no response required.

G-2-2.  Not opposed to concept of new towns, but historically they have not worked, so cities should
accommodate growth

Comment noted; the revised Policy Document reflects a shift away from reliance on "new towns."
G-2-3.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not address financing of public facilities sufficiently

The policies and programs of the Policy Document provide assurance that existing residents will not be
required to subsidize new development.

G-2-4.  Draft Plan agricultural policies are too weak

The County disagrees.

G-2-5.  Draft Plan should ensure that infrastructure is built concurrently with residential construction
The Policy Document includes policy language that ensures the timely provision of infrastructure.
G-2-6.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not adequately address water issues

Refer to common response #9.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

G-3 Janice Palmer (11/10/93)

G-3-1.  Draft EIR is grossly inadequate

Comment noted; no response necessary.

G-3-2.  Draft Plan proposes a tremendous premature leap
Comment noted; no response necessary.

G-3-3.  Draft Plan new growth areas are inappropriate and illogical

Comment noted; the revised Policy Document reflects a shift away from reliance on new growth areas
as a means of accommodating demand for development.

G-3-4.  Draft Plan new growth areas are unnecessary because current zoning can accommodate 40-60
years of growth

Refer to response to comment G-3-3.

G-3-5.  Since new growth areas are not necessary, the General Plan should direct growth to cities
Refer to response to comment G-3-3.

G-3-6.  Draft EIR fails to properly analyze conversion of agricultural lands

The County feels the Final EIR’s discussion of agricultural land conversion is appropriate.

G-3-7.  How will County mitigate rise in agricultural land prices?

The Policy Document includes policies and programs to minimize the impacts of agricultural conversion
on ag-designated areas. This includes strong statements discouraging the conversion of these ag-
designated areas to urban uses.

G-3-8.  Have Draft Plan’s new growth areas caused increased speculation?

This comment refers to speculation that might have occurred as a result of the designations on the Draft
Land Use Diagram. The County is not able to quantify the effects of any such speculation that may have
occurred.

G-3-9.  Can Draft EIR be adequate when previous Agricultural Element is not included in Draft Plan?
Virtually all of the substantive policies and programs from the previous Agricultural Element have been

incorporated into the Policy Document. The only substantive change relates to the redesignation of some
areas on the Land Use Diagram.
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G-3-10. Does Draft EIR adequately evaluate and provide mitigation for sustainability and feasibility of
agriculture?

The Policy Document includes policies and programs to minimize adverse impacts on agricultural
operations, promote Placer County’s agricultural economy, and discourage the conversion of ag-
designated areas to urban uses.

G-3-11. Does Draft EIR mitigate or identify justification for premature conversion of farm lands?

The EIR addresses farmland conversion and cites Policy Document policies and programs to discourage
premature conversion.

G-3-12. Does Draft EIR mitigate for loss of quality of life?

While the EIR does not address an impact category called "quality of life,” the aggregation of all the
impact analyses provides a comprehensive view of the potential effects of development under the General
Plan.

G-3-13. Does Draft EIR identify where farmers can go to replace land converted in Placer County?

The General Plan does not contain policies or programs compelling existing farmers and ranchers to
cease their operations and, therefore, the EIR does not suggest alternative locations for such operations.

G-3-14. Does Draft EIR identify any resources that are "infinite"?

This comment concerns the use of groundwater. The Policy Document includes several policies and
programs intended to protect this valuable resource.

G-3-15. How long will current landfill last with additional growth areas?

The EIR estimates that the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill has capacity through at least the year 2050.
G-3-16. Draft EIR is premature because it cites flood control studies not yet completed.

Comment noted; no response required,

G-3-17. How can loss of agricultural lands and open space be justified given their beneficial effect on
air quality.

Comment noted; no response required.

G-3-18. Does Draft EIR mitigate for ripple effect of agricultural land loss?

The EIR does not contain such an economic analysis, nor is it required to according to CEQA.
G-3-19. How does Draft EIR mitigate for loss of spin-off benefits of agricultural land?

The County feels the Policy Document and EIR adequately address the commentors concerns.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
G-3-20. Draft Plan buffer standards do not adequately address rural/urban conflicts

The County disagrees.

G-3-21. How will Draft EIR stabilize or mitigate the rise in agricultural land values?

The Policy Document includes extensive policy supporting the continued viability of Placer County’s
agricultural economic base and the EIR recognizes the mitigating effect of these policies.

G-3-22. How will traffic on Highway 99 be mitigated?

The EIR does not propose mitigation measures to address impacts on roadways outside of the County’s
Jjurisdiction. The Policy Document, nonetheless, includes policies committing the County to cooperation
with neighboring jurisdictions with respect to traffic improvements.

G-3-23. Development near landfill will cause conflicts and associated problems

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.

G-3-24. Attached letter from California Rice Industry Association

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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November 10,1983

T0: Plecer County Board of Superviscrs and Planning Cornpigsioners

FROM:- Jenice Faloer -~ 8350 €uU2 lave, [iseunte, Cs. 95747
Subject: Recponse to DEIR for General Plen Update

The follewing comments are subnitted for consideratica during the
rearings on the Placer County General Flan Updats and the
accopparying Environmental Izpact Repecrt and Draft Policy Decument.

Ceneral Ccoments:

The present draft of the Envircnmental Impact Report for the
Genersl Plaa Dpdate is grossly inadequate. The severe rnegative
impacts to neighboring towns, cities, and coamunity plers have been
either grossly underestirated cr entirely overlooked. Having read
commenta from some of the affected jurisdictions, I am hopeful that
they will continue to point out needed improvemeanta in the draft
EIR. As the City of Roseville has pointed out nurercus prcblens
in their initial response regarding land use/incompatibilities,
{inconsistencies in the plan itself, negative impacts Ifrod
additioral and cumulative strains oa services for traffic, flcod
control, wastewater treatcent, water. supply, and bhave tried
repeatedly to assure those who apparently do not yet kncw...that
there are "adequatc areas alresady existing for growth” that will
take us WAY beyond the 20 year-life-of the General Plan. WHY JUNP
ABELD 40-60 YEARS.

Specific Compents: It is vital that all of thke residents of the
area uncerstend the tremendous ‘“prerature leazp” the currernt
directlon of the General Plan is propcsing. It defies all adopted
planning constraints and adopted legislation to provide for logical
grcwth. Since this "project” (the directicn of grewth for the next
20 years/the Ceneral Plen Update) ray include rezerinz, land
developrent plana, and possibly several anendmenta, the sreparaticn
of the ENVIRONMENTAL KEYIEW rust be exteasive, all inclusive,
extremely analytical, and certainly addre=s the concerns of ell
effected parties.

1. The currert EIR and direction of the General Plan to acccmmedate
new growth areas defies statewide efferts <o prevent lezpfrcg
development and <+he prezature or uanecessary conversion cf
agricultural lands. Quoting the RULES OF ORDER FOR LOCAL AGENCY
FOREMATICN COMYISSICN (LAPCO)..."is a state-nandated regvlatory body
forred to review rproposals invelving jurisdicticnal changes Icr
cities =nd mcst special districts. WShile snnexations of inhabited
areas were difficult to initizte and Jdifficult to ccoaplets,
annexations cf uninhabited areas were simply 3initizsted end
virtually guzranteed succesaful. Annexation "wars’ were ccnpon es
citieas and speclal dlstricta scrambled to annex areas in crder to
capture revenues cr to preclude other agencies from anrexing areas.
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2.

Some of the worst examples of this are Known as "cherry stens”.
Thege were formed when a city =ought to single cut and asnex a
particuler nencontiguous area. The ernexatica boundaries inciuded
a long portion of rozd (*the “stem”) to bring the Gesired site (the
‘cherry’) into contiguity with the clty’s boundaries. As these
types of annexations occurred, the boundaries become increasingly
irregular, creating an abundance of parallel infrastructure lines
and isclated =ervice areas. This re=sulted in expeasive an
inefficient service prevision. This type of decentralized growin
led to leecal geverrrent &nd service delivery problems. Czll then
"new population centers”, "new towas"”, or "cherry stems”, ... they
are ipeppropriate and illegical growth centers that “tenefit small
special interest greups and a multitude
of special district formations

2. Becauce epecial intereste can be very persuaaive and persistent,
clear back Based on the abouve, legislative mandates and pclicies
were developed after World War II in the form of the Kaex-Nigbet
Act of 1383, 7he District Recrganizaticn Act of 1265, and tlre
Municipel Organizaticn Act cf 1977. Yet without unified efforts bty
contiguous cities 2nd countles, preblecs continued, The
conflictirg laws were finally cleared up and the three above
mandates were consclidated into the California Asccoeistlion of
LAFCOs (CALAFCC) uncer the new statuve Cortese/frex Locel
Government Act of 1585 ard it went into 2ffect Janusry 1, 1986.
The Act provides legal and binding legielative power to:
discourage urban szrewl, lecgical (key word)growth ard crderly
forration of devalogment boundaries/spheres of influrce, arnd
services, and the asscciated local zgencics based upon lcgical (key
word) conditicns and circunstances, the PROTECTION OF AGRICULTIRAL
LANDS, fzcilitate PLANNING. Additicnally, LAFCO is to coasider
populaticn & density, land erea (use, tcpography, gecgraphic
feztures), need Zfcr services effect on adjacent areas znd
agencies,effect of zroposals on agricultural lands, consistexcy
with cities” szpheres of inflvence and local agenciss.

3. The firal conclusion drawn in the LAFCO policies i3 (and I
quote).."“Unincorporated islands, therefcre, are not consisternt with
logical arnd efficient government.

*Raseline Road
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3.
CONVERSICN OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS:

When considering this Draft EIR or the direction (or misdirection)
of the General Plan Update and its consequent gcale and policiea,
it is paramount that we consider: 1. Is there an alternative?
2. Is there a need? Additionally, for the EIR to be & documert
that is legally defersible it nuet be complete.

A. There have been rcumercus dlacussions and documentaticn of the
fact that there is currently erough land zoned to sccemzedate all
projected growth in the zrea for tre next 40-80 years withcut ANY
NEW PCPULATION CBERRIES. Therefore, THERE IS KO KEED to direct
County Staff to eavision new grewth asreas. Unless the goal is to
sXip over tke next 40 years and throw away all of our laad use
planning flexibility and the accempanying opportunity to respend a3
the NEBD arises in the most apprcpriate end efficient menner....
relying on new technologies and atudies.

B. Since there is no nced for new grewth centers, then the
alternative must exist. It decea. The alternative is to raintain
our quality of life in Flacer and objectively protect those
elements that provide such a special "quality of 1ife”. If the
DEIR identifies ag as a vital cemponent of our quality cf life thren
the Board needs to make the Agricultural Element and Righs To Farm
Ordinance mearingful parts of the General Plan Docusment and adcpt
Alternative One as the beet cornpliment t¢c that end.

1. HOW WILL TEE COURTY MITIGATE FOR THZ CONVERSION CF ~AG LANDS?

The preblem with allewing the currest "planning” thrust to continue
is that a sysiem outside of znyone’s control is set in actien. A
system unregulated znd unplanned. I¢ is called lznd conversion.
It is happening ststewicde at en alarming rate. It ie this problen
gpecifically that the DEIR fails to properly enslycze.

2. HOW WILL THE COUNTY MITIGATE THE RISE IN AG LAND PRICES?

Urbtanizatioa 2ad 2ccompanying speculation, incresees land prices
above the land”s value for ag production. The rising larnd prices
increase production cests for farmers who reat or lease land and it
mekes it nore c¢ifficult fer people to enter farming or expand
existing operations. High land prices incresse “incentives” Zfer
farpers and ranchers to sell their operations to developers thus
inducing urban growth and making farming less viable for tlre
remalning farmers snd racnchers. It is alrost like a penic seis in
and the land rush is on.

3. HAS THZ “arrouncerent” by the rajcrity members of the Beard of
Supervigors that “new population centers” (“cherry etens”) BEEX THE
CAUSE OF INCREASED SPECULATION? IS TIE UPDATE OF THE GRNERAL PLAN
IN K=EALITY 4N "ASTER THCQUGHT"?
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2

Tre focus of the General Plan Updzte for new population centers has
obviousiy caus=d conditions in the Ccunty to resertle a “land rush”
can this be mitigated, minimized, or reversed? Numercus pressures
were irmediately placed on farmers and ranchers by speculativse
buyers wanting %o cash in on the chance to be “cherry sten”
producers themselves. This arncurncement came before any EIR was
done..that seers to be a dangercus way to "plan” growth.

4, CAN THB DEIR SCOPE BE CCNSIDEZEED ADEQUATE WHEN THE AGRICULTTRE
ELEMENT £DOPTED BY THE PREVIOUS BCARD IS NOT EVEN RECOMYENDED A3
ONE COF THE SEVER ELEMENTS?

The County should attempt to rectify the situaticn by demanding
that the DEIR include outside assessment of the impacts on our
County’s farmland, the Adopted 4gricultural Elenent, and the Right
to Farm Ordinance. Otherwise, the pre-development stand of the
Board, well documented by the press, gives little hope that 23 will
get a fair sheke ard leaves the IR open to question in its focus
aad CBJ3CTIVITY. Has the current £2 picturse been sadequately
addresseg? {See letter <o Gsorgia Flake, Clerk of the Eoard of
Supervisors dated March 30, 1853 froa John R. roberts, Executive
Director cf the California Rice Industry Association. Rice prices
are soarirg as are the uses of rice and product market in Ruesia
and for the Pacific Rim.)}

5. DOZS THE DEIR ALZQUATELY EVALUATE AND PROVIDE MITIGATICN FCR:

The etairability and feasibility of agriculture in Placer County
dictztes that the DEIR evaluatie:

a. larnd vuse conflicts such as health and =afety hzzarés acd
nuisances reeulting frem increzsed populaticn densities rear
farning operetiecns, b. the growth inducezent and cumulative impacts
of profects involving farmland ccaversion, c¢. the iadirect and
direct ‘mpacts of loss of farmland cn the surreunding areas, d. the
the lcss of an ixportant econcoic base which has only a =mall
demand for public services, e. how ard where will water be provided
at an =2ffcrdable price?.

6. DOES TE2 DEIR MITIGATE AND EVEN IDERTIFY ANY JUSTIFICATION EOQR
PREMATURE CUNVERSION OF FARM LANDS?

Accoxzmedating leap frog cdeveloprent {3 NOT a justification. Ornce
lost, farmland can not be recovered. THERE IS NO MITIGATION FOR
ITS LOSS. Suffers and greenbelt’'s disappear with “acendments,
variances, annexations, specific or cenmunity plan changes”. These
cunulative assaults will destrey ag in Placer County.

7. QUALITY OF LIFE... HAS THE DEIR DEFINED THIS TERM? HAS TH3
DEIR PLANS TO MITIGATE FCR THE LOSS GF SENME?
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5.

The County of Plazcer, must nzke a Jecision...are 23 lands just for
ag until “needed” for hLcuses or is Agriculture an integral part of
our presert quality cf life and a viable component of FPlacer’s G-3-12
econcmic tazse? Is it to be 80 in perpetuity? Make no mistake
about it, this General Plan wnill decide that issue forever. Drive
from here ttrough Vacaville, Fairflield, to Szn Francisco. 1t gets
pore populated as you drive. It is definitely a matter of "Quality

of life" and "lifestyle”. —
| 8. TWBERE DOES TEE DZIR SAY THAT FARMERS CAN GD TO HITIGATE TES
| LOSS OF THE FARMING AND RANCHING ARFAS OF PLACER?
Farmers and Ranchers who want to preserve their wey of life have a G-3-13
right to do so sorewhere ia California...why not Placer? Tre
‘ people need to decide hew cor if Ag is to “fit in* as a cozpenent of
‘ our econcay and our quality of life. —_
| g. DOIS THE DEIR IDENTIFY ANY RESOURCES THAT ARE “INFIRITE™ AND
‘ WHICH SEOCLD BE VIEWED AND PLAKNED IN A "WORST CASE SCENARIO™?
G-3-14

Ground water/surface water (urban areas use groundwater too in the
form of wells for “conjunctive use”) shat happens in a drought wten
the well s in the area are already droppirng 4-5° feet a year NOW.,
| Antelope area relies totally on groundwater and has no plans for a e
surface water source.

