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LETTER 58 KRIS STEWARD, LAW OFFICES OF GEORGE E. PHILLIPS 
 
Response 58A:   The commenter represents the proposed Creek View Specific Plan developers 
and provides an exhibit showing the location of the project northwest of Roseville along Pleasant 
Grove Creek.  The comment is acknowledged.  
 
Response 58B:  The commenter asks whether the alignment of the alternative off-site water 
pipeline is inside or outside the boundaries of the proposed Creekview Specific Plan and wishes 
to know its relationship to the Placer Parkway alignments.  Commenter also requests that the EIR 
be modified to show the alignment in relation to the Creekview Specific Plan land use plan and 
identify biological resource impacts, if the alignment is within the Creekview Specific Plan area.   
 
The proposed water pipeline is currently shown passing to the west and to the north of the 
proposed Creekview Specific Plan area.  The alignment is consistent with an extended alignment 
of Watt Avenue and transitions to an easterly alignment north of the Creekview Specific Plan, 
consistent with a potential future alignment of Placer Parkway or the extension of projected 
roadways in Placer Ranch (University Boulevard or Placer Ranch Road).  The alignment at this 
stage is conceptual and subject to change.  A programmatic “Biological Resource Impacts” 
analysis of the conceptual pipeline alignment is contained on pages 6.3-6 and 6.3-7 of the 
Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 
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LETTER 59 WILLIAM D. KOPPER, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
 
Response 59A:   Commenter asserts that Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a through 4.13-1p proposed 
by the Revised Draft EIR “have limited, if any impact.”  The commenter provides no specific 
examples or reasons to support this assertion.  Notably, “CEQA does not require analysis of 
every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of 
reducing environmental effects.”  (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angles v. Los Angels 
Unified School Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 841, italics in original.)  The County believes 
that the Mitigation Measures proposed by the Revised Draft EIR would be feasible and effective, 
though no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level.   The County takes this opportunity to provide examples of the reasons that it 
believes the Mitigation Measures proposed in the Revised Draft EIR would be effective.   
 
AB 32 requires the Air Resources Board (ARB) to establish a statewide greenhouse gas emission 
cap for 2020 based on 1990 emission levels.  By June 30, 2007, ARB must identify a list of 
discrete early action greenhouse gas reductions that will be legally enforceable by 2010.  By 
January 1, 2008, ARB must also adopt regulations that will identify and require selected sectors 
to report their statewide greenhouse gas emissions.  By January 1, 2011, ARB must adopt rules 
and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in 
greenhouse gas reductions.  ARB is authorized to enforce compliance with the program that it 
develops.  ARB recently released its draft recommendations for discrete early emissions 
measures to reduce global warming emissions.  California Air Resources Board (Apr. 20, 2007) 
Draft Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate climate Change in California, 
<http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/2007-04-20_ARB_early_action
_report.pdf> (as of May 31, 2007).)   
    
Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a through  4.13-1j, as set forth in the Second Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR (SPRRDEIR), cross reference Mitigation Measures proposed by the Revised 
Draft EIR to reduce the project’s impacts on air quality.  It is well recognized that conventional 
air pollution controls measures have the co-benefit of reducing GHG emissions.  (See e.g. 
Climate Protection Campaign and the Community Clean Water Institute (June 2005) Report on 
the Integration of Air Quality Management and Climate Protection, prepared for the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District and the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency  
<http://www.recyclenow.org/AirDistrict-PhaseTwo061205.pdf> (as of May 31, 2007).)  For 
example, ARB’s draft recommendations for discrete early emissions measures lists the ten 
conventional air pollution control measures that are scheduled for rulemaking in 2007, 2008, and 
2009 as measures that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The Board included these 
measures in the report based on its determination that “conventional air pollution controls make 
an important contribution to climate protection.”  (Ibid. at Section 6.)  Because conventional 
pollution control measures also reduce GHG emissions, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.13-1a through 4.13-1j, targeted at reducing conventional air pollutants, will likewise reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project.  
 
Mitigation Measures 4.13-1k cross references mitigation measures proposed by the Revised 
Draft EIR to reduce the project’s impacts on traffic.  As discussed on page 4.13-16 of the Second 
Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, traffic calming measures reduce GHG emissions by 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 59-2 June, 2007 
Supplement to the Final EIR 

allowing engines to operate more efficiently and by making roads safer for pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1k would, therefore, serve to reduce the 
PVSP project’s impact on global climate change.     
 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1l cross references mitigation measures aimed at waste diversion and 
recycling.  Landfills are significant producers of methane gas, a potent GHG.  The California 
Energy Commission (CEC) estimates that methane emissions account for approximately 5.7 
percent of gross 2004 GHG emissions in California.  (California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (May 18, 2007) “Funds approved to cut Greenhouse Gas: Manual would guide landfills on 
how to cut emissions” <http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/PressRoom/2007/May/28.htm>  (as of June 1, 
2007).)   It is recognized that measures to increase recycling and waste reduction diversion will 
reduce GHG emissions by, for example, avoiding emissions from the energy-intensive 
processing of raw materials.  (Flex Your Power, How is California Government Responding to 
Climate Change? <http://www.fypower.org/feature/climate/ca_gov.html> (as of June 1, 2007).)  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.13-1l would, therefore, serve to reduce the project’s 
impact on global climate change.   
 
Mitigation Measures 4.13-1m and 4.13-1o are aimed at providing information on how individual 
members of the community may increase energy efficiency, conservation and carbon 
sequestration.  Individual choices can have important impacts on global climate change.  Indeed, 
Americans’ per capita GHG emissions are more 5.6 tons, more than twice that of Western 
Europeans.  (Union of Concerned Scientists, Global Warming: Ten Personal Solutions 
<http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/solutions/ten-personal-solutions.html> (as of June 1, 
2007).)  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.13-1m and 4.13-1o would encourage and 
educate individuals in the community on ways to increase energy efficiency and reduce GHG 
emissions, and would, therefore, help reduce the GHG emissions in the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan area.   
 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1n requires the Applicants to pay for an initial installment of Light 
Emitting Diode (LED) traffic lights in all Specific Plan area traffic lights.  Traditional traffic 
signals consume significant amounts of energy.  (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Jan. 
2000) Climate Change Technologies: Light-Emitting Diodes < http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globa
lwarming.nsf/UniqueKeyLookup/SHSU5BURD4/$File/light-emittingdiodes.pdf> as of June 1, 
2007).)  Approximately 30 California municipalities have installed LED traffic signals, which 
use much less power and last much longer than incandescent lights.  (Ibid.)  Because LED traffic 
lights are a known method of reducing GHG emissions, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1n would effectively reduce the PVSP project’s contribution to global climate change. 
 
Finally, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1p requires prioritized parking within commercial and retail 
areas for electric, hybrid and alternative fuel vehicles.  This measure is effective in that it would 
create an incentive for individuals to purchase fuel efficient vehicles.  For these reasons, the 
County the Mitigation Measures included in chapter 4.13 of the Revised Draft EIR will be 
effective.   
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Response 59B:  The commenter states that the mitigation measures encouraging residential 
homeowners to plant deciduous tress on the south and west side of homes is only advisory.  The 
commenter is apparently referring to mitigation measure 4.13-1b, which cross references 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b.   Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b sets forth a menu of options that the 
County must use singularly or in combination to accomplish an overall reduction of 10 to 20% in 
residential energy consumption relative to the requirements of State of California Title 24.  One 
of the measures listed is establishing tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant tree 
shade buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the buildings.  The County and the 
Applicants are committed to reducing energy consumption and GHG emissions under the 
proposed project.  For that reason, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b requires residential development 
to reduce energy consumption above and beyond the requirements of Title 24.  It is well 
recognized that programs that promote energy efficiency in residential design (as does Title 24) 
reduce energy consumption which in turn reduces GHG emissions.  (See e.g. U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Climate Change – What You Can Do: State Action Recommendations: 
California: <http://yosemite.epa.gov/gw/StatePolicyActions.nsf/exhibit?OpenForm&tier=0&stat
e=California&type=state> (as of May 30, 2007).   
 
The fact that Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b (and 4.8-3b) presents a range of options to reduce 
residential energy consumption by 10 to 20% above Title 24 requirements reflects the early 
phase of potential development of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  The proposed 
development is at a very early stage in the planning process, and, as such, mitigation measures 
proposed for the revised draft Specific Plan project are necessarily general in nature.  (See also 
Response to Comment 65G; see also Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992) 
5 Cal.App.4th 351, 376.)  If the proposed Specific Plan is adopted, the County will have 
additional opportunities, in considering individual projects (tentative subdivision maps, use 
permit applications, etc.), to translate the general mitigation requirements into more specific 
measures or conditions.  Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b (and 4.8-3b) would reduce GHG emissions 
associated with such site-specific approvals by requiring residential units to reduce energy 
consumption by 10 to 20% above the requirements of Title 24.  Although tree planting is just one 
of the methods by which this goal may be achieved, the end result would be the same.  
Accordingly, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b would effectively reduce GHG 
emissions associated with the proposed project.  No change to the EIR is necessary.   
 
The commenter states that the County “can require much more with respect to tree plantings to 
reduce CO2 emissions.”  In addition to mitigation measure 4.13-1b (discussed above), Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-1a establishes guidelines for County review of future project-specific submittals 
for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in order to reduce generation of air 
pollutants.  One such guideline is that all new parking lots should include the planting of trees 
designed to result in 50% shading of parking lot surface area within 15 years.   
 
The draft specific plan alternatives (base plan and blue print alternative), and their goals and 
policies regarding landscaping, are firmly based on the principles expressed in this request.  
These policies are included and addressed in the revised draft EIR.  The draft specific plan 
alternatives include plans for tree-lined streets and sidewalks, oak-grove open spaces, shade trees 
in proposed mini-parks and village centers, as well as several policies related to tree planting and 
tree preservation (see e.g. draft Specific Base Plan pages. 2-2, 2-3, 4-2, 3-13, 4-5, 4-6, 5-4, 6-2, 
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through 6-7, 6-14, 6-20, 7-18 and draft Specific Plan Blueprint Alternative pages 2-3, 2-9, 3-2, 3-
13, 4-1, 4-6, 4-7, 5-5, 6-2 through 6-8, 6-20, 6-26, 7-19, 7-20).  In addition, a recommended tree 
plant list is included as Appendix B to the draft specific plan alternatives.   
 
The commenter states that the County should “require all streets be planted with public or special 
district maintained street tress that will provide a canopy fully covering the streets within 15-20 
years” and that for wide streets the, the County should “require a center planting area to 
accommodate street trees.”  Policy 6-1 of both draft specific plan alternatives requires the 
County to develop and approve a Landscape Master Plan under which thoroughfares and arterial 
streets would be lined with rows of trees for shade will be planted in the medians and deciduous 
and evergreen canopy trees will be planted between curbs and sidewalks, with evergreen screen 
tress placed between sidewalks and residential walls.  Major collector streets would be 
landscaped with a 20-foot landscape setback area in which large deciduous canopy tree or other 
thematic landscape combination would be established per street.  The same tree or repetition of 
trees would be planted within landscaped area on both sides of the street at regular intervals for 
the entire road segment.  Minor collector streets and local streets would be landscaped with 
single, large deciduous canopy trees planted at regular intervals (at approximately 25-30 foot 
intervals or at a distance that provide appropriate spacing for the type of tree selected) on both 
sides of the street for the entire length of the road (Policy 6.6).  The rationale behind requiring 
trees to be planted at approximately 25-30 foot intervals is to create a shaded canopy along 
pedestrian travel ways.  (Policy 6.7) 
 