Where is all the gartage gocing? At total build out of the proposed

new population centera and the current zored zreas for grewth the

| amount is staggering? EOW LONG WILL THE CURRENT LAND FILL LAST G-3-15
WITH ADDITIORAL GROWTH ARE£S? WIEERE WILL THE 309 T7ONS CE
COMPCST/LAY GO? :

| The area already suffers Srom flooding prcblenms. Noae of the
{ssues can be totally addressed until the current studies are
corpleted so the DEIR 1ia premature in this zrea. Hhat ere tke G-3-16
flocd corntrol capabilities of the area regicnally 1f everyore goes
with the “cherry &ten” grcuwth pattern? How will the regative
impacts to Pleeant Grove be mitigated? |
The area is already zad ‘non-attainment” area fcr clean air. How _-1
can the loss of ag lands and open space be justified aa they clean G-3-17
and cosl the air. Urban use means more hot and crowded recads and
vehicle emissions. __J

10. DCES TKE DEIR HAVE A MITIZATION FOR THE BCONOMIC LOSS "RIFFLE
EFFECT" AND ITS CONSEQUENT SIGNIFICANT COSTS TO PLACER?

The loss of farmland also creates ccnvereions in the processing

facilities of the area REGIONALLY...GOING BEZYCND THE ECRDERS CF G-3-18

PLEACER. They may decline as profitability is adveraely affected by

| the loza of producers needing their services. The ripple iopect .
would 2leo be felt in the farm equipment and supply industry.

-408-
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8.

2g enployment would be lost, personal inceme in the ag sectoer
could be further reduced irpacting other areas like barking, &nd
local cetores (grocery, c¢lothinz, eutcs, etc.) The c¢osts of
providinz public egervice to lands ccnverted from ag uses to urban
are ususlly xore adverse ia unincorpcrated portions of countieés
than 4in citles. Rurel values and traditicrs erode as farming
deéreases. The valuable prograns keeping children off the streets
like 4-H and FFA alao declire. Fun field trips to pumpkin patch
farms, APPLE HILL type trips,and other ag enterprizes like tree
farrns would bte missed. Cities like San Francisce, LA, and San Jese
have more crime, congeaticn, pellutien, and other social pretliens
(they have more people crcwded together).

11. EOW DOES THE DEIR MITIGATE FOR TEE LOSS CF THE "SFIN OFF"
SENEFITS OF AG LANDE?

Spin off Benefits of raintaining Agricultural lands:

a. QUALITY OF LIFE (LRIR KE2DS TO DEFINZ TERM)

b, little drain on that area of land IN AG for servicea (roads,
schools, fire/policze/sheriff protecticn, fleed control,
landfill, wastewater treatment, etc.)

¢. low ccet flocod ccrtrol areas

d. 28 a resource for: groundwater reccharge potential, habitat for
animals and birds, cuality of life, lowers szbient temperatures
by 10 degrees, irproves air quality, lees traffic and less

noize.

d. the 300 tons/day ¢f compost from the landfill cculd bte espread <n
farmlznds &nd make the soils even mere productive. (What will
the landfill do wvith it otherwise?)

a. effluent water from the waste water treatuent plante can be zent
to area farcers znd razcchers and thus be "recycled” into feod
and fiber fcr us. Rice is grewn in Davis with effluent.

Idle Farnmlend (often left c¢cpen azfter purchase by developers)
would not te around to provide places to do illezal activities,
vandalism, unauthorized oif-road vehicle use, drinking
underage,etc.
Yater quality and quantity wculd be better. Water consuzmptlon
per/acre is often aighker when ag land is developed for urbean
use. This increase in demand for uirban use raturally reduces
that available for &g. Urdban use also pays more for water
per/unit and this drives up the ccsts to farmers. Urban aress
typically discharge more fecal coliform, oil, greasze, and heavy
metals to surface water asources, especially in times cf
flooding. 3By ideatifying recharge arezs the groundwater suraly
can be protected.

Hy

"

12, HOW DCES THE DEIR FLAN TO MITIGATE THE PROBLEMS ASSCCIATED
WITH THR INTERPACE CF RURAL/UR3AN AS THE CORRENT PROPOSALS FCR
BUFFERS ARZ NOT SUFFICIENT TO FROTECT THE FARMERS AND RANCHIRS?.

HOW WILL YOU reduce the cpportunities for neighbterhcods of higher

density to cause prctlens: with dogs & livestock, theft and

vandallerx, trespass and fersonzl injury, illegal dumping, etc.
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7.

What is adequate and compztible zoning that allows crops to te
produced acccrding to the current best ferming pmetheda unrestricted
by complaints of urban zress regarding spravirg, plewing,
barvestirg, etc. FPBow will ‘the farm roads not be restricted by
heavy -trzffic from urban housirg naking movement of eguipment and
livestock hazardous. Heow will the negative impacts of urban aress
vegetaticn be mitigated since ornamental plants and ehrubs in urban
areas often transport crop peets? This problem is exacerbated by
transport by motor vehicles and pedestirian trespasesers. Crop
values znd profits cculd be impacted.

13, HOW WILL THR DRIR STABILI2E CR MITIGATE TEE RISZ IN LAND
VALUES?

The DEIR does not identify rising land values zs a negative irpact
on the future of farrirg and racchirg. Stabilizaticn of the land
values is a noust. Tt would keep costs down for the farmer if
urbanization pressures are removed and the Agricultural Element &nd
the Right to Farn Ordinance tecare meaningful policies and cozments
of the Gereral Plen. Ciherwise it will make a2 operations
impossible aad the land conversion process will ccntinue creating
the obvious conflicts that earise when urban/rural interface
abruptly or when buffers & greenbelt’'s are eroded by the whims of
politice. Farmers and ranchers will be burdered with cczplaints of
insects=, dust, smcke, rcize, ccer, crop dustirg etec.. &nd +hre
other aforesentioned headaches. (Rice regquires crop dusting)

Attached are copies from Chapter 4 SUMMARY OF FARMLAND CONVERSION
IMPACTS fer further study znd censgideration by those deing the
DEIR.

14. How will the <raffic on EWY 99 be mitigated? Currerntly when
you use HNY 88 it is already a highly traveled rcad.

15, SOUNSET INDUSTRIAL AREA AND R2ZGICNAL LANRDFILL
a. Fow will the county ersure that the landfill will nct have
to be relocated?
5. kho will pey for a new site the developers or tae county?
c. Who would pey for an EIR?
e. Who will pay for any lawsuites for a resident claiming
health prctlers due to the proximity of the landfill?
f. Businesses locate in Placer County for the "Quality cf
Life" &nd they locate in the Sunset area so they aren’t
adiecent to houzing how would this be mitigated?

Many cozments I would have zade are in the response frem the Clity
of Roseville.
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Dear County Supervisors:

)
s

Please accept this as written testimony regarding P;acer
County’s update of its General Plan, Issves and Options
R R - Report. Update. We wish to corment on the issuve of the

*  value of land planted to rice, which is apparently a
consideration in the Issues-and Option Update.

»”
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"7 ° ™ te have learned that numerous commerts-have-been riede
te relative to rice fielcs being ‘low quality” or *poor *
l1ands and how such relztes to Placer Ccunty’s long-range
‘planning and development. Unfortunately, these comments
are often reported only in the context of the number and
types of crops these lands can economically support, and
are rarely followeé by a descripticn cf precisely what
‘the soil classificatiors mean or their implications upon
the economy and the envircrment.

| planted rice fields crow the mnst valvable crop of 211 to G-3-24
| wildlife. -
| J}giﬁg;”. Few realize that rice fields in the Sacramento valley of
| ST AL RCEN California are proven to support in excess of 116 species
i : of birds, .28 species of mammals and 27 species of
' reptiles and amphibians, all of which utilize rice fields
| 4 during their annual life cycles. Not less than 21
| ' sgpecial status® species (e.g., “threatemned,”
ceiea, sendangered,© etc.) rely on these rice fields for
R e habitat. All this while the farmer produces the most
; U basic food steple on earth — rice is eaten each day by .
| half the world’s porulation. a
i jel x sseptial in planc e e the Pacifi

Testifying before the State Water Resources Control Board
.recently, Dan Chapin, vice President of the California

waterfowl Association, remarked,

S L
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.~ survival of overwinterirg waterfowl in
" the Central valley is dependent upen the )

availability of adequate food supplies. 4
Food production on tke 3€0,0C0 acres of
remaining wetlands is insufficient to

v... .meet.this need., 25 a result, wintering
waterfowl depend heavily on the
availabjlity of waste cereal grains,
particularly rice. A 75% reduction in
rice.. . iF trahslated into & 75%- --- -
reduction in waste rice, could create a
major food crisis for.-wintering
waterfowl. .

The Director .cf Ducks Unlimited’s pacific Flyway .
Operations, Jack Wentz, recently noted,
California has lost almost 2ll of its
original wetlands ares and many of our
ducks, geese &nd other waterbirds are at
nearly historic population lows., While G-3-24
rice fields are not natural wetlands,
their  cycle of flooding and drying do
. mimic many of the charzcteristics of
wetlands. The most obvious cof these
benefits is wirtering hebitat where many
species-of water birds can find food and
. shelter.

In a related mztter in neighboring Sutter County {the
Environmental Impact Report for the South Sutter County
General Plan Amendment), the U.S. Fish & wWildlife Service
noted to Sutter County Supervisors:

The final document continues to

underemphasize the value cf the project _
area to migratory birds. The loss of over -
13,000 acres of riceland within the

project area, with the potential to

support nearly ore-half million waterfowl

in late winter, represents a highly

significant habitat less.

summer-flooded rice fields are friendly to ron-game bircs
er wi .

Bgth State and U.S. goverrmental zgencies have noted the
significance of summer-flooded rice fields fcr the
preservation of the Giant Garter Snake, which ig listed
- as a ZAthreatened’ species, as well as mosquito fisgh,
frogs, toads and other wildlife. The State’s Cepertment

Cee s~ ,
g - .= -
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ite planning

- mitigate for damage dore by urban development.

Commenting on'the ¢

iant Garter gnake, the U.S. Fish g
Wildlife Service," in the saxe correspondence to Sutter
County, Supervisors noted above, remarked:

Ricelangsg, surrounde
ditches uged Ly thre
are an integral pare
requirementsg of this

Clearly then
‘wortblessg, *
context,

rare snake,

. rice landg are rnog
but rather essential

"low class~ or
. at least in this

Rice plantg natur

ally PUMp oxygen :in
during photosynth

esig, Califcrnia ri
pProduce endugh oxygen each year to ¢
million pPeople, atout the equivalent

* Los Angeles.

to the atmosphere

ce fields as a whole

upply the needs of 14
of the Populacion of

. .- Furthermore, one 2cre of rice ‘scrubsc from the
' atmosphere about ‘23,000 bounds of carbon dioxide, the
same amount produced by a typical autcmobile in a year.
i rice stray burning nmandated by the
i + these benefitg
ting some of the worst
wl in thig region -- motor
ace enissicng

as doubled in the last ten
$ Department of Agriculture

8 extraordinarily high on the U.s.
West' Coast, 1t ig California rice that largely supplies
this market. Further, quality u.g. food Processors are
. ' paying generous pre iuns for Califcrnia-rice.over other
=T vy .because of its superior quality.

Sures for California

Rice consumption in the U.8. h
Years, and United sState
;.. Sconemists say demand j

.S, governnent farm Programs due to
8lnts and the likely opening of the
in the world-—Japen——also portend
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ever-increasing high-value markets for California

. produced rice. :

4

Other charges we have heavrd about relative to Placer

céunty's planning process include statements relative to
water use.&nd pesticides. It is ezsily provable that
California rice fields, cn average, use less water per
acre than do new residential develcpments, provided those
developments are in densities of five hcmes per acre or
more. TO suggest that water resources could be saved by
ccnvexting rice fields to typical suburban develogment
simply cannct be supported in fact.

As to pesticides, it is zlso easily provable that
chemicals azvailzble to rice farmers have been so severely
restricted. only a nardful of the very safest remain. The
chenical of most concern to State of California

autberities, molinate, is-.less lethal than ccmmon, G-3-24

ordinzry table salt. Additionally, nearly all crop
protection chemicals applied to California rice fields
are applied by trained, licensed individuals.

By contrast, homecwners have available to them

insecticides and herbicides that have long been banned

from use in California rice farms because of health and
safety concerns. Also true is the fact that in using lawn
and .gardea chemicals, homeowners tend to use far mcre of .

‘the chemicals, and use them more often.

Therefore, it simply is not true that urban cdevelcpment
is friendlier to the environment than producing rice
flelds. we believe we can prove without any credible
arguments to the contrary that rice fields are very
friendly--and extremely valuable--to the eavironment in
nearly all respects. We would be pleased to elaborate
should the issue ¢of the value of rice lands continue €O
be a consideration in the process of Placer County’s
efforts. to conduct its Issues and Options Update.

Sincerely,. '

CALIFORNIA RICB INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION--.. .. —

Ve AEN

by: John R. Roberts
Executive Director

JRR/Jaud
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
G-4 Patricia Gibbs (11/11/93)

G-4-1.  Draft EIR project description does not include sufficient information

The County disagrees with this assertion; nonetheless, the project description in the Final EIR has been
reorganized and supplemented.

G-4-2.  Draft Plan does not identify why new growth areas are "suitable” for development
As a result of their deliberations on the Issues and Options Report, the Board of Supervisors determined
that the new growth areas were "suitable” locations for new development; the two largest new growth

areas, however, no longer appear on the Land Use Diagram.

G-4-3.  Draft Plan goal 1.A is inconsistent with Draft Land Use Diagram, since there is enough land
currently designated for growth through 2040

Refer to common response #11.

G-4-4.  Draft Plan’s ag/timberland buffer is too narrow

The County agrees that the buffer width for irrigated vegetables and rice fields specified in the Draft
Policy Document was too narrow, so the standard has been increased to 400 feet. The County would also
like to point out that the General Plan’s buffer standards will be enforced at the project development level
to the satisfaction of the Board of Supervisors.

G-4-5.  Width of Draft Plan’s sensitive habitat buffers should depend on habitat being preserved

The County feels that the referenced buffer standard is sufficient.

G-4-6.  Draft EIR does not sufficiently address issue of water rights

Refer to common response #9.

G-4-7.  Draft EIR faultily assumes that life expectancy of landfill will be extended due to 50% reduction
in rate of solid waste disposal

The County feels the EIR adequately addresses this issue.
G-4-8.  Draft EIR should have addressed potential siting of hazardous waste facility.

Such an EIR analysis would involve inappropriate speculation regarding the location of such a facility.
The Policy Document does, however, include policies addressing the siting of hazardous waste facilities.

G-4-9.  Circulation Plan Diagram illustrates that new growth areas are seeds of sprawl

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

G-4-10. Draft Background Report does not show the whole length of the Western States Trail through
Placer County

The Background Report has been revised to accurately portray the Western States Trail.
G-4-11. How many staff hours will be required to carry out Draft Plan’s implementation programs?
The County has not prepared such an estimate.

G-4-12.  Draft EIR does not address short-term versus long-term impacts and the basis of decision to
approve new growth areas

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR has been expanded to more fully address these issues.
G-4-13. Draft EIR doesn’t adequately discuss growth-inducing impacts
The County disagrees; see discussion in Chapter 10 of the Final EIR.