 The commenter correctly notes that the EIR requires street planting in parking lots that would 
provide 50% coverage in 15 years.  The commenter asserts that feasible mitigation would 
include planting twice the number of trees in parking lots so that there would be full coverage in 
15 years.  The commenter does not provide information on why a 100% canopy would be 
feasible.  A 50% canopy is consistent with the Sacramento Tree Foundation’s recommendations 
<http://www.sactree.com/aboutUs/programsServices/greenprint/greenprintToolkit/assets/Region
alCanopyGoalReport.pdf> (as of May 30, 2007) and other regional planning guides (see e.g. City 
of Davis Parking Lot Shading Guidelines and Master Parking Lot Tree List, 
<http://www.cityofdavis.org/cdd/pdfs/planning/forms/Parking_Lot_Shading_Guidelines.pdf> (as 
of May 30, 2007).), and would constitute a minimum coverage standard.  Requiring a greater 
percentage of canopy coverage would be infeasible because parking lot dimensions would have 
to increase in order to accommodate tree root zones (typically 1.5 times the tree canopy) and 
because maintenance expenses associated with doubling the number of trees would be excessive.  
The 100% coverage advocated by the commenter is on its face impractical and inconsistent with 
other considerations common to parking area design, including visibility, safety, and lighting.   
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not discuss as a mitigation measure the planting of 
groups of trees that have a significant impact on reducing GHGs by sequestering CO2.  As noted, 
the proposed draft Specific Plan envisions maintaining groves of trees that will aid in carbon 
sequestration.  For example, the Specific Plan area would preserve 709 acres of contiguous open 
space that will protect natural oak groves and include significant on-site oak groves.  (See e.g. 
Goals 3.4, 3.6.)  The commenter notes that redwood trees are especially affective at reducing 
GHGs and air pollutants.  The recommended plant list for the specific plan includes redwood 
(Sequoia sempervirens) for gateways and entries.  The proposed distribution for the redwood is 
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“large screen evergreen,” meaning that such trees are most appropriate where there is need for a 
significant (and tall) vegetative buffer.   If the County adopts either of the proposed specific 
plans, it will consider the commenter’s observation in its development of its Landscape Master 
Plan for the project. 
 
The commenter suggests that the EIR should consider as mitigation measure the planting of 
urban forests in areas within and around the proposed Project.  The commenter does not define 
“urban forest.”  Urban forest is generally defined as a collection of trees growing in an urban 
area and the plants that grow beneath them; the trees and associated living organisms in an urban 
area, or a dense, widespread growth of trees and other plants covering an urban area.  If 
implemented, the landscape and streetscape goals and policies included in the draft Specific Plan 
would provide a network of tree and plant growth that would meet the County’s understanding of 
the definition of urban forest.  No change to the Revised Draft EIR is necessary.   
 
To the extent that the commenter’s intent is to suggest that trees should be planted virtually 
everywhere within the project area (“the more trees the better”), any such suggestion would be 
infeasible for obvious reasons.  Although, as discussed above, trees will become very abundant 
throughout the project area as it develops, trees inevitably take up space, consume water, and 
require maintenance, and it simply is not practical to plant so many trees that they would 
interfere with other land uses or interfere with the ability, in some land use districts, to achieve 
“smart growth” levels of density and intensity of land use.  As the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments has informed the County on numerous occasions, such densities and intensities are 
considered desirable because they reduce long-term land consumption in the region, and reduce 
per capita vehicle miles traveled and energy consumption.  In other words, at some point, an 
attempt to create a dense urban forest in the midst of relatively dense or intense development will 
lead to a conflict with planning strategies intended to reduce GHG emissions.   
 
Response 59C:  The commenter raises concerns about the provision of park-and-ride lots.  The 
commenter is incorrect that, as mitigation, the Revised Draft EIR proposes 294 park and ride 
spaces.  The Revised Draft EIR analyzes the project as proposed with 193 park-and-ride spaces.  
The commenter is correct that the park-and-ride lots would serve a small portion of vehicle trips.  
These lots, however, are only one aspect of reducing vehicle use included in the Specific Plan.  
Other aspects of the Specific Plan that would reduce vehicle trips include a bike/pedestrian 
network throughout the plan area, reservation of right-of-way for light rail and a trolley and other 
transit facilities.  The commenter suggests that the County adopt as mitigation the provision of 
1,000 park-and-ride lots within the project area.  A provision of 1,000 park-and-ride lots would 
not be feasible.  In preparing the Revised Draft EIR, the County researched the number of park-
and-ride spots that would reasonably be expected to be used at build-out.  One-hundred-ninety-
three spaces represent a conservative estimate in that the actual number of spaces projected to be 
used is much lower.   In addition, the provision of 193 spaces is consistent with requirements 
imposed on the County by the Placer County Air Quality District (0.1% of the anticipated daily 
trips).  Implicit in the commenter’s suggestion is the notion that transit ridership would 
necessarily increase if only more park and ride parking spots were available.  The County is 
unaware of any evidence supporting such an assertion.  People use their own vehicles, rather 
than transit, for a variety of reasons, with the main one being the convenience traditionally 
associated with a personal vehicle.  While the County is sympathetic with the policy goal of 
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somehow enticing people out of their cars and onto transit vehicles instead, the County does not 
believe that “build it and they will come” is principle that applies in this situation.  If, over time, 
empirical data suggest that more than 193 park and ride spaces will be needed in Placer 
Vineyards, the County will retain the option, in considering individual site-specific development 
applications, to require small park and ride facilities within individual projects, to supplement the 
193 spaces that represent the minimum number within the overall project area. 
 
Response 59D:  The commenter suggests requiring the installation of solar water heaters for 
domestic hot water with respect to each house as a mitigation measure.  Mitigation Measure 
4.13-1b (cross referencing Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b) provides a menu of options available to 
the County that must be used singularly or in combination to accomplish an overall reduction of 
10 to 20% in residential energy consumption relative to the requirements of State of California 
Title 24, such as the installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems.  The County believes 
that a 10 to 20% reduction in average residential energy consumption is achievable and feasible, 
and that such a reduction would provide a meaningful reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.  
The applicant and the County will work together to identify the most appropriate means of 
achieving the reductions in energy consumption.  The best technologies and strategies for 
achieving the reduction will likely change over the lifetime of project construction and 
occupation.  Therefore, and in response to the commenter’s suggestions, Mitigation Measure 4.8-
3b is modified as follows: 
 

4.8-3b The following measures shall be used singularly or in combination to 
accomplish an overall reduction of 10 to 20% in residential energy 
consumption relative to the requirements of State of California Title 24: 
 

• Use of air conditioning systems that are more efficient than Title 24 
requirements; 
 

• Use of high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, 
including solar water heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, and 
furnaces; 
 

• Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems; and 
  

• Use of energy saving compact fluorescent light bulbs; and 
 

• Establishment of tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant 
trees to shade buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the 
buildings.  Use of deciduous tress (to allow solar gain during the winter) 
and direct shading of air conditioning systems shall be included in the 
guidelines; and 
 

• Other new effective technologies and strategies that become available 
during project development. 
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The commenter is also referred to Mitigation Measure 4.8-3k which also provides for new 
technologies and future feasible mitigation measures to be incorporated into the project.  
  
 
It should also be recognized that, as described in Section 4.13 of the Second Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, the State of California has taken a leadership role in addressing 
the trend of increasing GHG emissions.  Such efforts include, but are not limited to: 
  
• State of California Energy Action Plan:  California Energy Commission (CEC), the 

California Power Authority (CPA), and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
have adopted an “Energy Action Plan” (EAP) that sets forth a commitment to achieve joint 
goals for California’s energy future through specific actions.  The second EAP (EAP II) 
describes a coordinated implementation plan for state energy policies that have been 
expressed through the Governor’s Orders, public positions, instructions to agencies, 
legislative direction and other energy related policies.  (CEC et al., EAP II < 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/energy_action_plan/2005-09-21_EAP2_FINAL.PDF> (as of May 
30, 2007).)   The overarching goal of the EAP II is for California’s energy to be adequate, 
technologically advanced, affordable, and environmentally-sound.  One of the key actions 
identified by the EAP II with respect to renewable energy and GHG emission reductions is to 
implement a cost-effective program to achieve the 3,000 megawatts (MW) goal of the 
Governor’s “Million Solar Roof’s initiative.”   Another key action identified by the EAP is to 
establish a program to encourage solar hot water heating. 

 
• The California Solar Initiative (CSI):  California has set a goal to create 3,000 MW of new 

solar produced electricity by 2017.  This Initiative is administered by the CPUC.  On March 
2, 2006, the CPUC opened a proceeding to develop rules and procedures for the Initiative 
and to continue considering policies for the development of cost-effective, clean, and reliable 
distributed generation of energy.  On August 21, 2006, the Governor signed Senate Bill 1 
(SB 1), which directs the Energy Commission to implement the Solar Initiative program 
within certain budget limits and specific requirements.  CPUC rulemaking is currently in 
progress to reconcile its decisions with SB 1.  Current incentives under the Initiative provide 
upfront, capacity-based payment for new solar systems.  This incentive system will change in 
2007, however, into performance-based payments.  This shift in the incentive system has not 
yet occurred.   (Go Solar California, The California Solar Initiative 
<http://www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov/csi/index.html> (as of May 31, 2007.)      

 
• Title 24 Update:  Title 24 is revised on a three-year cycle.  The next update will be in 2008.  

It is widely recognized that Updates for the Title 24 Building standards will be an effective 
method by which the State may reduce GHG emissions.  For example, the EAP II (described 
above) directs the CEC to adopt new building standards for implementation in 2008 that 
include cost-effective demand response technologies and the integration of photovoltaic 
systems.  (CEC, 2008 Update to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards, 2008 Standards 
Background and Objectives  <http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/background. 
html> (as of May 31, 2007).)  Similarly, Executive Order 2-3-05, the Climate Action 
Initiative, identifies Title 24 Building Standards as an explicit strategy in a menu of actions 
that will be necessary to meet the goals of the Climate Action Initiative.   
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In recognition of the State’s ongoing efforts to reduce GHG emissions, the following mitigation 
measure is hereby added: 
 

4.13-1q:   The County shall monitor and support the efforts of the California Air 
Resources Board, the California Energy Commission, the California 
Public Utilities Commission, the California Power Authority, and any 
other State Agency charged with reducing California’s contribution to 
global climate change to formulate  mitigation strategies, if any, that 
may be implemented on a voluntary basis  by local government.  If and 
when any such strategies become available, the County shall condition 
site-specific approvals under the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan on the 
adoption of such measures if the County Board of Supervisors 
determines that such measures are feasible.  As used in this Mitigation 
Measure, “feasible” means: 1) the mitigation strategy has been 
successfully demonstrated in the same or very similar application; 2) 
the mitigation strategy has been demonstrated in a similar development 
such that application of the mitigation strategy to the Placer Vineyards 
site specific development is appropriate; and 3) the mitigation strategy 
is cost effective in terms of the number of dollars that would be 
expended per metric ton of GHG emissions reduced.   

 
In light of the foregoing, the County declines at present to go as far as the commenter suggests 
and impose an inflexible requirement necessitating the installation of solar water heaters on 
“each home” in Placer Vineyards.  Although, as is evident from the preceding discussion, the 
County is prepared to require the project proponents to achieve energy consumption reductions 
in residential uses of between 10 to 20 % beyond what Title 24 requires (with solar water heaters 
as one means of achieving that result), and is also willing to consider any future GHG reduction 
strategies that various state agencies may develop in the coming years, the County is not 
prepared at present to adopt a measure requiring all future Placer Vineyards residents to have 
solar heaters on their places of residence.  It may be that, as the state agencies focusing on GHG 
emission reduction strategies pursuant to AB 32 provide additional guidance to local agencies in 
the future, they may conclude that there are more cost-effective means than mandatory solar 
water heaters to reduce such emissions.  To the extent, moreover, that Title 24 may be modified 
in the future to require solar water heaters, any such new requirements presumably would apply 
to any structures within Placer Vineyards that had not yet received building permits.   
 
Because development in Placer Vineyards cannot commence in earnest until the proponents 
obtain their federal Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act approvals (a process that 
might take a year or more after specific plan approval), and because the build-out period for 
Placer Vineyards could be as long as 20 years or more, depending on market conditions, and 
because any new Title 24 requirements arising out of AB 32 should be in place in just a few 
years, there is a strong possibility that the vast majority of residential units built in Placer 
Vineyards will have to comply with any such new requirements.   
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Another factor of concern to the County is the prospect that it might impose on Placer Vineyards 
builders additional per-unit costs that competing builders within the same overall regional market 
are not required to bear, giving those other builders a competitive advantage over the Placer 
Vineyards builders, and creating the prospect of a patchwork of differing standards around the 
region or even the state.  Such problems would not exist, however, if the State were to impose 
new solar requirements applicable to all new residential development.  Under such a scenario, no 
jurisdiction could gain an advantage over another; and the building industry would not face a 
patchwork of different rules on solar power in different local jurisdictions in the region and the 
state as a whole.  
    