G-4-14. Draft Plan’s new growth areas are premature and unnecessary because they simply disperse
growth, rather than directing it.

Comment noted; no response necessary.
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November 11, 1993 NCY 15 1833

Placer County Planning Department —
11414 B St. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, CA. 95603
attn: Loren Clark

~Re:Placer County General Plan Draft EIR

Dear Mr, Clark,
The following is a list of my concerns and confusions
regarding the Placer County draft EIR:

1) This document does not have a project description. 1In
place of a project description it has a document description
i.e. a list of documents that comprise the plan. Without
some narrative that describes the vision of this Countys®
future based on the overall framework for development

comtemplated by the proposed General Plan, one is G-4-1

hardpressed to assess the relevance of the project
objectives. (1°'l]l give you an example to clarify my point)
It is as though someone’s objective is to provide low cost
housing and then you find out the “"project” is a highrise
office building on Capitol Mall. The objectives are in this
document. Plezse include a project description which
would provide sufficient information for the reader to
understand how these objectives were derived. At the very
least this would include a discussion of the proposed new
growth areas in the agricultural lands in the western
portion of the County.

|l

2) Policy Document pg23 please clarify how the Land Use
Diagram "...identifies four areas as being "suitable" for
development..." it is my understanding that these areas are
merely large tracts of land purchased at relatively low

prices by speculators who have the political wherewithal to G-4-2

direct the General Plan process. None of them met all the
evaluation criteria per the Issues and Options report. So
does the Land Use Diagram simply “depict” the four growth
areas or if not please explain in what way they were found

to be suitable. _J

3) Land Use goal 1.A There is more than enough land
designated fecr all uses to accommodate our present growth

rate to 2040. Therefore 2dding new growth areas at this G-4-3

time in ags/industrial areas is not a ..."wise, efficient,
and environmentally sensitive use of Placer County lands..".
The action comtemplated by the project and the goal are
mutually exclusive. i

4)Agricultural/ Timberland Buffer The residential exclusion _1
area is too narrow to allow the legal distance for crop
spraying. Reducing the buffer to 100’ by installing a
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landscaped berm acain is insufficient to zllow spraying.
Why not make it a zero setback if a 8' cyclone fence with
four strand barbwire and concertina wire is installed? I
feel this issue must be addressed by professionals, or
experienced ag operators in order for this so called buffer
to-function as it is intencded to. These buffers are an
essential element in the preservation of what will be left
of Placer County ag land. Please elaborate how they are
-intended to function and if conflict occurs what mechanism
will be in place to resolve them.

5) Sensitive Buffer Habitats- the width of the habitat
should be dependent on what you are attempting to preserve.
Specifying a 100’ average may not be sufficient width and
may only create what is considered an "edge habitat" that
does not ultimately support the intended protected species.

6) Infrastructure water—- the statement throughout this
section of the dEIR that "PCWA has ample water rights to
adequately serve this area in both 2010 and 2040."

Is about as meaningful as saying Placer County will preserve
ag land. Anymore, water rights seem only to relate to what

you actually have control of and not what you have "dibs" on G-4-6

for future use. Recently, the City of Sacramento has chosen
to ignore what PCWA has claimed as its full extent of
American River rights. California’s recent preliminary
Water Demands Assessment report reduced Placer County's
estimated water needs. Please asddress this discrepancy in
the dEIR.

7) Solid Waste- The "life expectancy" of Placer County'’s
landfills has been artificially extended due to the faulty
assumption that "Placer County will achieve a S50 percent
reduction in rate of solid waste disposal by the year 2000.
The actual track record for waste diversion is azbout .5% a
year. That is 2% for the period 1988 to 1992. The actual
impact here has been underestimated due to a crystal ball
speculation that the County will be in 100% compliance with
AB939 in the time frame specified. This will truly be a time
to celebrate. I don’t know of any other Jjurisdiction that
has this much optimism. The 50% reduction pronouncement is
not included in any quantifiable way in the policy document
to assure that the reduction will occur. Please estimate
the impact at the current rate of waste reduction.

8) Speaking of Assembly Bills, I don’t find any reference to
the Tanner Plan regarding the County Plan for siting
hazardous waste facilities. What are the general siting.
critevia? Is it safe to say that if a facility were sited it
would be South and west of Auburn? I realize the Ccunty Plan
has not been approved yet but I think the dEIR should
discuss rotential areas of conflict with the siting
criteria.
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9) Traffic- The circulation plan diagram gives ore an
accurate picture of what is being created by these new
growth areas. They are simply the seeds for future urban
sprawl. The c¢creation of these urban arterials will have
significant growth inducing impacts. This circulation
pattern will blur the line between urban, suburban and rural
areas. Communities will not remain sepasrate and distinct.
The circulation pattern is in conflict with Land use policy
-1.A.5.

9a) Background Volume II Figure 8-1 the Western States Trail
is a major trail that starts in Sacramento and traverses the
entire eastern side of Placer County from Granite Bay
ultimately to Reno. This map does not show the whole length
of this trail through Placer County. Please update the map.

10) Implementation programs- How many staff hours will be
required to carry out these programs as cspecified per year?
Will they work weekends for free?

11) Short term vs. long term uses- Since there is sufficient
land zoned now to accomodate the anticipated population
increases to the year 2040. Why are the new growth areas
believed to be Jjustified now? If one of the objectives of
this document is to "Provide direction to guide growth in
the County so that the grandchildren of current Placer
County residents and their families® futures are protected.”
They would best be served by giving them the freedom to open
the ag areas for new growth when they decide it is
necessary. This document can barely evaluate the
implications of the new growth areas at the end of its
expected usefulness (2010) let alone predict the impacts at
2040 (dEIR 2.5). Yet, three board members incsist on
promoting four new growth areas now. One of the purposes of
CEQA is to disclcse to the public the reasors why a
governmental agency approved a project. And as stated by
the court in People v. County of Kern "if CEQA is
scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on
which its responsible officials either approve or reject
environmentally significant action, and the public, being
duly informed, can respond accordingly to action with which
it disagrees.” Then “the EIR process protects not only the
environment but also informed selfgovernment."” So I ask
again that this dEIR state the reasons why the proposed
project (specifically the new growth areas) is believed by
the County to be justified now. CEQA guidelines section
15126(e) the JdEIR does not answer that gquestion.

12)Growth inducing impacts- CEQA requires that this document
discuss the ways in which the propcsed project could foster
growth simply stating that it is growth inducing doesn't
answer the question. Also see traffic discussion.
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13) Since land development copticons have not been removed
in other areas, cpening up new areas can hardly be described
as directing growth. The fzct is this action merely
disperses growth. The inclusion of these new growth areas is
in direct conflict with the Planning and Zoning Law section
65561a-e I'l]l quote b "That discouraging premature and
unnecessary conversion of open-space land to urban uses is a
matter of public interest and will be of benefit to urban
‘dwellers because it will discourage non-contiguous
development patterns which unnecessarily increase the costs
of community services to community residents.' What are the
rough estimated costs of extending the water, sewer and
roads to the new growth areas and how many housing units
would have to be created in order to make these areas
economically feasible?

Patricia Gibbs

DA —
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

G-5 Ron Bakken (11/12/93)

G-5-1.  Existing zoning is sufficient to accommodate projected growth, so Draft Plan’s new growth
areas are unnecessary

-Comment noted; no response necessary.

G-5-2.  Draft EIR’s stated project objective of 500,000 population cap is inconsistent with Draft Plan’s
holding capacity, so some property owners must be losing entitlements

This statement misinterprets the cited material. The General Plan does not call for taking of
“entitlements” from property owners.

G-5-3.  Draft EIR’s alternative analysis is not adequate

Refer to common response #1.

G-5-4.  Draft Plan Table 1-2 needs review and evaluation; it is mathematically incorrect and arbitrary
The County disagrees with this assertion; the table is correct.

G-5-5.  Draft Plan’s land use standards for buffer zones inadequate because they apply only to specific
plan areas and are too small

The Policy Document’s buffer standards will apply countywide. The County feels the habitat buffer is
adequate.
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Placer County Plamning Dept. CTRIVED A

11414 B Ave. Noy

Auburn, CA 95603 5 1393

re: Draft Placer County General Plan and EFE‘ANN/NG D

EPa
attn.; Loren Clark RTMENT
I would- like to make the following comments concerning the Draft Placer County
General Plan and the draft EIR.

1. The existing zoning within the cities, and the unincorporated area is adequate
to provide residential development within the county for the next 60 vears, what
realistic non political justification can be presented for creating new urban
growth areas at this time?

a. The proposed draft Plan is nothing mere than a promotional document for
several new technically unwarranted specific projects. This is a parochial
document written to support and justify a political decision 1o suppert major
development speculation in the southwestern part of the County. This is NOT a
GENERAL PLAN for all of the County.

b. This plan limits the ability of the cities to grow at their own rate, by
taking away the cities rights of self control as it relates to growth.

c. It promotes and stimulates urban development beyond the actual need, by uses
an artificial 40 year projection of need to indicate the need for increased
residential zoning by 2010.

d. This draft plan is growth inducing by stimulating excessive unwarranted urban
growth in existing rural areas vhere land is relatively cheap to speculate
with.

2. Existing zoning provides a holding capacity of about 565,000 popalation. The
new urban growth areas propose an additional 76,000 population for a totzl
population of 641,000.

a. If a maximum residential capacity of 500,000 is estzblished, znd the density
proposed for the new growth areas is accepted, how and where will existing
residential zoning be reduced to enable the new residential zoning capacity o
remain within the cap? Wno will lecse existing entitlements?

b. What are the fiscal impacts on our local develcopers, and on existing property
owners and their entitlements if existing zoning is reduced accommodate the

specific plans?

3. CPRQA recquires reasonable alternatives, an environmentally supericr
alternative, znd discussion focused on eliminating or reducing impacts.

a. The fails to identify details of the difference in impacts of the various
options, and fails to provide a comparison analysis, since the the draft EIR

focuses exclusively on the project.
b. It fails to identify a environmentally superior alternative.

It fails to provide enough details to enzble a reasoned choice znd informed
decisicn meking.

O
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4.
should be mathematically correct and it should not use arbitrary figures. It

looks like the numbers were picked to mzke things convenient.

5.

a

b.

Tezble I-2, page 17 of the Flan needs some review and evaluation. This table

If the minimum lot area for LDR is 10,000 sq. ft., how can you get § dwelling
units per pet acre? The lot size of 10,000 sq. ft is approprizte for LDR,
but the maxmwn should be 4 du.

How do you e.rrive at 3,500 minimum lot area for MDR & HDR? The draft Zoning
Ordinance indicates the minimum size for both to be 6,000 sq. ft. The minimm
combing district in the draft zoning ordinence is 10,000 sq. ft., and there is
a -DL as low as 2323 for RM.

The land use standards for buffer zones are a good example of why the plan is

nothing more than a promotional document for the specific plans.

a.

It implies that buffers will only be applied in the specific plan areas.
Buffers are a good method to provide separation, but the concept needs to be a
part of the "General Plan” nct just for the specific plans.

The buffer dimensions in the land use standards for buffer zones are
ridiculously small, and should be increased significantly. As an example, the
sensitive habitat buffer should be a minimum width of 100 ft. on each side of
the habitat to be protected, with a minimum of 50 f£t. on one side, only were
the narrovest width can be justified due to natural constraints.

Thank you for considering my comments, and please provide me with a copy of the
final EIR and General Flan.

y Lott—

Fon Bakken
6315 Long Meadow Rd.

Granite Bay, CA 95746
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
G-6 Donald Ryan (11/15/93)

G-6-1.  Draft Plan’s policies relating to agriculture and resources are too inflexible

The County feels that the Policy Document strikes an appropriate balance between the specificity
necessary to achieve County objectives and protect the residents and property owners of Placer County
and the generality necessary to allow County officials to exercise appropriate latitude and flexibility in
its ongoing implementation.

G-6-2.  Attachment of recommended revisions to Draft Plan policies and programs

The County appreciates the commentor’s efforts, but feels that the Draft Policy Document’s language is
more appropriate than the revised language suggested.
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Placer County Roard of Superviscors '
Placer County Planning Commissicrers

Dewitt Center

Auburn Ca.

Res Gensral Plan Draft Document
Dear Supervisors and Cémmicsioners,

I have recently reviewved the Graft general plan with respect
to the agricultural and rescurces section and would like tuo
comments on it. Although 1 believe that protection of A3 and
forestry land {s impcrtant I believe the draft plan is tg
nevrrow in it focus and LUltimately would be detrimental toe the
resources it intends to protect. Additionally, smaller rural
communities, vhich need flexibility in their planning
proctess, would be hindered by many of the praposed policies.
1f the planning precsss is to remain viable i think that
there must be flexibility built into the policies to protect
beth the private and public sector from abuses and unfcoreseen
changes which will inevitably ceeur,

As an example of same of the areas which 1 feel need to be
addressad, the draft plan has several terms such au  "the
county shall protect”;, the ¢ount shall insurej the county
shall maintaing the county shall discourage; etc. These teras
are used {n conJjunction with policies wvhich will have lasting
effécta on private Property cwnership and the planning
Process. Also, they create situations which will require
erpenditures which, uithout move taxes, would be {mpossible
to implemant, given the menetary crisis the county faces. . [
firmly believe that the key to any plagnning process is that
flexibility be maintained and that good long range Planmning
be fecstered rather than hindered by {nflexible statements of
Policy designed to protect rescurces and zoning designaticns,
Instead of the use of use of some of the above teras 1 would
encourage adeption of mere terminclcgy in the vein c¢f “the
county shall promote, enccurage, and work with private
landowners and communities, etc, to set a mood of
cooperaticon rather that confrentation as I believe the

current draft has preopesed.

As an example of the terminclcoy which I feel needs Lo be
reviewed ic the policy 7.A.{ which states "the county shall

protect agricultura]ly*des1gnated areas from conversion to
non-agricultural uses.” This Pelicy statéhent is detrimental
to its own stated Purpese becatse of its? inflexible.
Consider this scenaric: A cemmunity has three frarcels of
preperty bteing censicered for conversian £o rural recidential
zoning. All are eq zoned but differ in thet cne is
immediately adjacent to an existing caemnunity, cne has class
S sotlls which are not being farmed but Is lecated a mile from
town, and the last js not an econcmically viable since the
oile and watar will net SUPpRUry crops on which the owner can
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make a living (or make money for that mattier?. Under the
current draftApo]icy all these parcels “shall be pretecied
from conversisn® to non-agricu)tural uses. It certainly makes
sense to consider the individual merit of each of Lthesc
properties and to make a determination as ta which, if any,
would be the hest chaice for conversicn. Likewise, the
particular community, whether it be a city, euburban, of
rural community must be considered. Many of these small
communities need the flexibility to vezone in crder (¢ help
alleviate crcwded schools, provide better {ire and pelice
services, and to crecate the infrastructure Lo make for a
better community. In a nutshell, they need money to improve
their community and increased properiy values as & resultl of
rezoning in conjunction with theughtful planning iw one
possible solution. Surely, to adopt a posilicn countywide ta
protect Ag lands withoul regard of the particular laca) needs
and desires would not be in the best interect of Lhe ccunty
or the community. This is not to say that haphazard
conversion should be allowed, Lut rather to encourage A&
policy which will prometle the best in planning without
restraining the quality of the process by assuming that any
property per say must be excluded btecause of a previcuy
zaning designaticn. Certainly the purpese of.a now eneral
plan is teo allow this type of discussicon rather that ¢o

hinder it.

There are severa)l other areas of the draft plan which T have
noted are "cast in concrete M (for lack of better
terminolegy? and I have gone through all the policies. 1 have
rewritten several of the policies to what 1 fee) would make
for a commoen Sense apprcach to plamning and have entlosed
those for your review. ] Lthink that these redrafted pulicics
will Qive yocu some focd for theough.