Response 59E:  The commenter refers to an article from the Seattle Times dated March 31, 2007, 
discussing a development that will result in zero energy homes.  Notably, as described by the 
Seattle Times article attached to the comment letter, only 2000 zero-energy homes have been 
built in the United States since 2003.  To the extent that the commenter is suggesting that the 
County add a Mitigation Measure requiring zero energy homes, the County responds that such a 
measure would be infeasible for the same reasons discussed in Response to Comment 59D.   
 
The commenter states that, although zero energy homes may not be feasible for the project, the 
installation of solar electric panels on each house is feasible.  The commenter notes that the cost 
per home would be approximately $23,000.00 dollars.  After the initial cost of installation, 
energy costs associated with each unit would be reduced thereby lowering carrying costs.  As 
noted, the Revised Draft EIR identifies installation of solar panels as one of the measures that 
could be imposed to achieve the 10 to 20% reduction in residential energy consumption relative 
to the requirements of Title 24.  A mitigation measure demanding solar panels for each unit 
would, however, be infeasible for the same reasons a mitigation measure demanding solar water 
heaters for each unit would be infeasible.  See Response to Comment 59D. 
 
Response 59F:   Commenter suggests that project developers can be required to purchase offsets 
by financing windmill production of electricity to offset the project’s contribution to greenhouse 
gas emissions.  The commenter does not provide any examples programs that would allow 
project developers to purchase such off-sets or finance windmill production or any evidence that 
such a measure would be feasible.   The applicants have researched the availability of such 
programs and have been unable to identify any such program.  Notably, AB 32 permits ARB to 
adopt a market-based cap and trade system with associated limits on the State’s greenhouse gas 
sources.  If ARB adopts a cap and trade strategy for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the 
County will consider that program pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.13-1q.  Such a program 
may include a requirement for developers of local projects to purchase energy offsets.  (See also 
Response to Comment 59D.) 
  
Response 59G:  Commenter suggests that feasible mitigation would include requiring all light 
bulbs in all houses to be energy saving compact fluorescents.  The commenter provides no basis 
as to why such a measure would be feasible, and as such, it is difficult to respond to the 
commenter’s suggestion.  Even so, however, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b has been modified to list 
the use of compact fluorescent light bulbs as a mechanism for achieving the required 10 to 20% 
reduction in overall residential energy consumption relative to Title 24 requirements.   As noted 
in Response to Comment 59B, the project is at an early stage in the planning process.  If the 
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County Board of Supervisors approves the Specific Plan, build-out would not be complete until 
at least 25 years after the approval.  At this early stage in the development process, it is 
impossible to determine which mitigation measures would produce the greatest GHG emission 
reductions in relation to costs and which energy saving technological advances would be most 
appropriate for development under the proposed Specific Plan.  For that reason, the menu of 
options provided by Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b that, if implemented, will result in a 10 to 20% 
reduction in residential energy consumption above Title 24 requirements, is the most appropriate 
way to incorporate energy saving technologies, such as compact fluorescent light bulbs, into 
mitigation for the PSVP project.   See also Response to Comment 59D.     
 
Response 59H:  Commenter suggests that Placer County should be required to purchase only 
hybrid service vehicles for the Placer Vineyards area.  The commenter does not provide any facts 
or evidence detailing the extent to which requiring the purchase of hybrid service vehicles would 
reduce the project’s impact on global climate change.  Rather, the commenter notes, in general 
terms, that requiring the County to purchase only hybrid service vehicles for the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan area would reduce both CO2 emissions and other air pollutant emissions.  
The County believes that requiring the purchase of hybrid service vehicles is not an appropriate 
measure for a Specific Plan proposal, and would best be suited for the County’s General Plan 
Update or some similar legislative process dealing with the County’s own practices, as opposed 
to the regulation of private sector activities.  The Specific Plan is a private development 
application in the sense that the property owners are private individuals and companies.  County 
action on a private development proposal for a small portion of the County is not an appropriate 
vehicle for adopting policies requiring the County to changes its own practices, which 
presumably would be applicable County-wide.   
 
More importantly, there is no overall practical and cost-effective guide, including best 
management practices, for local governments to reduce GHG of public fleets.  As described in 
Section 4.8 of the Revised Draft EIR, at a local level, air quality is managed through land use 
and development planning practices that are implemented by Placer County, and through 
permitted source controls that are implemented by the PCAPCD.  The PCAPCD is also the 
agency responsible for enforcing many federal and State air quality requirements, and for 
establishing air quality rules and regulations.  To date, the PCAPCD has not been required to 
implement or enforce any air quality requirements related to GHG emissions.   
 
Significantly, measures included in the PCAPCD’s Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) include 
measures that would promote the same type GHG emission reductions and other air pollutant 
emissions that the commenter suggests a hybrid fleet would promote.  In particular, the AQAP 
measures include: 
 
• Area-wide carpool/vanpool matching and assistance; 

• City or County trip reduction ordinances; 

• In new developments, provision of bikeways and bicycling support facilities and amenities 
such as sidewalks, adequate crosswalks, and building entries near sidewalks rather than 
behind large parking lots; 
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• Use of alternative motor fuels and energy sources; 

• Jobs-housing balance requirement for new developments; 

• Mixed use land use requirement; 

• Transit service expansion and operational changes; 

• Parking space limitations; and 

• Suburban fringe area park-and-ride lots.   
  

At present, the PCAPCD have a policy relating to the purchase of hybrid service vehicles.  
Because it is not known to what extent requiring hybrid service vehicles in the project area 
would reduce the project’s impact above and beyond the measures identified by the AQAP, the 
County believes that the measure proposed by the commenter is not feasible.       
 
Response 59I:  Commenter suggests that the County should adopt a ban on the use of gas 
powered lawn mowers and gardening equipment as a CC&R in the Project area.  The commenter 
does not provide a factual basis as to why a ban on gas powered mowers and gardening 
equipment as a CC&R would be a feasible and/or effective mitigation measure for the PVSP 
project’s impact on global climate change.  For the same reasons discussed in Responses to 
Comments 59D and 59H, a CC&R requiring a ban on the use of gas powered law mowers and 
gardening equipment is infeasible.  In addition, many homeowners are expected to hire private 
landscape maintenance companies to mow their lawns.  Because such companies use their own 
equipment, and because neither State law nor local ordinance prohibits the use of gasoline 
powered equipment, any measure requiring only electric lawnmowers would be unenforceable.  
However, to encourage the use of electrically powered equipment and to make such usage 
feasible in the future, Revised Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c is herby amended as 
follows: 
 

4.8-3c Promote a reduction in residential emissions through implementation of 
the following measures: 

 
• Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, or similar wood-

burning devices.  Homes may be fitted with UL rated natural gas 
burning appliances if desired.  This prohibition shall be included in 
any CC&Rs that are established. 

 
• Encourage the installation of conveniently located electrical outlets 

within the front, side, and rear yards of all residential structures, as 
appropriate, to support the use of electrical landscaping equipment.    

 
The commenter is also referred to Mitigation Measure 4.8-3k wherein new technologies and 
future feasible mitigation measures may be incorporated into the project.  
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Response 59J:   Commenter objects to omission of a Roseville AM peak analysis in the Second 
Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  As described in Response to Comment 15EE of the 
Final EIR, the Roseville General Plan is specific to operations of its signalized intersections 
during the PM peak hour.  Although the commenter suggests that the City is ”silly” to proceed in 
this fashion, the adopted City of Roseville General Plan, 2002, on page III-14 states that:  “In 
Roseville, levels of service are measured during a weekday afternoon peak period since it 
generally represents the highest hour for overall traffic volumes during the week.”  Further, 
Circulation Element Policy “1.” provides as follows:  “Maintain a level of service (LOS) “C” 
standard at 70 % of all signalized intersections and roadway segments in the City during the p.m. 
peak hours.” (Emphasis added).  Because the General Plan provides the threshold for 
determining when a potentially significant impact may occur, the AM peak analysis would be 
useless information that would play no role in guiding future decisionmaking.   
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(b) provides that “Thresholds of significance to be adopted 
for general use as part of the lead agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by 
ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be 
supported by substantial evidence.”  The current threshold used by the City of Roseville (and by 
the County for impacts within the City of Roseville) meets this standard.  No similar threshold 
exists for AM traffic analysis within the City of Roseville. 
 
Response 59K:   Commenter states that the analysis of the grade crossing of Riego Road over the 
UPRR tracks is inadequate, and that the Federal Railroad Administration’s procedure for 
estimating the number of accidents should have been used. 
 
As stated on page 4.7-26 of the Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, the rail 
crossing has warning lights and crossing gates, which would be used to keep the tracks clear of 
vehicles when trains come.  These features can be coordinated with the signals at the nearest 
intersection to ensure that there is time for the intersection and tracks to clear before a train 
passes.  The PUC must issue a permit for any modification at any grade crossing under Public 
Utilities Code Sections 201-1205. Therefore, when the crossing is widened, the PUC will 
determine if such features are adequate for the widened road, or if a grade separation is 
necessary.   
 
For a discussion of the Federal Railroad Administration’s “Gradedec.net”, please see Response 
to Comment 38C in the Final EIR.  As noted in that response, Gradedec.net analyzes the costs 
and benefits of a grade separation, but does not provide thresholds to determine when a grade 
separation is warranted.   
 
Please also see Responses to Comments 63A and 63B. 
 
Response 59L:   Commenter claims that EIR is based on faulty traffic forecast data.  The 
comments are a restatement of comments made on the Revised Draft EIR and Final EIR.  See 
Final EIR Responses to Comments 15FF, 15HH, 15II, and 15JJ.  Also see Responses 3L-MM, 
3L-NN, and 3L-TT herein.  
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Response 59M:   Commenter claims that EIR remains inadequate.  Comment noted.  The County 
disagrees and is of the opinion that all of the commenter’s many and repetitive comments have 
been responded to in a manner consistent with the intent and purpose of CEQA.  
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LETTER 60 BRIAN C. MARTIN, P.E., DIRECTOR OF TECHNICAL SERVICES, PLACER COUNTY WATER 
AGENCY (PCWA) 

 
Response 60A:   Commenter describes circumstances regarding California American Water 
Company’s obligation to construct a water storage tank and notes that because the tank has not 
been constructed to date, a higher instantaneous flow rate is required.  Comment noted.  
Calculations used in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR assumed that the tank would 
be in place.  It is the County’s understanding that tank construction completion is now targeted 
for 2009, which is consistent with the earliest projected date for housing construction within the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project area.  See also Response to Comment 60C. 
 
Response 60B:   Commenter requests that the 10 MGD limitation on PCWA water deliveries 
through the Roseville-owned system be identified as “instantaneous flow”.  Comment noted.  
The first sentence of the second complete paragraph on page 4.3-5 of the Second Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:   
 

There is a 10 MGD instantaneous flow limitation on PCWA water deliveries 
through the Roseville-owned system. 

 
Response 60C:   Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) states that the amount of water available 
from PCWA’s supply delivered through City of Roseville infrastructure should be reduced from 
8.15 million gallons a day (MGD) to 6.41 MGD, because, pursuant to the terms of the wheeling 
agreement between PCWA and the City of Roseville, there is a 10 MGD “instantaneous” flow 
limitation on PCWA water deliveries from the pipeline rather than a limitation based on peak 
day demand.  
 
Based on a July 2006 peak day flow rate of 1.85 MGD (equivalent to an instantaneous flow of 
1,280± gallons per minute (GPM)), the available capacity from the 10 MGD supply (equivalent 
to an instantaneous flow of 6,940 ± GPM) was calculated to be 8.15 MGD.  However, additional 
review of the July 2006 flow data reveals that maximum instantaneous flow rates of 2,490± 
GPM occurred during the month.  Using the “instantaneous” flow limitation, there is 
approximately 4,450± GPM (6,940 GPM less 2,490 GPM) of remaining capacity available from 
the pipeline. The instantaneous flow rate of 4,450± GPM converts to a daily flow rate of 6.41± 
MGD. 
 