Thank youw for taking your tine to vead thie letter and the
encleoued recommendaticns. 1 knew that this in a long
difficult process and } am sure that ycu will give it youwy
full attention.

Sinceyqly,
C@/v/y T

NDenald V. FRyan
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11-15.¢3 18308 cecety e
b3 i B leSseIyIlew Con fean

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY HESOURCLS

GOAL: TQ FROVIDE FOR LONG TEEM FROTECTION AND CONSERVATION OF
AGRICULTURAL FESOURCES

7.A.1. THE COUNTY SHALL PROTECY AGETCULTURALLY FRODULTIVE
AND 70ONED FROFPERTY BY ENCOURAGEMENT OF ZONING WHICH W1L
FRESERVE AND PROTECT THE CUERLENT AGRICULTURAL RESOULLUE S,
WHILE MAINTAINING THE FLEXIBILITY NECESSARY TO PROILLCT FUTURE

ALTERNATIVE LAND USAGE.

THE COUNTY SHALL ENCOURAGE AG FARCELS ADJALENT TO

AL COMMUNITIES 1O MAINTAIN AN ECONDMICALLY
VIAKLE SI1ZE SUCH THAT AG PROFFRETY WILL BE ABLE TO SUPPORT
ITSELF. ADDITIONALLY, THE COUNTY SHALL DISCOURAGE SUEDIVIGION
OF LARGER FARCELS INTO SMALLER UNITS, EXCERT AS THE FESUL.T QF
THE COMMUNITY FLAN PROCESS, OR MASTER FLANNED COMMUNITIES.

7.4.2
UREAN/ SUBURBAN/ RUR

7.A.3 THE COUNTY SHALL ENCOURASE MULTIFLE AE USES OF A5 LANDG
1IN OFDER 10 MAINTAIN ECONOMIC VIPHILITY.

7.A.4 THE COUNTY SHALL.  ENCOURASGL PRUTECTION FROM FLOODINWE OF
ALl. FUBLIC AND FRIVATE FARMLAND THROUGH FROGRAMS OF LEVY
MAINTENANCE AND COUPERATION OF THC COUNTY A3 OFFICE,

7.4.6 0K

7.n.7 THE COUNTY SHALL ENCOURAGE THE MATNTENANCE Qr A6
ZONING WHERE THE raRCELS AR ECONOMTCALLY VIABLE AND ARt
LOCATED SUCH THAT MAINYENANCE Of THE FARCELS JN THE ]
aGRI1CULTURAL 7ONE WILL NOT JEORARPDIZE THE Local ELANNINSG
PROCESS.

7.A4.8 THE COUNTY SHALL. ENCOUFAGLE FUTURE DEVELUPMENT 18 NERLAG
WHICH ARE INFILL FARCELS AND 7 0K ADIACENT TO EXI1G1ING
URHAN/SUHUREGN/HURQL COMMUNITILE,

1LINE AD.JUS'TMENTES WITHIN-
BLE FARCELS 0F: TQ
1MEACY ON @ | ARDG.

£ COUNTY gHALL ENLCOURASE .07
10 FRESERVE ECONDMITALLY VIA
CELS 1IN ORDER 10 MINIMIZE
sut-rOrT CONCOMITANT USABE IN NG
NOT MATERIAI Ly ©ore
JHE NATURE oF Tiik

7.A.9 TH
AG ZONING

i.ocat 172€ AR ’
7ONED

7.A. 10 THE COUNTY SHALL ) el
FARCELS FRUVIDED THE FESULTANT Ust WILL L
e INTENTION 10 RAINTAIN AR TV TURAL

R AR _428_
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-1 e CEUATE CONSERVATION
e COUNTY SHALL SUFLURT (RIVATE CONSERVAT Y
gégéAéN;g% O MEFMORE, THE COUNTY ENALL ENCOURABE o
B NCERVATION EASEMENTS 171GATION OF ADVERSE TMFACIS O
COEN GPAUE, WILDLIFE, AND CECREATION RESULTING FROT Ef 7 ONI NG
OF Af LAND.

7.4.,12 OK

7.0.13 0K

TMPLEMENTATION
CATIONS O AMENDME NTS

7.1 THE COUNTY SHALL Wo1 ACCCRT AFFL)

TO0 THE GENERAL FLAN EXEPT AS T0 THC FORMATION OF COMMUNITY
PLANS AND/OR 10 ANY SPECIFIC PRUFERTY WHICH SHALL ASY. 10 BE
EXEMPTED FROM TH1S RESTRICTION WilH €0 DAYS a} 3 RATIFICATION

OF THE GENERAL. FLAN.
TION PHASES

ENTLY UNDER TERMINA
T FROM THIS

7.2 ADD: THOSE PLOFERTIES CURE
T8 SHALL EE EYEMF

OF WILLIAMSGON AND SIMILAR CONTRAL
FFROVISTON.

7.3 OK

7.4 THE COUNTY SHALL FEEMIT TRANSFER OF DEVELOFMENT FIGHTG
WITHIN AREAS OF THE SAME COMMUNITY PLAN, SURJECT TO ROARD
ArPROvVAL, IN ORDER TO PROTECT Af VIARLE UNITS AND TO
DISCOURASE SFOT DEVELOFMENT, WHILE AT THE SAME TIME FREOMOT ING
THE GOALS OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN fOCESS.

{.AND USF CONFLICTS

GIVE MLEFERENCE TO DU VELOFMIENT WHEELIN
A NATURAL RUFFER EX1ST RETWEREN DIFFERENT LAND USAGES. CHICH
NATURAL BUFFERS SHALL INCLUDE &1VERS, STREANMS, STELF CLOFES,
OR OTHER UNDEVELOPARLE FROPERTY AND THE FRESENCE OF {.ANDS
HELD IN CONSERVANCY OR BY THI US GOVERNMENT OR 17TS AGENCIES.

7.f.1 THE COUNTY GHALL

7.3,2 OK

7 RS OK
7.10.4  OK
7. E‘o ‘.-.l [jy -429-
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ECONOMIC VIADILLTY OF AGKICULTURE

‘ 7.C.1. THRU 7.C.10 nEL ALl OK

‘ AGRICULTURE WATER

GoAlL. 7.0 TO MAXIMIZE THE USE OF WATER [FOR AG USES AND T0
ENSURE AN ADEUUATE WATLR SUPFLY.

| 7.D.1 THRU 7.P.5 ARE OK.

7.D. 6 THE COUNTY SHALL REQUIRE THAT ALL FUTURE CHANGES 1N
‘ .LAND USAGE FROM AG USAGES SHALL DEMONSTRATE ADEOUATE WNIEFR

| FESOURCES PRIOR T0 AFPPROVAL OF ANY CHANGE IN 2O0NING.

! 7.D.7 OK
G-6-2
! FORESTRY FESOQURCES

GoAL  OK

FOLICICES

7.6.1 OK
! 7.£.2 THE COUNTY SHALL SUPFORKY DEVEL OFMENT WHICH SHALL
CONCUNTRATE DENSITIES SO AS T0 MINIMIZE ADVERSE EFFECIS ON

L.ARGER SECTTUNS OF FORESTLANDL,
7.£.3. OK

7.E.4 OK
7.E.% OK
7.00.6 08

1NPLFMCNTAT10N

mreiwn cunat) WORL CLOGED M3@3 11t THE CHF AND Tl
’ AP TN T TIRVE EN IO 1114t &
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7.7 ANY 1NVENTOR1ES of YEW AND oLD sROWTH FOREST SHOULD B
AFPLICATlGN RY A

ADDEESS BY THE COUNTY AT THE TIME or
or T 1MRBERL.ANDS.

LLANDOWNER ' OR CONVERG10N
7.8 oK
7.9 OK
G-6-2 .

7.10 THE COUNTY SHALL ENCOURAGE: FI.ANNING WHICH SHALL
FROVIDE FOR MOST LEFICIENT usnst OF LLAND WITH RESPECT TO ALl
SERVICES INCLUDING FIRE PROTECTION, WATER CONSERVAT 10N,

TRAFFIC CONGESTION ETC.

THE COUNTY SHALL ENCOUNAGE THE USE OF EXISTING FONDS
TE ANY FUTURE DEVLI.OFMENT. THDSE PARCELS WHICH
{vATE RODADS SHALL DE

URL1C AND/OR FR
VERSION FROM A TO OTHER

YARR)
TO ACCOMMODA
ARE ALREADY SERVED EY P
CONSI1DERED MORE ACCEPTARLE FOR CON

LAND UBES.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-1 Placer County Coalition of Community Associations (10/28/93)

H-1-1.  Given short review period and stepped-up speed of process, Draft Plan and Draft EIR may not
allow informed decision

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.

H-1-2.  There is sufficient land zoned for development to accommodate growth, so new growth areas
are unnecessary

See common response #11.
H-1-3.  Because of Draft Plan designation of new growth areas, Draft EIR fails in several areas.

The Draft EIR addresses these concerns; furthermore the commentor fails to provide any support to back
its assertions.

H-1-4.  Issues and Options Report did not address concerns related to new growth areas.

The County feels that the Issues and Options Report, and the hearings conducted by the County on the
report, provided the general public and representatives of the county’s cities sufficient opportunity to
express concerns and ask questions. In addition, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
hearings on the Draft General Plan provided additional opportunities for such participation.

H-1-5. How would Draft EIR’s 8 identified potentially significant or significant impact areas be
affected by removal of new growth areas?

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR addresses this question.
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. i PO. BoxZ27SQUNTY
of Community Associations Granite Bdy, CATSI4®

Q PR
Placer County Planning Commission RS
11404 B Avenue
Auburn, (2. 23603 S ROSSON

RE: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)

Commissioners:

Given the short time to review these documents and the stepped up speed in which
this General Plan update has been directed by the Board of Supervisors, we ques-
tion whether the information is adequate to allow a reasonable person to make an
informed decision. The Environmental Impact Report as part of the General Plan
should be used to establish the environmental framework for the growth in Placer
County for the next twenty or so years. The need for a clear, consistent and
thorough guide is essential. This is even more necessary since the direction of
the Board of Supervisors to rezone agricultural land into at least four new grow-
th areas. There is currently sufficiant land zoned for continued planned growth
within the cities and county to increase the 1993 population of 196,000+ to
600,000+, which is in excess of the State of California's population projections
for the year 2040 of 473,200. To include four new growth areas, after the hear-
ings on the Issues and Options Report is such a major change and unsubstantiated.
The cities hzve planned for the growth where it is generally more efficient and
cost effective. The county should not adopt and updated plan that would be just,
"adequate and legally defensible, and will sacrifice detail and thoroughness", as
stated by consultant J.L. Mintier, just to meet a deadline that seems not to be
set for reasons other then political. Why are they adding four new growth areas?
Who will benefit when the agricultural land is rezoned to residential, will it be
a farmer, if not who? Should we forfeit the integrity of our Agricultural Element
of 1989 for these new growth areas?

The Draft EIR by including the new growth zreas fails to meet the general concepts:
What zre the potential, significznt environmental effects?

How can the environmental damage be avoided or significantly reduced?

What zre the alternatives or mitigation measures?

Why have the new growth zreas been included?

£ W N —
« s e e

During the verious hearings of the Issues and Options Report many from the general
public and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin end Lincoln had questions and concerns
regarding the new towns or growth areas. As an informational document these ques-
tions and concerns were not addressed. What zre the benefits to Placer County for
these new growth areas in place of agricultural lands?

The Draft EIR Impact Summary states eight major areas will result in potentially
significantly, or significant adverse impacts and that there are no availeble
measures to mitigate these impacts. How would these major areas be affected if
‘the four growth areas were not rezoned or included? What is the reason for con-
verting agricultural lands to rooftops and asphalt? What are the curulative im-
pacts and cost to the Placer County residents and their existing quality of life?

We hereby object to approval of this Draft EIR in its present form. we summit our
comments for incorporating into the official record of proceedings. Thank you for
the opportunity to provide these comrents.

Sincerely, .
/

-
‘

| ’ /’.‘ /. :.’. -
“.o0. STINSOH, FRES.
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Placer Cou‘nty Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume I1: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-2 Rio Linda Elverta Residents for Quality Rural Living (10/29/93)

H-2-1.  Draft Plan policies are vague and not sufficiently detailed, particularly with respect to new
growth areas

The Policy Document strikes an appropriate balance between the specificity necessary to achieve County
objectives and protect the residents and property owners of Placer County and the generality necessary
to allow County officials to exercise appropriate latitude and flexibility in its ongoing implementation.
H-2-2.  Draft Plan fails to adequately describe alternative locations for new growth areas

In reviewing the Issues and Options Report, the Board of Supervisors discussed alternative locations for
major new development and directed County Staff to include the areas appearing on the Draft Land Use

Diagram.

H-2-3.  Draft Plan fails to adequately address impacts of new growth areas on the Rio Linda/Elverta
area of Sacramento County

The commentor provides no specifics in support of this assertion; no response necessary.

H-2-4.  Draft EIR does not demonstrate that Draft Plan has considered efficient use of land or natural
resources

Refer to common response #1.

H-2-5. Draft EIR is vague and fails to identify specific and irreversible impacts and mitigation
measures

The EIR addresses the issues the commentor mentions at a level of detail appropriate for a countywide
general plan,

H-2-6.  Draft EIR does not describe performance standards in enough detail
See response to comment H-2-5.

H-2-7.  Draft Plan is inconsistent with Draft Sacramento County General Plan
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-2-8.  Draft EIR fails to adequately address transportation alternatives

See response to comment H-2-5.

H-2-9  Draft Plan policies do not address how Placer County plans to notify communities in adjacent
counties of development applications

The Draft Policy Document includes policies promoting cooperation and communication with other public
agencies at all levels of government, including adjacent counties.
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H-2-10. Draft EIR fails to address impacts of new growth areas on adjacent counties

See response to comment H-2-5.

H-2-11. Draft EIR fails to address how services will be efficiently provided and how sensitive
environmental resources will be avoided

The County feels that the EIR adequately addresses these issues.

H-2-12. Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not describe how new growth areas will address housing needs of
all income groups

The Policy Document and the adopted Housing Element include numerous provisions for affordable
housing for all of Placer County.

H-2-13. Draft Plan and Draft EIR fail to describe or establish performance standards to minimize effects
on adjacent land uses

The County feels that the EIR adequately addresses this issue.

H-2-14.  Draft Plan policies relating to industrial development in new growth areas are vague, so they
negate jobs-housing policies

The County feels that the EIR adequately addresses this issue.

H-2-15. Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate conversion of agricultural land

The EIR discloses the potential loss of agricultural land and production, although in most cases the
conversion will not be the direct result of development permitted by the Countywide General Plan.
Furthermore, as noted above, the Policy Document includes policies promoting cooperation and
communication with other public agencies at all levels of government, including adjacent counties, as well
as a program calling for the study of transfer of development rights (TDR) techniques.

H-2-16. Draft EIR does not describe natural resource impacts in new growth areas in sufficient detail
The County feels that the EIR adequately addresses this issue.

H-2-17. Draft Plan does not adequately address visual and scenic resources in new growth areas

The County feels that the Policy Document adequately addresses this issue.

H-2-18. Draft Plan does not include specific policies for development in new growth areas

This assertion is incorrect; the Draft Policy Document did include specific policies related to new growth
areas, although the final Plan has eliminated the Placer Villages and Stanford Ranch new growth areas.

-436-




Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-2-19  Draft Plan transportation and circulation section does not describe performance standards and
other detailed mitigation measures

The Draft Policy Document includes policies and programs addressing the full range of transportation-
related concerns, including those the commentor mentions.

H-2-20. Draft Plan and Draft EIR fail to adequately address the effects of development in new growth
areas on groundwater and surface water

Refer to common response #9.

H-2-21. Draft Plan and Draft EIR fail to adequately address impact of development in new growth areas
on downstream water contamination and flooding

The Draft EIR addresses these concerns at a level of specificity appropriate for a countywide general
plan.