The Placer County Water Agency currently wholesales the majority of its water supply taken 
from the 10 MGD source to the California American Water Company (CalAm). The agreement 
between PCWA and CalAm requires CalAm to provide and operate storage facilities as 
necessary to meet peak customer demands not provided for by the maximum instantaneous flow 
rate. To date CalAm has not constructed the required water storage facilities and is instead 
utilizing pipeline capacity to meet peak flow demands, resulting in higher “instantaneous” flows 
from the 10 MGD supply. 
  
CalAm is currently designing storage facilities that are intended to be constructed in 2008 with 
completion and operation in 2009. When the facilities are operational, the instantaneous flows in 
the 10 MGD supply pipeline should be reduced and capacity available from the supply restored. 
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Commencement of infrastructure construction and initial water demands within the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan Area are projected to begin in 2009, after the storage facilities are 
constructed.  
 
If for some reason CalAm does not meet its contractual obligations and construct storage 
facilities in a timely manner, the secondary initial surface water supply or alternative supply 
identified in the Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR would be utilized sooner than 
originally anticipated to augment water supply to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. 
 
Response 60D:   Commenter requests minor changes to the description of modifications required 
at the Foothill Water Treatment Plant.  Comment noted.  The first full paragraph on page 4.3-6 of 
the Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR is hereby modified as follows: 
 

PCWA is currently designing a method to increase water treatment capacity at its 
Foothill Water Treatment Plant.  By making piping modifications and increasing 
the filtration rate from 5 GPM to 6 GPM the initial phase (the first 15 MGD) of 
the plant is capable of treating an additional 3 MGD.  This would increase the 
Foothill Water Treatment Plant to 58 MGD.  This additional treatment rate was 
tested over a three year period, then and needs to be reviewed and approved by 
the State of California Department of Health Services.  To deliver the increased 
capacity, PCWA needs to construct 400-500 linear feet of transmission piping 
within the existing footprint of the Foothill Water Treatment Plant.  The pipeline 
construction is expected to be complete in 2008. 
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LETTER 61 MARK MORSE, ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR, CITY OF ROSEVILLE COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

 
Response 61A:   Commenter notes that the alignment of the proposed future alternative offsite 
utility corridor passes through areas for which preliminary planning is currently underway for 
development project.  Comment noted.  All of the projects referenced by the City are shown on 
Figure 4.1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR with the exception of “Brookfield,” for which a map was 
not available at the time of Revised Draft EIR publication.  It is the County’s understanding that 
Brookfield would be located north of the Creekview Specific Plan.  The proposed pipeline will 
be ultimately be constructed by PCWA.  The alignment shown in the Second Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR is conceptual and subject to change as more specific planning 
for the route is performed by PCWA. 
 
Response 61B:   Commenter notes the need for additional water storage to realize the 8.15 MGD 
capacity available through the Roseville water conveyance system.  See Responses to Comments 
60A and 60C.  
 
Response 61C:   Commenter discusses the Folsom Reservoir alternative water supply appearing 
on page 6.3-16 of the Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  This alternative was 
carried forward because it appeared in the original Draft EIR, based on work then in progress 
(2001-2004).  It is recognized that this is no longer a preferred option, but in order to provide full 
disclosure of all water supply possibilities, it was left in the analysis.  It is not intended that 
existing Roseville pipelines would be used under this option.  It is assumed that new pipelines 
and pump stations would be necessary, in some cases paralleling existing Roseville facilities.  
Other information appearing in the EIR was taken directly from the Sacramento River Water 
Reliability Study Initial Alternatives Report and reflects the description therein. 
 
Response 61D:  Commenter expresses willingness to continue to work with the County in 
accordance with the Settlement Agreement.  Comment noted.  The County is proceeding with the 
expectation that all identified impacts on the City of Roseville have been addressed. 
 
 



May 16, 2007 

Maywan Krach 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
Environmental Coordination Services 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn CA 95603 

Re: Placer Vineyards Second Partially Re-circulated Revised Draft EIR  

Dear Mr. Krach: 

Sutter County thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the above listed project.

As you are aware, Sutter County has previously expressed concern about the unmitigated 
traffic impacts this project could have upon roadways in our jurisdiction. Our concern 
continues in this revised project. Sutter County offers the following comments. 

1. The EIR inadequately concludes the traffic impacts in Sutter County from the 
project as significant and unavoidable because the improvements set forth in the 
mitigation measures lie outside the jurisdiction of Placer County and Placer 
County cannot compel Sutter County to make the needed improvements.  Sutter 
County contends that any traffic impact mitigation measures necessary in Sutter 
County as a result of the project are the immediate responsibility of Placer 
County and Placer County’s reliance on future uncertain Sutter County projects 
with potentially overlapping traffic impacts is not sufficient mitigation of the 
impacts from this project.  Placer County should provide adequate mitigation now 
for the traffic impacts in Sutter County and negotiate with Sutter County for 
reimbursement from future applicable Sutter County projects. 

2.  The new traffic signals on Riego Road (under existing plus approved) will impose 
an annual maintenance burden on Sutter County unless and until the Sutter 
Pointe Specific Plan is approved by Sutter County.  A funding mechanism needs 
to be established to pay for the annual maintenance of these new signals on 
Riego Road until such time as additional development is established in south 
Sutter County.

3. Signalization of Pacific Avenue and Riego Road has not been adequately addressed. 
Protected east bound turns from Pacific Avenue and north bound turns from Riego 
Road with Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA)  trucks would be difficult to 
impossible to negotiate (this is a designated T-Route) during peak hour traffic. 

SUTTER COUNTY
COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

1130 Civic Center Boulevard  Yuba City, CA 95993   (530) 822-7400  FAX: (530) 822-7109 

Animal Control
Building Inspection 
Emergency Services  
Environmental Health   
Fire Services  
Planning

Larry Bagley, Director 
Randy Cagle, Ass’t. Director, 
    Permitting Services 
Vacant, Fire Services 
John DeBeaux, 
    Emergency Services
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4. An increase in roadway capacity for Riego Road, County Bridge #18C0050, the 
bridge that crosses Reclamation District 1000 canal west of Pacific Road and the 
Union Pacific rail line have not been sufficiently addressed in the existing plus 
cumulative project scenario as we have previously expressed. 