H-2-22. Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not adequately address loss of wildlife species and their associated
habitat

The EIR addresses these concerns at a level of specificity appropriate for a countywide general plan.

H-2-23. Draft Plan does not include policies to compensate existing residents for the loss of quality of
life and rural character

While the General Plan and EIR do not address an issue called "quality of life,” the aggregation of all
the policy and program statements and the EIR’s impact analyses provide a comprehensive view of the
potential effects of development under the General Plan.

H-2-24. Draft Plan and Draft EIR fail to adequately address air quality impacts

The EIR addresses air quality impacts at a level appropriate for a countywide general plan EIR, including
a discussion of cumulative impacts.

H-2-25. If County chooses to adopt Plan, EIR will have to be expanded

Comments noted; no response necessary.
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Attn.: Mr. . Loren Clark, Senior Planner

Subject : Review and Comment on Placer County General Plan Update

General Comments

The Placer County General Plan Update of 1993 herein called "Plan” is composed of
at least two volumes , the draft policy document and the draft environmental impact
reporti(DEIR).The policy document is divided into County Wide Land Use Diagram,
Goals Policies, Standards, and Specific Development Standards for new growth areas.
The DEIR is divided into 10 chapters which respond to various legal requirements.
According to Government Code the Plan is required to address seven elements including
land use, transportation, housing, conservation, open space noise and safety. The
proposed plan will attempt to project the growth of Placer county for at least 10 or 20
years. The update process is designed to provide citizens with information about their
community and opportunity to participate in setting goals, and determining policies and
standards for the pfoposed changes in the Plan . In addition the plan is designed to 1)
develop and protect the community and 2) be a forum to resolve conflicts among
competing interest and values. Such values, environmental , social and economic, set the
framework that promotes unique communities within Placer, Sacramento or any County
within our state. Due to the adjacent or close proximity to Sacramento County of the
proposed new growth elements Placer Villages and the Dry Creek Specific Planning
Areas (DVDC)within the Plan and subsequent impacts to our community we have

-438-

H-2




reviewed the plan, prepared comments and request a response to those comments. We
may have additional comunents and will submit them as required.

Land Use Policies and DEIR Comments

The Land Use Policies are vague and fail to adequately describe in sufficient detail the
specific performance standards required or to be used for specific locations for the
massive buildout of Placer County and specifically each of the proposed new growth
areas. The DEIR fails to adequately describe in sufficient detail the proposed new
growth areas. Because the specific plan concept prevails ,the general plan is insufficient
in detail,for example performance standards, to promote the specific plans as required by .
government code. Such lack of planning will result in disastrous and inconsistent land
use planning consequences at the specific plan level and will circumvent the public input
process as required. How was the new growth areas population mandates determined$.
The plan or the DEIR failed to adequately describe the methods.

H-2-1

For Example :
General Land Use

Policy 1.A.1 states that the county will promote the efficient use of land and narural
resources.

The plan fails to adequately describe alternatives locations for the proposed massive
buildout in the Western Placer New Growth Areas. The proposed new growth areas will ]
create tremendous infrastructure impacts to our adjacent rural community. The plan fails —'l
to consider our communities interest in remaining rural when proposing the new growth
areas as adjacent land uses. The plan fails to adequately describe the impacts to our _J
community., —
No alternatives have been described in DEIR to demonstrate that the county has
considered efficient use of land or natural resources. Please define “efficient” in -
relationship to land use. This term as used in the planning document is vague and lacks H-2-4
specificity; consider for example the natural resources, vernal pools, wetlands,

migratory waterfowl, or raptors species -how will the animals or plants be told to be
efficient?

Y

The plan fails to define efficient use relatve to public infrastructure or natural resources.
This is inconsistent and conflicts with CEQA. Consequently the DEIR is vague and fails H-2-5
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to identify specific and irreversible impacts, consequences and proposed methods for
" mitigation relating to proposed new growth.

Policy 1.A.3. Placer County has designated new growth areas , urban, suburban and
rural areas’ tb‘ident:ify where development will be accommodated and where
infrastructure and services will be provided. The DEIR is vague and fails to adequately
describe in sufficient derail the performance standards relating to infrastructure and
services required for the DVDC specific planning areas. Consequently the public has no
basis to determine if the planning and mitigation policies and practice, necessary for
accommodation of the proposed new growth is adequate. For example Placer County is
proposing on page 3.2 table 3-1 to accommodate the addition of 29,800 dwelling units
adjacent to the Sacramento County Boundary in the general area west of Walerga Road
which are inconsistent land use patterns compared to those land use patterns designated
by the Sacramento County General Plan Update directly south of the county line. On one
side of the border your have urban hi gh density growth and on the other you have rural

zoning (low density) areas. Some planners may call this type of growth leap frog
development.

Policy 1.B. Residential Land Use and related policies attempt to promote the use of high
densiry residential areas located along major ransportation corridors and transit routes.
and to accommodate the needs of all income groups expected to reside in placer county.
The policies and DEIR are vague and fail to adequately describe the tranﬁportation
alternatives, in terms of specific performance standards, when compared the use of
privately operated vehicles. The DEIR fails 10 adequately describe, plan, or anticipate the
impact of the 60,000 plus new gasoline or diesel powered vehicles that will inundate
the West Placer County Area (WPCA) as a result of the DVDC specific plan areas.

The policies fail to adequately address how Placer County plans to notify the impacted
communites south and west (Sacramento and Sutter County) of the development™
applications. The DEIR fails to adequately describe the problem nor does it consider
performance standards required to mitigate the effects. The plan fails to consider the cost
factors associated with DVDC specific plan areas.

The DEIR page 3.3 and the land use policies fail to adequately describe how services will
be efficiently provided and how sensitive environmental resources will not be adversely
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affected due to the 28,000 new residences within the WPCA. The policies DEIR and the
"impact mitgation measures are incompatible.

The policies and the DEIR relating to the DVDC specific plans fail 1o adequately
describe how they will meet the housing needs of all income groups. Consider for
example the track record-history of the major developer/speculators who have invested in
WPCA and the market projections for new home construction. The planning commission
and Planning department will be practicing economic discrimination based on the
constructon of first time low income homes to satisfy the industry and infrastructure
cost and benefits. The plan fails to adequately describe the methods to be used the mix
the economic groups and ensure consistent planning.

The policies and DEIR are inadequate and vague and fail to describe or establish
effective performance standards to demonstate how Placer County will minimize its
effect on adjoining land uses . Consider for example the impact of 28,000 new
residences on the Sacramento County rural agricultural communities. Consider the
maintenance of surface water quality , down soeam flooding, maintenance of vernal
pools, or the migratory flight paths within the sphere of WPCA.

Industrial Land Use

The policies relating to industrial land use are vague and fail to specify within the
proposed DVDC planning areas which sites will be slated for industrial land use. Prior
practices relatng to this land zoned for industry indicate that this zoning is not as
profitable for developer/speculators and therefore not developed as planned. This would
negate the policies relating to matching and promoting job and housing demands within
specific planning areas. Specific policies relating to this area must be established.

Agricultural Land Use

The goals and policies as identified under Agricultural Land Use fail to adequately
describe the mitigation efforts required to convert the existin g farmland for the DVDC
specific plan areas. The DEIR states that over 10,000 acres of prime and unique
agricultural land will be converted to residential use. Our experience to date indicates
that certain landowners have failed to maintain the agricultural practices and left prime
agricultural land fallow. Properties adjacent to the Sacramento County line have been in

-441-

H-2-11
—
H-2-12
—

]
H-2-13
—

ﬂ
H-2-14
H-2-15




full agricultural use until two years ago when specific property owners purchased the land
- and then proceeded to request rezone of the land to domestic use. The Agland use
policies fail to ensure the WPCA's rural-agricultural industry is maintained and also
conflict with land use designations in adjacent county areas. The resultin glossof Ag
land will result in'major economic and environmental i impacts to WPAC and our
community. The plan fails to adequately describe the i impacts created by this rezone and
the methods required to mitigate this major re-focus of land use within WPAC and
specifically DVDC. Our community will be within the sphere of influence of these
unwanted high density urban sprawl areas. How does the Placer County Government
plan to compensate the residence of this area due to the unmitigated impacts created by
the DVDC specific planning areas. The policies and Plan fail to address what specific
performance standards are necessary to mitigate the impact on residence within adjoining
communities of Sutter and Sacramento Countes. The DEIR fails to propose establish
performance standards related to and mandate a transferable development rights
program to maintain and promote the use of farm/agriculture land.
The plan fails to provide alternative locations for the proposed new growth areas in the
WPAC DCDV. Such proposed growth which will result in the continued loss of
agricultural land due to urban sprawl.

Natural Resources Open Space Habitat and Wildlife Resources

As proposed the WPAC/DVDC specific pla.nmng areas will result in catastrophic and
irreversible damage to the natural resources of WPAC.

The policies fail to adequately describe mid gation efforts and performance standards to
ensure that the animal populations are maintained at existing levels. The DEIR is vague
and fails to adequately describe performance standards relating to mitigation of the
impacts .

For example Policy 1.H.2 requires that the development be planned and cicsgncd to-
avoid areas rich in wildlife or fragile ecological nature the DEIR fails to describe and
define in detail the wildlife and ecological i impacts within WPAC/ DVDC.

The plan and policies must be revised to address in sufficient detail the impacts and
mandatory mitigation associated with the DVDC developments.

The plan fails to adequately describe in detail where and how surface water will be
supplied to WPAC/DVDC specific planning areas. The plan fails to describe how much
surface water will be required for 28,000 homes and the other proposed land uses.
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Visual and Scenic Resources

- The plan fails to adequately describe the results of an additional 28,000 homes and
60,000 automobiles will have on the swrrounding communities and or successful
mitigation efforts to eliminate any additional impacts. The plan fails to describe
performance standards for DVDC that must be considered to mitigate the effects.

The discussion of scenic routes in the WPAC is inadequate and fails to describe in
specific detail the selected areas designated as "Scenic”. How were the PAC communites
informed of the scenic designations. The pblicics fail to describe specific performance
standards to be adopted for WPAC and the DVDC specific plan areas relating to scenic
designations. This will result in poor planning, and undesirable urban sprawl effects.

New Growth Areas

The specific policies within this area are vague, inadequate and fail to describe in
sufficient detail the expectations required of developers prior to rezone. Performance
standards must be developed as part of the General plan, not an after thought.

Transportation and Circulaton

The transportation plan promotes the use of privately operated vehicles at the expense of
the public's desire for maintained or improved air quality. The policies are vague, non
effective and lack any specific performance mandates for new growth. There are no
performance standards which mandate the use of these criteria for any specific plan in the
WPACDVDC.

The ransportation/circulation plan fails to adequately describe performance standards
and other detailed mitigation efforts required to reduce the impact of 60,000 additional
cars on the WPAC /DVDC and our northern Sacramento County community. The
Transit policies are vague and non-mandatory, that is to say there are no specific
performance standards which mandate alternative transportation plans. There are no-
specific light rail systems mandated within the WPAC /DVDC areas, The Transit -
Oriented Community (TOD) concept is just that a concept because the gcncrél plan and
policies lack specific performance standards relating to TOD designations with the
DVDC growth areas. The result of these vague performance standards will result in
urban sprawl and severe impacts on existing road and other supportng infrastructure.
The plan fails to establish effective performance standards which mandate east west light
rail (within Dry Creek )as well as north south (Placer Villages). This lack of performance
standards planning will result in urban sprawl almost identical to the San Fernando
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Valley of Southern California. Transportaton performance standards should be tied
'~ into economic growth policies to ensure that rail systems TODS and economic work
centers are adjacent or along similar rail corridors.

The non motorized transportation policies are non effective and lack any specific
performance mandates for new growth. There are no performance standards which
mandate the use of these criteria for any specific plan in the WPAC DVDC.

The policies fail to adequately describe the efforts required to mitigate the effects of the
proposed new developments on the surrounding Sacramento and Sutter County
communites.

Water Supply and Delivery / Storm water runoff

The policies relating to water supply and delivery are vague and fail to establish
effective performance mandates relating to water supplies. This poor policy dcvelbpmcnt
will result in the overdraft of ground water supplies, a renewed mandate to build the
Auburn Dam, at the cost of billions of dollars, and no assurances that the entitlements are
and will be available for future proposed growth. The policies and DEIR fail to
accurately describe the availability and quantity of surface water to be used to support
the DVDC new growth areas. The polices and DEIR fail to adequately address the
consequences or using ground water for the 28,000 new homes and industries for the
WPAC /DVDC proposed communities. The DEIR fails to adequately describe the
consequences of the proposed DVDC new growth areas relating to water supplies. Our
community currently has a serious ground water overdraft situation. Many areas of
WPAC are overdrafted due to several conditions. No maps or other information was
provided within the DEIR or policy document to describe the current WPAC DVDC
community ground water levels. This information should be included in the DEIR as
well as performance standards relating to surface water supplies. The plan and or the
DEIR fail to describe the amounts of surface water available, entitlements, for the
proposed WPAC/DVDC new growth areas. This is a serious oversight and must be
quantified. The DEIR and policies fail to describe in sufficient detail the surface water
entitlements available for the proposed new growth areas. Failure to provide this
information to the public is a serious oversight. The policies and DEIR fail to describe
the methods, cost and who will pay for the surface water supplies delivered to the
WPAC/DVDC.
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The DEIR and Policies fail to establish effective performance standards based on surface
" water availability for the proposed new growth areas. The DEIR fails to describe
mandatory mitigation measures reladng io ground water recharge or management.

The use of septic systems is a minor threat to ground water. The DEIR fails to adequately
address the potential for ground water contamination from surface water runoff. The
overdraft of the ground water is the most serious concern for future growth and
development within WPAC. The DEIR and Policies fail to adequately describe the
performance standards and mitigation measures required for the sustainable use and
mitigation of ground water. Qur community will protect its ground water supplies from
encroachment. The proposed 28,000 plus homes and industries will result in catastrophic
loss of ground water. We estimate at least 15,000 to0 30,000 acre feet per year of ground
water will be used to satisfy the proposed new growth areas. Our entire community uses
less than 3000 acre feet of ground water annually. We have serious concerns about how
much additional growth can be sustained without a water crisis. Placer County Planning
Depantment has failed to communicate in good faith with the citizens within our
community relatng to the use and overdraft of ground water.

The DEIR and Policies fail to establish adequate performance standards relating to the
study of the ground water and the lack of percolation criteria within the proposed new
growth area. No data was provided within the DEIR which supports or refutes the ability
to establish ground water recharge areas. There are no policies relating to the study of the
soils to percolate and naturally recharge the ground water. For example, there are very
few locations within our community which provide for ground water recharge. The
majority of the recharge areas are adjacent to the Dry Creek, The WPAC DVDC new
growth areas as proposed will pave over the recharge areas. Furthermore the DEIR fails
to address the impact of the new growth areas on the storm water runoff contamination of
Dry Creek and the contamination of the ground water during the recharge process.

Storm water Drainage/ Flooding and Dam Failure

The DEIR fails to adequate evaluate the impact of the WPAC DVDC new growth areas
on the resulting downstream surface water contamination and flooding in our community.
Clearly this is a grave oversight and may result in serious liability problems for Placer
County's failure to address this issue. Performance standards are inadequate to
compensate for the loss of open space in the new growth areas. This open space loss s
equates to increased water diverted downstream. Subsequent to this diversion it may
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preclude the development of our community plan because Placer County has, by the
" proposed development, increased our flood zoned areas.

Wildlife species and Important habitat Open Space

As proposed the WPAC/DVDC will result in the loss of over 15,000 acres of rural
farmland converted to residential use. This impact is not adequately quantified in terms
of the environmental impact to the target species and other non-endan gered species which
comprise the native species within this area. The DEIR fails to describe the impact on
migratory waterfowl and native predators and raptors in sufficient detail . Such detail is
necessary to develop strategies for mitigation and effective performance standards to
measure developers and speculators commitmment to the planning process. The DEIR and
Policies fail to establish adequate performance standards and safe guards for open spaces,
or mirigadon efforts for habitat conservation in the proposed growth areas. Once this
conversion of open rural farmland takes place the impacts on our community will be
significant. The DEIR fails to describe and quandfy the impact of this growth on our
community's wildlife species.

The Swainson's hawk uses this WPAC DVDC area for breeding and food gathering.
Burrowing owls, a threatened species, are found throughout the WPAC. The plan
policies and DEIR fail to address adequate mitigation measures or performance standards
to maintain the existing populations at current levels. The plan fails to consider the
impacts to the Wildlife species located in adjacent Sacramento and Sunter communities
as a result of the WPAC and DVDC new growth areas. The plan fails to describe the
vernal pool locations within the WPAC and clearly does not adequately address the .
mitigation efforts required by the Federal and State Government mandates. The Policies
and DEIR fail to establish effective performance standards relating to these areas. We are

opposed to habitat conversion without measurable performance, compensation and
mitigaton standards in place.

Policies 1.A.2. ,1.F.1. 1.F.2,,, are inconsistent with the overall land use strategy. This
policy, while good in intent ,lacks specific performance criteria to judge the outcome.
On one hand the county wants to build 28,000 new homes and on the other hand the
existing residence want to maintain the quality of life they have paid for through their
property taxes. The speculator who desires to have the agricultural zonin g changed to
accommodate the huge buildout is truly the only group who will benefit from this
manipulation. The policies fail to adequately establish a compensation method for
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communities who must sustain the burden of this land use speculation and the loss of the
Tural character.

In summary the proposed growth plan for WPAC will result in significant and
cumulative ‘inipacts on the habitat and species present in this area. The policies and the
growth plan fail to establish effective strategies to mitigate the impact. The overall land
use changes are do not quantify the impact of the proposed new growth areas on the
habitat and the species of concern. This plan requires extensive revision and significant
field quantfication before adoption.

Air Quality

The DEIR describes significant adverse impact on the air quality resulting from the
proposed growth. No other factor or issue discussed in the DEIR will have more
significance to the communities quality of life as the impact of the decreased ambient air
quality. The polices ,as stated in the Transporation/circulation policies, within the
planning document promote the further degradation of ambient air quality. The policies
fail to adequate establish performance standards based on air quality . The net result will
be significant setbacks in the quality of life within our communites air basin.
The DEIR failed to describe the number of deaths that will result from the increased air
polludon. The DEIR failed to quantify the emission factors related to the 60,000 new
vehicles within the air basin. The DEIR failed to quandfy and identify all air quality
impacts resulting from the proposed new growth. The policies failed to establish

performance standards to reduce the illnesses, injuries, and deaths resulting from the air
pollution,

If the Board of Supervisors is to approve the General Plan Update, many policies and
Planning decisions would have to be amended or deleted; critical issues cannot be
ignored. If such action could occur, however, it will require the preparation of a much
expanded EIR. The most important aspect of the Draft General Plan Update is the
assumed degradation of the wildlife habitat values within WPAC, which contains
valuable wetlands, riparian vegetation and abundant vernal pool stands. We are
requesting that the California Department of Fish and Game as well as the Federal Fish
and Wildlife Service seriously consider this area for protection for its resident and

migratory population potential. We are requesting a full reconsideration of the DEIR to
evaluate the impact on this open space.

-447-

H-2-23

H-2-24

H-2-25




Conclusions

After reviewing the entire DEIR in relation to the our community, we regretfully believe
that the County has abandoned this community to development interests without adequate
review of the factors relating to the i impact of their decisions. We believe that
development can occur with less environmental damage elsewhere.

The DEIR is inadequate. It fails to describe the areas of significant and unavoidable
impact in WPCA. It fails to address the specific CEQA requirements for impact
assessment. The General Plan Update will have extreme land use conflicts as the
proposed urban uses devastate the rural area and npanan/grassland/wctland habitat. We
believe the acres of grassland, marshland and riparian and vernal pool areas within
WPAC are of special significance and need protection under state and federal regulations
as well as Placer county policies It is unclear what public benefits could possibly justify
the bad planning decisions and significant and unavoidable impacts to WPAC and our
community as described in previous paragraphs. Hopefully these issues can be resolved.

%%& Lebrcle P

Mark W. Pheatt Belinda Paine
POBOX 334
Elverta, California
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H-3 Meadow Vista Municipal Advisory Council (11/08/93)

H-3-1.  Draft EIR Table 4-3 listing of widening of Placer Hills Road from I-80 to Combie Road should
not assume funding if relying on Winchester improvements

The table to which this comment refers is derived from the Placer County Transportation Commission’s
1993 Regional Transportation Plan. That plan identifies the cited roadway improvement as having
"assured funding,” but does not identify the precise source of this funding.

H-3-2.  Draft EIR should address decrease in desirability of housing in Auburn resulting from increased
commute times because of congestion in I-80

While such an analysis might be interesting, it would necessarily involve speculation and subjective
analysis that would be inappropriate in an EIR; particularly an EIR for a countywide general plan.

H-3-3.  Draft EIR Table 4-18 has incorrect information for Placer Hills Road; when information is
corrected it should be placed in correct table

The traffic forecasts on Placer Hills Road in the Final EIR are based on population forecasts of the
Meadow Vista and the Weimar/Applegate/Clipper Gap community plan areas.

H-3-4.  Draft EIR should address effects of development in Nevada County on Placer County roadways,
specifically State Route 49

The traffic forecasts on State Route 49 at the Nevada County line represent the Sacramento Area Council
of Government’s 2010 traffic forecasts at that location and thus reflect their estimate of the impacts of
Nevada County’s growth.

H-3-5.  Draft EIR should discuss use of untreated water and groundwater provided by private wells in
Meadow Vista area

The EIR’s discussion of water service is sufficient for the Countywide General Plan. A more focused
discussion, including use of untreated water and groundwater, should be included in the community plan

for the area, if appropriate.

H-3-6.  Draft EIR should discuss Meadow Vista community interest in evaluating alternatives to septic
systems

The specific discussion of alternatives to the existing on-site treatment systems in the area would more
appropriately be addressed at the community plan level or through the facilities planning process.

H-3-7.  Draft EIR should acknowledge localized flooding problems in Meadow Vista Downtown Area
The DEIR included such acknowledgement.
H-3-8.  Draft Plan should recommend development of a countywide trails plan

The County feels that the approach to assembling a countywide trails plan through the ongoing community
and specific planning process is appropriate and practical.
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H-3-9  Draft Plan should rely on private donations of land and funds for parkland and/or historical
properties

The County acknowledges that private donation of land for parks is possible, but does not feel it is
appropriate to rely on such donations as a matter of public policy.

H-3-10. Draft EIR should refer to ARD Master Plan’s assessment of current and future recreation needs
The EIR’s parks and recreation analysis is intended to provide broad overview of the potential demand
for park and recreation services generated by development under the Land Use Diagram. The more

specific planning continues to be the appropriate domain of the service providers, including ARD.

H-3-11.  Draft EIR should mention Meadow Vista as an area that will experience substantial development
(i.e., Winchester)

The development estimates prepared for the EIR recognize the development potential of the Meadow Vista
area, including Winchester.

H-3-12. Draft EIR should include a table listing or map indicating location of specific seismic and
geologic hazards

The suggested map appears in the Background Report. The Background Report is a formal part of the
EIR and the EIR text refers to the more detailed discussions of existing conditions in the Background
Report. While this may be inconvenient in some cases, it is more efficient and more practical than
repeating the background information within the EIR.

H-3-13. Draft EIR should include a table listing or map indicating location of high fire hazard areas

Refer to response to comment H-3-12.
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KOV Gy 1833
16103 Aurora Way
Meadow Vista, CA 95722

PLANNING BEPARTMENT November 8, 1983

Mr. Fred Yeager, Director

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B8 Avenue - Dewitt Center
Auburn, CA 95603 '

RE: Meadow Vista MAC Comments on the Draft
Placer County Generai Pian Update

Dear Fred:

On behalf of the Meadow Vista Municipat Advisory Council (MAC) and the Meadow Vista Community Plan
Steering Committee, we appreciate the opportunity 10 submit our comments to you on the draft Placer
County General Plan Update.

In general, we are encouraged by recent newspaper reports that the Board of Supervisors has increased
the review time for the Planning Commission and public to consider many of the complex planning issues
addressed in the General Plan. Since the Plan will govern the county's growth and development over the

next twenty years, we feel the extra review time is warranted and serves the best interests of all county
residents.

While the draft document discusses a wide variety of planning issues, we have chosen to limit our
comments to those issues applicable 1o the Meadow Vista-Clipper Gap Community Planning Area. It is
our expectation that the Meadow Vista-Clipper Gap Community Plan, now being prepared by the Steering
Committee and your department, will present a much more thorough discussion of community land use,
transportation, and other planning issues than found in the General Pian.

With this as background, we have prepared the foliowing comments on the Draft Policy Document and
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EiR). Page numbers shown in () refer to the policy document while
page numbers shown with 3 hyphen, such as 1-1, refer 1o the EIR.

Transportation and Circulation

1. Table 4-3 lists widening Placer Hills Road from 1-80 to Combie Road as a S4.4 million
project. Projects are included in this list based on *funds reasonably assured to come
available through stable funding sources currently in place.* If this project is based on
both Winchester improvements and establishment of a new Transportation Limitation
Zone (TLZ), neither should be considered a stable funding source currently in place. See
page 4-4.

2. Table 4-18 shows a dramatic decline in level of service (LOS) along I-80 between 1992
and 2010 (from B-E/F between Roseville and Auburn). Since many residents each of
Auburn commute to jobs in southwest Placer County or Sacramenito, the EIR needs to
discuss the negative impact a significant worsening of commute conditions would have
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Mr. Fred Yeager
November 8, 1993

Page Two

on the desirability of housing when commutes lengthen to one hour or more. See page

4-22.

- Table 4-18 also shows no increase in traffic on Placer Hills Road between 1992 and 2010

' =" and aLOS of *A*. Both the projection and current LOS are incorrect. The growth rate will

be significantly higher than zero, and the LOS for 1992 was not A,

Once the traffic and LOS projections have been corrected, Placer Hills Road needs 1o be
added to Table 4-24 showing roads with LOS D or worse in 2010.

Finally, there is no mention of the impact of projects in western Nevada County on Placer
County roads. The EIR should discuss the impacts of Nevada County growth plans and
designate State Route 49 as the only corridor for this development. If needed, Combie
and Placer Hills Roads should be specffically excluded as a potential access corridor.

Public Facilities and Services

1.

It would be helpful if the discussion about water service for the Meadow Vista planning
area included mention of the use of untreated water and groundwater provided by private
wells, See page 5.-9.

The discussion of Meadow Vista wastewater collection and disposal for the downtown
area should include the community's interest in evaluating septic system options. These
options include a community leach field, a sewer connection 1o the Winchester
development project, and construction of a small wastewater treatment plant. See page
5-32.

Due to heavy rains, the Meadow Vista downtown area, particularly along Placer Hills
Road, will occasionally experience localized flooding and the formation of large pools of
stormwater runoff. We would appreciate if the EIR would acknowledge these problems
and indicate the County's intent 10 find a solution.

Recreational and Cultural Resources

1.

The policy plan indicates that the county should prepare and periodically update a trails
plan in conjunction with each community plan and/or specific plan. While we support this
policy, we would recommend that a countywide trails plan be prepared to help coordinate
hiking, biking, and equestrian trail development in the county. See page (82). Perhaps
this should become an element of a County Park and Recreation Master Plan.

In discussing funding sources for the acquisition and development of parkland and/or
historical properties, the county shouid also rely on the private donation of land and/or
funds in addition to traditional public funding mechanisms. See page (79).

Meadow Vista relies on the Auburn Recreation and Park District (ARD) to provide and

maintain public recreation programs and facilities. ARD has recently adopted a park and
recreation master plan. The master plan adopts a standard of 5 acres of improved
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Mr. Fred Yeager
November 8, 1993
Page Three

parkland and S acres of passive recreation area or open space per 1,000 population. It
would be helpful for the draft EIR 1o refer to the ARD Master Plan and its assessment of
"current and future recreation needs. See page 7-3.

-

Natural Resources

1. Meadow Vista should be mentioned in the list of areas that will experience substantial

development. For example, the recently approved Winchester project will have an impact
on area natural resources. See page 8-3.

Health and Safety

1. Section 8.1 identifies various seismic and geologic hazards presented by development
under the proposed General Plan. Absent information contained in the Draht Background
Repon, it is difficult to determine whether any of these hazards and their mitigations affect
Meadow Vista. It would be helpful if the EIR contained a table listing or a map showing
the jocation of specific hazards, See page 9-1.

2. Section 9.2 identifies Meadow Vista as a very high fire hazard area. Development under
the General Plan would create substantial need for new or the improvement of existing
fire protection services. As with the comment above, it would be helpful if the EIR

contained a table listing or map showing the location of high fire hazard areas. See page
9-5.

Again thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft General Plan Update. Should you
have any questions or wish additional information, please contact us at (916) 878-7388.

Sincerely,
4‘\&— DCNZIQ& (?KP 6&6\&. K~ ; ;"‘ﬁﬁ\
Tom Denzier, Chairman Bryan Keith Porter, Chairman
Meadow Vista MAC Meadow Vista Community Plan
Steering Committee
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-4 Granite Bay Community Association (11/10/93)

H-4-1.  Draft Plan stream setback policies appear to conflict with Granite Bay Community Plan
policies; what other policies do likewise? Will the Granite Bay Community Plan be modified?

The County does not intend to make any substantial changes to the Granite Bay Community Plan in
conjunction with the Countywide General Plan. The County does, however, recognize that some changes

may be necessary to bring the Community Plan into line with the General Plan.

H-4-2.  Existing zoning will accommodate projected growth so Draft Plan new growth areas are
unnecessary

Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-4-3.  Development called for in Draft Plan would not provide primary wage earner jobs needed in
Placer County

Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-4-4.  Reliance on new development to balance government budgets is fiscally unsound
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-4-5.  Draft Plan’s identification of new growth areas is growth-inducing and unjustified
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-4-6.  General Plan should rely on infill development, directing urban growth to cities and rural growth
to unincorporated areas

Comment noted; no response necessary.
H-4-7.  Summary list of concerns
This list of concerns does not provide enough information to respond to.

H-4-8.  General Plan should consider existing residents first; everyone does not have a right to live in
Placer County

The General Plan includes policies and programs to protect current residents from the potentially adverse
effects of future development. Furthermore, the County is disturbed by the commentor’s assertion that
not everyone has the "right” to live in Placer County; on the contrary, the United States Constitution
provides that very right.
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Granite Bay Community Association

November 10, 1993

SANDRA HARRIS
Issuas Coordinstor

Mr, Loren Clark

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

RE: Placer County General Plan

Dear Loren:

Thank you for the opportunity 1o respond to the Placer County General Plan Update. The .

Granite Bay Community Association would like the records 10 show that we believe the
documents are confusing and full of conflicting information which makes it difficult 10

come 10 the logical conclusion that the plan has addressed the concerns most residents -

have about the impacts of designating new growth areas in agriculture land.

Public Works has stated that if the new town concept is adopied, existing general plans
will have 10 be revisited to look at road systems. The plan also recommends that all
stream setbacks in the county be 50 feet. This would be a change to the Granite Bay
Community Plan which was developed and supported by Granite Bay residents. What other
goals and policies in existing community plans will be changed? The Placer County
General Plan was not to tinker with existing general plans.