5. Sutter County requests that negotiations commence immediately on the Specific 
Plans "fair share" contributions, since Sutter County cannot know if impacts will be 
mitigated until a "legally enforceable" funding agreement is negotiated. Sutter County 
requests the adoption of the final EIR be delayed until successful negotiations have 
been concluded and a Funding Agreement has been adopted by both counties. 

Sutter County contends that Placer County is responsible for fully mitigating traffic impacts 
resulting from Placer County projects upon Sutter County roadways. If the Sutter Pointe 
Specific Plan is not approved, then Placer Vineyards is responsible for paying for all 
necessary road improvements to Sutter County roads that are impacted by the Placer 
Vineyards project.

In summary, Sutter County has grave concerns about the inadequacy of the EIR and 
mitigation measures proposed.  Sutter County objects to the adequacy of the EIR, the 
adequacy of Placer County’s responses to our comments, the approval and certification of 
the EIR and approval of the project.  We request that sufficient time be provided for 
resolution of the traffic impact issues between our counties.  Sutter County will not accept 
inadequately mitigated effects from this project.

Please provide our office with all future notices regarding this project.

Sincerely,

Doug Libby, AICP 
Senior Planner 

DL:rlb

cc: Al Sawyer, Assistant Public Works Director 
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LETTER 62 DOUG LIBBY, AICP, SENIOR PLANNER, SUTTER COUNTY COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT 

 
Response 62A:   Commenter states that the EIR conclusion that traffic impacts in Sutter County 
are significant and unavoidable because they are outside the jurisdiction of Placer County is not 
adequate.  Placer County is not aware of any mechanism whereby it can cause improvements to 
be made in another jurisdiction.  Nonetheless, the Revised Draft EIR (including the first and 
second partially recirculations) recognizes that there will be impacts in Sutter County due to the 
Proposed Project.  Impacts are quantified and mitigation measures are identified (see Impacts 
4.7-7, 4.7-8, 4.7-17 and 4.7-18).  Placer County is prepared to require the project applicant to 
fund the project’s fair share of improvements if and when Placer County and Sutter County enter 
into a reciprocal agreement, as called for by Mitigation Measure 4.7-2(a).  Because such an 
agreement has not yet been made, and Placer County cannot compel Sutter County to construct 
the improvements needed to mitigate project impacts, regardless of funding source, the impacts 
on Sutter County are considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 62B:  Commenter states that the traffic signals to be constructed on Riego Road would 
impose an annual maintenance burden on Sutter County unless and until the Sutter Pointe 
Specific Plan is approved.  Please see Final EIR Response to Comment 38B. 
 
Response 62C:  Commenter states that northbound turns from Riego Road to Pacific Avenue 
would be difficult for trucks to negotiate during the peak hour, so signalization of the intersection 
has not been adequately analyzed.  The California MUTCD (Manual Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices) does not have a provision for lowering the volume requirements to justify the 
installation of a traffic signal due to “significant” truck traffic.  Furthermore, most southbound 
traffic would be turning right, and could be accommodated by a right turn lane with an 
acceleration lane, so the full southbound traffic volume should probably not be used in the signal 
warrant analysis. 
 
Response 62D:  Commenter states that effects on a Reclamation District 1000 canal and the 
UPRR rail line of the increased roadway capacity for Riego Road has not been adequately 
addressed.  Widening of Riego Road is not needed under Existing plus Project conditions, as 
discussed in Impact 4.7-7.  Under Cumulative conditions, it is assumed that Riego Road would 
be widened to six lanes with or without the Proposed Project.  The UPRR crossing and the bridge 
would be addressed when Riego Road is widened.  Please also see Final EIR Response to 
Comment 59K. 
 
Response 62E:  Commenter requests that negotiations begin immediately on the Proposed 
Project’s fair share contribution to mitigation measures in Sutter County.  Placer County is ready 
to begin discussions with Sutter County at any time.  Please see Response to Comment 62A. 
 
Response 62F:  Commenter states that Placer County is responsible for fully mitigating traffic 
impacts from Placer County projects and that if Sutter Pointe is not approved, then Placer 
Vineyards would be responsible for funding all necessary road improvements on Sutter County 
roads affected by the Proposed Project.  As discussed in Response to Comment 62A, Placer 
County is prepared to require that the project applicant pay its fair share toward the identified 
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mitigation in Sutter County once an agreement with Sutter County has been reached.  The 
project’s fair share is dependent on the number of trips generated by other projects in addition to 
Placer Vineyards.  Such projects could include Sutter Pointe.  If Sutter Pointe is not constructed, 
Placer Vineyards relative share of project mitigation would increase, but at the same time the 
cumulative impacts on the roadway would be reduced, which could alter the mitigation. 
 
Response 62G:  Commenter closes with grave concerns about the inadequacy of the EIR and 
mitigation measures.  Comment noted.   Please see Responses to Comments 62A through 62F. 
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LETTER 63 KEVIN BOLES, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 
Response 63A:   Commenter states that additional analysis is needed to determine if traffic will 
queue onto the railroad tracks given service levels at Natomas Road/Riego Road and Pleasant 
Grove/Riego Road.  Under Existing plus Project and Existing plus Blueprint conditions, there 
could be some queuing of vehicles on Riego Road from Natomas Road in the AM peak hour and 
from Pleasant Grove Road North in the PM peak hour.  Without mitigation, these queues could 
extend beyond the tracks.  However, the Mitigation Measure 4.7-8, which requires that traffic 
signals be installed at these intersections, will prevent the queues from reaching the tracks.   
  
Under Cumulative plus Project and Cumulative plus Blueprint conditions, the eastbound PM 
peak hour queue from Pleasant Grove Road North could queue on Riego Road past the railroad 
tracks about 20% of the signal cycles.  This can be prevented by installing a queue detector on 
Riego Road that will detect the queue approaching the tracks and then preempt the signal at 
Pleasant Grove Road North to stop all other movements and allow eastbound traffic to clear.  It 
is not known what will happen at the Natomas Road intersection due to the Sutter Pointe 
development.   
 
Response 63B:  Commenter states that safety improvements should be considered when approval 
is sought for new development, and that working with Commission staff early in the conceptual 
design phase would improve safety to motorists and pedestrians.  The rail line nearest the project 
site is in Sutter County, so Placer County has no jurisdiction over design of the roadway or rail 
crossing. 
 
 