The designation of new populaiion centers in agriculture land when the current general
plan has enough zoning 10 accommodaie growth for 45/60 years is premature and will be a
degradation to the environment, create iraffic congestion, lower the air quality, and do
away with open spaces. Businesses which might have located in Placer County will be
driven away and the economic climaie of the County will suffer.

The population of Placer County is approximately 172,000 with the projected population
1o be 312,000 by 2010. The communities of Roseville, Rocklin, Lincoln, and Granite Bay
have general plans in place that will accommodate approximately 186,000 additional
residents and there is no pressing need 10 designate new growth areas at this 1ime.
Allowing new population centers in the southern portion of Placer County will have severe
impacts 10 the infrastructure, fiscal stability, and general plans of these communities The
proposed plan uses an artificial 40 year projection of need to indicate the need for
increased residential zoning by 2010,

Residential development and low paying retail and service type jobs endangers an area's
long term economic health and places an increased demand on all infrastructure. Creating
new population centers in the agriculture land is growth inducing and leap frog
development. The leading business in the County should not be the construction/housing
industry which does not pay its way, but non-development industries which have the
ability 1o provide primary jobs for long term economic survival.
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GBCA
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The creation of jobs is the first argument development interests use for building homes.

~ Despite its rapid growth this region has not provided enough jobs and in fact may have

promoted negative employment. Placer County's growth comes from migration and the jobs
situation has deteriorated under the rapid growth scemario. The construction jobs and
secondary retail opportunities do not provide the important primary jobs and continued
growth in Placer County of the wrong type will create fewer jobs and make it even more
difficult for existing residents to find primary employment.

Relying on new development 10 balance government budgets is fiscally unsound and part of
a vicious deficit cycle.  When the construction industry went into recession, governments
depending on construction activities began having deficits because there was no new
development 10 cover the underlying shonfall of prior projects which meant services had
to be cut. If new growth pays for itself, then government should not have fiscal reverses
when construction goes into a recession.  There is a limited amount of Jand that can be
developed and when the population doubles the deficits that roof lop development creates
will become even more critical.

Depending on the housing indusiry is growih inducing and has many environmental
impacts. Resources such as land and water are depleted, traffic becomes impossible, air
quality is degraded, more affordable housing is needed, social services are increased,
crime increases, schools are impacied, recreation facilities are impacted, existing
businesses are affected, agriculture is lost, primary employers shun the area, government
budgets operate in the red, government fees are raised, the quality of life decreases and
taxpayers are required 1o subsidize development,

The existing residents have and should expect that their rights be protected and
promoted. Designating new population centers is an artificial growth stimulus which
allows development to design the general plan rather than the plan designing development.
Placer Counly has aitracted many major land developers from other counties due to its
rapid population growth and these developers have actively panticipated in local politics.

It appears that three supervisors are directing staff's actions and the EIR has been written
10 justify a political decision.  There is little or no support for the new population
centers and the documents are replete with external conflicls. What criteria was used to
determine the new population centers? How were they selected? How substantiated?

Most of these concerns were passed on 10 the Board of Supervisors carly in the process by
residents and cily representatives, but the Board of Supervisors has continued to pursue
their initial decision of designating new population centers in agriculture areas and the
EIR is being used 1o justify that direction from the Board of Supervisors.

Infill development is a viable option which would 1ake pressure off agriculture areas, By
considering exiting residents and their needs, growth would be held to a reasonable pace
and Placer County would have a breathing space 10 catch up on the infrastructure needed
10 accommodate the rapid growth that has occurred here in the past 10 years.,  Urban
growth should be directed to the cities and rural growth to he unincorporated areas.

IN SUMMARY, GBCA'S CONCERNS ARE:

*Leapfrog development

-457-

H-4-3

H-4-7




GBCA
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*Zoning new areas for development when the general plan already has adequate areas
designated for growth to last for 45/60 years

-Impacts 1o existing communities including roads, schools, sewer, water, electric, air
quality, parks, recreation areas, libraries, etc.

«Iinpacts to Rocklin, Lincoln, Roseville, and Granite Bay which already have general plans
allowing - for approximately 186,000 new residents

»The growih inducing impacis of adding 35,000 dwelling units to accommodate more than
100,000 residents

 Traffic impacis to Granite Bay on Douglas, Eureka, Aubum/Folsom, Sicrra College, and
Roseville Parkway

*Impacts to the quality of life of residents living along these roads

*Funding for new roads and other infrastructure

*Changes 10 the Granite Bay Community Plan triggered by developing new growth areas
*Impacts the new towns would have on existing school districts

*Availability of water in a drought year and whether there is enough 1o sustain the gquality
of life of exisiing residents

*Impacts 10 exisiing recreation arcas

*The inconsistency of preserving the industrial area of Sunset while at the same time
expanding housing in the area

*The inconsistency of preserving agriculture areas while at the same time promoting
agriculture land as new growth areas

+Inability to preserve and protect agriculture due 1o the conflicis in the plan
*Inadequaie buffer zones between agriculture and proposed development
*Use of roads as buffer zones

*The inconsisiency of building near the landfill

*Not enough information addressing the impacts of all the new towns is provided in the
documents '

*Lack of public support for designating rew growth areas in agriculture land

*Lack of reasonable alternatives which are environmentally superior
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The Placer County General Plan should encourage development that doesn't promote

unmanaged growth but rather requires quality community development for long term

economic survival. Existing residents in Placer County should be considered first and the
protection of their quality of life should bave primary consideration. Everyone does not 1y.4.8

have the right 10 live in Placer County and the County does not have an obligation to
provide this opportunity. _J

Thank you for your time.

Very truly yours,

ol [P s,

Sandra H. Harris, Secretary
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume I1: Comments and Responses to Comments
H-5 North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council (11/10/93)

H-5-1.  Draft EIR is an incomplete document

Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-5-2.  Draft EIR lacks adequate no project alternative

Chapter 10 of the Final EIR describes the no project alternative.

H-5-3.  Draft EIR fails to adequately explain why impacts are unmitigable

Refer to common response #2.

H-5-4.  Draft EIR is a selling document pushing new urban development in new growth areas
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-5-5.  Draft EIR basically ignores part of county outside new growth areas

The Draft EIR addresses the entire county.

H-5-6.  Draft EIR ignores objectives and plans of cities in county

The Draft General Plan and Draft EIR are Placer County’s. They are not intended to address the
objectives of the individual and autonomous cities in Placer County. The Draft and Final EIRs do
anticipate continued growth in the cities consistent with their respective general plans.

H-5-7.  Fast track general plan process weakens public involvement

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.

H-5-8.  Draft EIR shows Route 102 despite County opposition

The referenced figure should not have shown the proposed Route 102 alignment; the Final EIR corrects
this problem.

H-5-9  Draft EIR triggers cancellation of Williamson Act contracts
The County does not promote the cancellation of Williamson Act contracts.
H-5-10. The Draft EIR is a weak, inadequate instrument for decision-making

Comment noted; no response necessary
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Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR
H-5-11.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR should provide a clear, easily understood guide for development
The County feels that the Policy Document and EIR are easily-understood and will be effective guides.
H-5-12. Draft Plan and Draft EIR should eliminate preselection of new growth areas

Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-5-13.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR should clearly show criteria for new development
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-5-14.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR should clearly show planning objectives for the current time period
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-5-15. General Plan Update process and schedule should invite and promote public input and
documents should be made available to taxpayers free of charge

Refer to response to comment H-5-7. The County is not in a financial position to subsidize document
reproduction costs, even for taxpayers. '
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COUNTY OF PLACER

NORTH AUBURN MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

P.O. Box 6983 » Auburn, California 95604

November 10, 1993

Larry Sevison Moy o L
Placer County Planning Commission RPN
.Post Office 108

Tahoe Vista, CA 96148 PLANNi®G pe=,

RE: Placer County Draft General Plan
Dear Mr. Sevison,
This Council (NAMAC) met on November 1, 1993 to promote a discussion and develop

comments on the Placer County Draft General Plan and draft Environmental Report.

Based on comments from the audience and the Council with an unanimous vote, the

NAMAC finds:
H-5-1
e is anincomplete document; -
—_
o lacks an adequate "no project” alternative; 55-2 _
H5-3
» fails to adequately explain why impacts are "unmitigable"; _H_'l -
~ -
¢ is a selling document pushing new urban development in four specific areas; 1_‘1;5-4
¢ basically omits that portion of Placer County outside of the four designated areas; E}'S
¢ ignores the various objectives and plans of incorporated cities within the County; .E:,S-G
* the "tfaSt track” process seriously weakens opportunity for, and the effect of, public E’JS_-,
input;
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¢ proposes to "by-pass"” present County policies, e.g. 1) shows State Route 102 on the
"new urban" areas illustration (County is opposed to State Route 102); and 2) triggers
cancellation of Williamson Act lands (an act designed to conserve farmland); and

« as a document for decision makers to use, it is a weak, inadequate instrument.

And, the NAMAC recommends the draft Placer County Plan and draft EIR be
restructured:

» to provide a clear, easily understood guideline for future County development over the
next 20 years;

« to eliminate pre-selecting new urban areas;

» to clearly show criteria for "new" development; (Note: on both of the above, the
existing draft "new urban" guidelines could be revised as new development in general
guidelines.) Such criteria would include directing new growth to within a city's sphere
of influence, using existing infrastructure, all major new development is to pay its
associated costs;

« to clearly show the planning objectives for the current time period. This would inform
Placer County decision makers and the public what is being planned; and

+ to adopt a schedule and process which invites and promotes public input. Documents
are to be made available at no cost to taxpayers.

Respectfully submitted,

S SV S,

Elsie Vickery
Chairman

EVir

cc: Ron Lichau, Supervisor
Rex Bloomfield, Supervisor
John Marin, Administrative Assistant
v Fred Yeager, Planning Department Director
Auburn Journal
Auburn Sentinel
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-6 Pleasant Grove Flood Control Committee (11/15/93)

H-6-1.  Development under Draft Plan will affect roadways in Sutter County, particularly Riego Road
and Highway 99/70

The Draft EIR assumes that the future Placer County road network will connect with roadways described
in Sutter County planning documents. While neither the EIR nor the Policy Document suggest the
development of a roadway the magnitude of the proposed Route 102, the EIR does indicate the need for
some major east-west roadways by the year 2040.

H-6-2.  Increases in traffic on I-80 will cause increases in traffic on surface streets in Sutter County and
therefore increases in harmful pollution

The EIR recognizes that development in Placer County will contribute to cumulative regional air quality
problems.

H-6-3.  Commentors suggest recapture of surface water run-off for water supplies and also groundwater
recharging systems

The Policy Document includes policies and programs addressing water resources, including water quality
and surface runaff.

H-6-4. Commentors have several objections to Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment Service Area
Master Plan EIR

Comments noted; no response necessary.

H-6-5.  Draft EIR Table 5-6 does not specify if flows cited are dry weather or wet weather
The Final EIR specifies that they are dry weather flows.

H-6-6. Commentors encourage reuse of treated effluent wastewater

The Policy Document includes policies encouraging reuse of treated water.

H-6-7.  EIR should cite need for mitigation measures

Refer to common response #2.

H-6-8.  SAFCA studies indicate major drainage problems, so commentors object to development in Dry
Creek, Natomas Cross Canal, and Cross Creek Canal watersheds

Comment noted; no response necessary.
H-6-9  Draft Plan and Draft EIR should address drainage at both local and watershed-wide levels

Section 4, Public Facilities and Services, of the Policy Document includes policies addressing both local
storage (under Stormwater Drainage) and systemwide storage (under Flooding).
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H-6-10. Policy should promote unified design of retention or detention storage systems, rather than
allowing a haphazard system to develop

The General Plan Policy Document includes a program (4.11) calling for whatever studies are necessary
to implement drainage improvements.

H-6-11. EIR should address cumulative impact of drainage improvements
Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-6-12. General Plan policies should address erosion problems, particularly as they affect downstream
properties

Comment noted; no response necessary.

H-6-13. Commentors recommend that Placer County cooperate by providing periodic updates on flows
and figures to use as early warning devices

The Policy Document includes policies promoting cooperation and communication with other public
agencies at all levels of government, including adjacent counties.

H-6-14. Commentors recommend that Placer County coordinate with its cities in addressing flooding
problems, including forming a joint powers agreement

The Policy Document includes policies calling for the County to coordinate its flood control planning
efforts with other local, state, and federal agencies.

H-6-15. Commentors encourage joint use of parks as habitat areas and as retention and detention basins
The General Plan Policy Document includes policies calling for the type of joint uses suggested.

H-6-16. Commentors recommend that County join with cities to address improvements required with
NPDES permits

The Countywide General Plan is not the appropriate vehicle for addressing the level of information
required for the filing of NPDES permits.

H-6-17. Agricultural land is good for taking excess water during winter months, so County should
preserve such land

The Draft General Plan includes strong policies supporting the protection of agriculturally-designated
land and recognizes the value of open space areas in the development of water resources.

H-6-18. County should enforce strict policies requiring a 1601 permit process
The Policy Document includes policies and programs to protect streams. It is the responsibility of the

California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) to enforce the provisions of the California Fish and
Game Code, include Sections 1601 and 1603 regarding streambed alteration agreements.
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H-6-19. General Plan should include an adequate and realistic transportation system plan to minimize
air quality impacts

The Draft General Plan provides opportunities for balanced development that would not require Placer
County residents to commute long distances, as many now have to.

H-6-20. General Plan will have growth-inducing impacts that will affect Pleasant Grove and Sutter
County

As described in the EIR, the Countywide General Plan is intended to shape the form of future development
in Placer County. The Plan is intended to accommodate growth, not to limit it.

H-6-21. General Plan will have serious impacts on creeks and tributaries, riparian wetlands, vernal pools,
and plant and aquatic life

The EIR documents the potential environmental effects of development under the plan, including impacts
on the areas the commentor mentions.

H-6-22. General Plan will have severe cumulative impacts related to flooding
The EIR does not conclude that Plan will have severe cumulative impacts on flooding.

H-6-23. Commentors recommend that Placer County join them, Sutter County, SAFCA, and Reclamation
Districts 1000 and 1001 to find solutions to regional flooding problems

The Policy Document includes policies calling for the County to coordinate its flood control planning

efforts with other local, state, and federal agencies. Accordingly, the County is available to participate
in such regional flood control planning efforts.
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Pleasant Grove Flood Control Committee

P.O. Box 721, Pleasant Grove CA 95668
Phone: (916) 655-3593 Fax: 655-3595

H-6

- November 13, 1993

Loren Clark. 3enior FPlanner
Placer County Plann:ng Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, C4 $35694

RE: PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Dear Mr. Clark:

The Pleassant Creve Flood (tcentrol Committee wishes to express
several concerns regarding the Placer (County Ceneral Plan Upagate
Draft Envircnmental [apact Report published October 1. 1993.

The areas w2 will be addressing are those that are in the
watersheds of Coon Creek. Aduburn Ravine. Markham Ravine, Pleasant
Grove Creek, and Curry Creek, and all other tributaries thar enter
the East Side Draln, the Pleasart Grove Cross Canal, which thereby
enter the Natomas Cross (anal to the Sacramento River. Srecific
developments mentlioned within tane JDrarft EIR are the New (Jrowth
Areas of Bickford Ranch, Plecer Vitlages. Stanford Ranch West, ana
\"'illages orf Dry treek. as weil as tne South Placer Cities of
Lincoln, Rocklin. and Rosevilie.

The exception mayv be the Villages of Drv Creek because the drainage
appears to be within the Dryv Creek Watershed, which flows Into the
Natomas £fast Main Drain. However. ror the same reasons, Sacramento
County should be concerned as well as residents of Rio Linca that
this development will have similar Impacts on that region.

Transpertaticn and Circulation

Sutter Count) rransportation records indicate that Baseline Road
entering Sutter Clounty is around 10,000 cars today. It appears
that the estima:ies on this maior artery have already increised
since 1930 Ly 250% 1n 3 vears. Is it possibie that rhe nurmbers
used are veryv Jconzervative, and shouid he re-exsmined. tons:cer
where Paseline XNcaa enters Suiter County and heccmes Hiego Koad.
" Riego Koad i3 cised 48 a local thkoroughiare ror pecpie liviug in
Sutter County 1acinding farm sguipment. Hue to curreant development
the increase in traffic ocn Riego foaa has already casused rumerous
rearrangements 15 SLop s:1Ins 'or safetr. In sddit:on, there are
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serious sarety risks assocliated with the larger volume of cars
trying to enter Highway 99/70 going southbound where traffic must
cross over two lanes of 99/70 without benefit of a stop light or
overpass. As development has increased in Placer County and the
Foothills, more motorists are taking shortcuts on local surface
streets. There was no mention of the proposed Interstate Route 102
in the Report. Are your planners are considering routing another
100,000 or more commuters on surface streets? Your report shows
that I-80 is already at gridlock, and will likely stay that way.

Air Quality - As I-80 traffic increases more, so will traffic on
our surface streets causing an increase in harmful pollution 1n
Sutter County and Pleasant Urove.

Infrastructure Chapter 3
Water Demand Projection

Table 5-1 shows a tremendous need for future water supplies. We
suggest that the recapture of surface water run-off for storage.
With new and stricter Water Quality standards, there will be
requirements to treat this run-off. There are also ‘options of
groundwater recharging systems.

Regional Wastewater Treatment

We have responded to Greg Gilannonatti, Placer County Environmental
Utilities regarding the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment
Service Area Master Plan EIR. The impacts on Pleasant Grove Creek
are tremendous. Qur objections include: increased flood risks,
pollutants, impacts on vegetation, effects on fisheries, summer
flows mixing with irrigation water supplied downstream, use of
treated water, monitoring and reporting of water quality testing,
destruction of oaks, riparian beauty/habitat, defined data on
releases/daily/monthly and more. Table 5-6 does not define if
these are wet or dry weather flows. Please clarify.

We also encourage the re-use of treated affluent wastewater and
recommend your planners require the large industrial users of water
find uses for the affluent discharges. There are many cities
designing buildings to use this water. Use of wastewater for golf
course irrigation would not be a benefit for lower releases into
the watersheds during the winter months.

The policy must include wording that affluent discharge will not
effect flooding downstream during wet days.

There will be a need for mitigation measures.
5.3 Drainage

The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency has hired two engineers to
prepare Flood Control studies on our watersheds. Joe Countryvman is
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working on the Dry Creek/Rio Linda/Elverta area, and is working
with Jim Schauf on the area of Pleasant Grove and the Cross Creek
Canal. These studies are due to be completed in February, 1994
with Alternatives for solutions. Some of your planners may have
already received some of the new data. Mr. Schauf has many
concerns. The biggest concern is that the Natomas Cross Canal is
running at capacity even during the more frequent storms. Because
this is the destination point of drainage from Placer County nortk
of Dry Creek, It Is a major problem. The 1increase in any.
additional velocities as well as volume can cause serious flooding
downstream. We must object to any development within these
watersheds.

We must look at the entire watershed as well as the individual
watersheds. As projects are spplied for and reviewed there must be
two policlies, one addressing the local drainage, the other the
entire system. These policies must include storage. In anv flood
control system, storage is the main ingredient.

The management of policies will become impossible if policy is to
allow each development to design their own retention or detention
storage systems. Mitigation measures will surely become more
expensive If policies allow a haphazard hazard system to develop.

Altering or enlarging bridges and culverts and improving channel
capacities may improve some areas, however not without 1ilmpacting
another area. The sizing and shape of culverts can alter run-off
velocities. Using a8 10’x10’ concrete box culvert will not slow
flows that would never fill the box. Any and all improvements for
drainage will impact those downstream. The cumulative Impacts must
be addressed with something as simple as a culvert size and shape.

Erosion must always be considered when earth is moved. There will
continue to be erosion problems further impacting properties
downstream. Continual maintenance with district fees should be in
place.

Cross Canal Watersheds 5-435

As data is compiled in the current Pleasant Grove Flood Control
Study, we will have more data, that may further define the figures
for storage. It is a very complicated system of creeks and
tributaries, some of which spill and spread over several thousand
acres almost annually. This General Plan with its growth potential
will Impact the Cross Canal as well as the Sacramento River and
American River.

We also would like a plan for early warning devices 1In the
watersheds on creeks that have and could become dangerous. ke are
installing measuring devices iIn our creeks now to keep records or
flows. We would encourage yocur Flood Control A4gency to do the
same. Periodic updates on flows and figures must be considered.and
the policies to address new findings.
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4s the impacts on development occur in the incorporated areass,
there will also be the incorporated cities contributing to impacts
as well. We would encourage your County Flood Control Agency to
begin coordinating with your cities a plan of action for this

.region, Including a Jjoint pcwers agreement similar to SAFCA. The

state as left us the job of dealing with our flooding problems
regionally. If your county iIs to continue to grow and prosper, it
must be responsible for its impacts.

Recreational and Cultural Resources

The General Plan will be defining open space designations. We
would encourage the joining of land for parks as areas to preserve
and restore habitat as well as acreage used for retention or
detention basins. Storm water management 1is feasible in summer
month recreation areas.

Natural Resources

Before Placer County is required to file a National Pollutant
Discharge Permit with the State Water Resources Control Board it
should consider within this General Plan those improvements that
will be required by law. There should be additional planning for
these systems.

Surface Kkater Quality will <continue to deteriorate in the
watersheds as more development occurs. Again, the regquirements of
8 VPDES permit will require improvements. The cumulative effects
could be addressed with the cooperation of the cities with the
county In a solution together. It may be more efficient for the
County to bring the cities into an agreement.

Agricultural Resources

Agriculture in the development area is good for taking some excess
water during the winter months. We encourage the preservation of
land that can hold run-off and recharge aquifers, as well as slowly
percolating rain water.

Land leveling practices can no longer fill in flood plains, as well
as alter stream beds, route water along roads, change channel
capacities, and more. Strict policies should be in force requiring
a 1601 permit process. The past mistakes of these practices has
had an impact in the watersheds, and remedies in some areas may be
needed.

Alr Quality

Alr Quality should be another major concern of Placer County
officials. The development in the foothills encourages commuters
to live farther and farther from their jobs. As more automobiles
use the surface streets in Sutter County, our residents will be
breathing the Carbon Monoxide. Your county is responsible for a
large increase in commuters traveling great distances to reach
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their homes. An adequate and realistic transportation system must

be develvped.

This General Plan Update has growth inducing Impacts that will
effect Pleasant Grove as a neigkboring community as well as Sutter
County.

'This Plan will also have several serious environmental impacts on
creeks an@-tributaries, as well as riparian wetlands, vernsal pools,
and plant and aguatic life.

This Plan will also have severe cumulative impacts relating to
flooding problenms.

We recommend Placer County as well as its cities Join with us,.

Sutter County, SAFCA and Reclamation Districts 1000 and 1001 to
find a regional solution for the flooding problems. Our committee
hopes that we can bring all of the agencies together to work on
solutions that will work for all of us.

We ask the Board of Supervisors to be sure that the policies
adopted and the issues that are addressed here are clearly
understood by all parties effected. Our committee must be
hotified of any changes are made in what the policies are or will
be in the future.

We are thankful for this opportunity to express our concerns and
objections. We encourage further dialog, as well as new ides and
solutions to a very serious problenm.

Sincerely, ] //:7

Cogrocr

Bobbi Coggins Carleen Sills
Chairman Vice Chairman Secretary
cs/pcgpucla
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

H-7 SORE (Save Our Rocklin Environment) (11/15/93)

H-7-1.  Draft Plan and Draft EIR are inadequate and incomplete and do not provide information
necessary to consider alternatives and mitigation measures

Comments noted; no response necessary.

H-7-2. Draft Plan and Draft EIR do not reference any air quality plans that comply with Federal and
State laws

The EIR acknowledges that development under the Draft General Plan will contribute to regional air
quality problems.

H-7-3.  Draft EIR air quality analysis methodology is inadequate

The County disagrees with this comment.

H-7-4.  Draft EIR does not document local and regional hot spot air quality problems

The EIR addresses air quality impacts at a level of detail appropriate for a countywide general plan.

H-7-5.  Draft EIR regional air quality analysis is incomplete and inaccurate because its assumptions are
inconsistent with other plans

The EIR acknowledges that the growth assumptions associated with the General Plan differ from those
prepared for local air quality plans; the Policy Document, however, includes policy and program
commitments that address the differences.

H-7-6.  Draft EIR does not document regional air pollution analysis in the same way Rocklin’s General
Plan does.

The DEIR’s air quality analysis considers this type of information, but the County did not feel it necessary
to document it in the level of detail requested.

H-7-7.  Draft EIR does not list sanctions that will result from not implementing effective implementation
measures and analyze their impacts

The Draft General Plan includes several policies and programs that will contribute to lessening of air
quality problems.
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SORE Save Our Rocklin Environment

Craig Wood
6050 Stone Hill Dr.

FLANNING CEF2STIAENT Rocklin, CA 95677
Placer County Supervisors and"F'JIanning Commission (916) 624 - 3709
Placer County Planning Department 11715/ ¢3

11414 "B" Avenue
~ Auburn, CA §5603

Subject: Placer County Ceneral Plan Update October 1, 1¢93 Documents -- Air Quality
Placer County Supervisors and Planning Commission:

~ The Placer County General Plan Update October 1, 1893 Documents including but not limited to the Draft

~ Policy and Draft EIR are inadequate and incomplete. Neither the decision makers nor the public can adequately evaluzte the
full accumulative harm that this project will produce due to incomplete information and the lack of adequate alternatives for

- preventing zir quality deteriorztion while providing for the transporiztion needs of the surrounding area. The EIR does not fully
and correctly provide the necessary information tase for rezsonable alternatives and mitigations to be evaluated.

| The project site is in an air basin region that hzas been legzlly noticed 2s a non-attainment area for air quality. Both Federal and

California State laws and reguietions need 1o be fully addressed in this £IR ang compiied with. The 1921 Air Quality Fian does
' not project an attainment date. There is no referenced air quaiity plan in these Placer County General Plan Documents which
complies with Federal and State laws. Without a full impact anzlysis, a plan and adequate mitigations this general plan and its
EIR is not legally adequate.

The referenced DKS traffic air quality methodogy is inadequate. Land use, vehicle miles traveled for speed ranges by emission

rates have not been proven to project accurate air quality informztion. Number of trips per housing unit is increasing due to but

not limited to elimination of school busing and cicser shopping centers which promotes more trips. LOS for traffic flow, number of
| stop lights zlso need to be documented as part of projecied air quziity information. The air quality methodogy has not been fully

disclosed so that the decision mzkers and the public czn fully review/audit the calculations. The conclusions are incomplete and
not supporied by adeguzte cocumentation.

The recent consultant work for the North Rocklin Traffic Stucy by DKS in 1963 clearly shows that there is a traffic flow problem in
the South Eezst area of Rocklin that will produce zn "F* LCS with the fully considered alternatives. Rocklin was advised in an
October 16, 1289 Memorandum from Noel A. Sanderson, Air Pollution Control Officer for Placer County, that in Rocklin “The
predicted czrbon moncxice (CO) levels zppear low, especially consicering the predicted "Level of Service® at local intersections®.
The memo no'ed the NCX znd ROG preblem being prozuced by Rocklin when czone standards are being exceeded and that
Rocklin's rice sharing ordinznce was not verifizble. Local 2nd regional hot spot air quality problems are not documented.

The regional analysis information is incomplete end inaccurate. For example the DKS North Rocklin Tratfic Study of 1223 does
not include the extension of Rocklin Road, the 1223 DKS Placer County sludy apparently includes the extension. The 1988
Placer County Regional Transportation Plan, page 36, specifies that Rocklin Road needs 1o be six lanes within the short term five

year planning period. The 1283 Rocklin General Plan hes mest of Rocklin Road zs four lanes with five lanes at the 1-80

uncerpass. This lack of planning consistency and completeness of the regional information is producing an inadequate plan and

EIH. A tratfic problem in one part of the counly can cause iraffic to back up into other parts of the county which is not
ocumented.

The May 1920 Technical Appendices for the Annotated Draft Environmental Impact Report for North Central Roseville Specific

Plan, included Table IV-4 on intersection Level of Service Definitions. This table included the "Stopped Delay" times for various

LOS. The 15 to 25 seconds wait times at LOS *C*, is being increased to 25 - 40 seconds at a “D” LOS, a 66% increase. In the

September 1220 in Rocklin General Plan on page 73, Policy 13, Rocklin changed its General Plan to allow "D" LOS in parts of the

City of Rocklin, which includes Rocklin Road. The 1863 DKS study indicates that upon build out an F "LOS" will be produced

without major improvements, the 60 + seconds LOS increase time is a 400% increase in potential pollutants from vehicles in the
| effecled area. Documentztion of these types of regional pollutants increases is not included in this EIR.

Placer County will not be complying with the Air Quality laws and the health and safety laws including, but not limited to HS 40910,
40911 and 40914, With high growth rates, such 2s Rocklin's rate in excess of 150% documented in the most recent US census,
by increasing traffic congestion and by not implementing effective mitigation measures, violations of law are likely to produce
| sanctions. This EIR does not provide a list of suggested sznctions and a analyze of their impacts, Placer County is contributing

to the harm of timber and forests on public and US lands in the Siera Nevada Mountains with its air poilutants., Placer County is

thus not complying with the Public Trust Doctrine.
‘ For Placer County to approve the present General Plan Update's EIR based upon the information provided would jeopardize
| the health and welfare of the people they represent,

| Sincerely,

| C‘wv:j C\)oog

Craig Wood,
| SORE Litigatigns Chairperson
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments

I-1 OCTOBER 14, 1993

I-1-1: Jim Bush, Placer County Office of Education: The EIR should include a section addressing
school impacts.

See common response #7.

I-1-2: Leigh Coop, Center Unified School District: The EIR should include a section addressing school
impacts.

See common response #7.

I-1-3: Patty Dunn, Planning Director, City of Roseville: The EIR does not include adequate mitigation

relating to infrastructure and traffic impact in Roseville. Comments also submitted in letter
form.

See comment letter A-3.
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Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR
I-2 OCTOBER 28, 1993
I-2-1: Jim Ricker: Various comments also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter G-2.

[-2-2: Mary Ann O’Keefe Stinson, President, Placer County Coalition of Community Associations:
Various comments also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter H-1.
I-2-3: Nick Alexander, Placer Villages: Various comments also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter F-6.
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Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

I-3 OCTOBER 29, 1993

No Draft EIR comments received.
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Volume 11: Comments and Responses to Comments Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR

14 NOVEMBER 11, 1993

1-4-1: Sandy Harris, Granite Bay Community Association: Various comments also submitted in letter
form.

See comment letter H-4.

1-4-2: Sharon Cavallo, Chair, Rural Auburn Preservation Society: Various comments also submitted
in letter form.

See comment letter E-4.

1-4-3: Linda Emerson, Robbins & Livingston (on behalf of Villages of Blue Oaks): Various comments
also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter F-3.

1-4-4: Dave Spannagel: The level of service criterion for determining impacts on rural roadways (LOS
B) should be reduced.

The impact criterion in the EIR is based on the Policy Document’s LOS standards. The standard to which
the commentor refers has been changed to LOS C (from LOS B in the Draft Policy Document).
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: Placer County Countywide General Plan Final EIR Volume II: Comments and Responses to Comments
I-5 NOVEMBER 18, 1993
1-5-1: Terry Davis, Sierra Club: Various comments also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter E-2.

1-5-2: Janice Palmer: Varions comments also submitted in letter form.

See comment letter G-3.
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