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SECTION THREE 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
This section contains the letters of comment that were received on the Revised Draft EIR and 
Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  Following each comment letter is a response intended 
to either supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Revised Draft EIR and 
Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, or refer the commenter to the appropriate place in the 
documents where the requested information can be found.  Those comments that are not directly 
related to environmental issues may be discussed and noted for the record. 



jessicat
Line





 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 1 October, 2006 
Final EIR 

LETTER 1 TERRY ROBERTS, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
 
Response 1A:   Comment noted.  All letters received from the Clearinghouse are included in 
Section Three and, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, written responses to all 
comments received are provided herein. 
 



Letter 2

A
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LETTER 2 ROBERT HEDGES, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT 
 
Response 2A:  The comment addresses potential wastewater treatment and disposal service by 
SRCSD for “Shed A.”  The point is made by the commenter that if flows were to be conveyed to 
SRCSD, a facility for storage of peak flows would need to be provided for off-peak wastewater 
releases in Placer County.  Therefore, as shown on revised Figure 3-17B (see Section Four of 
this Final EIR), the proposed project and Blueprint Alternative now provide for an on-site 
wastewater storage tank that will be used if SRCSD becomes the wastewater treatment provider.  
The tank would replace and be located at the same location where a proposed sewer lift station 
would be constructed if the SPWA were to become the wastewater treatment provider for Shed 
A of the project (see revised Figure 3-17A in Section Four of this Final EIR).  With the 
wastewater storage tank now proposed to be located on-site, SCRSD Connection Alternative B 
would be used to transport wastewater to Elverta Road (see Revised Draft EIR Figure 3-6). 
 
The third paragraph on page 4.11-40 of the Revised Draft EIR is also updated as follows:   
 

To accommodate the additional flows into the Northwest Interceptor (NWI) 
system, if all the flows projected for the NWI occur and the facility nears 
capacity, it could become necessary to construct an offline wastewater storage 
tank. near the intersection of Interstate 5 and Interstate 80.  Construction of such a 
storage tank would allow wastewater to be stored until the peak period flow 
recedes and the pipeline is able to accommodate the flow.  A storage tank to 
accommodate the additional flows is proposed within the Specific Plan area as 
shown on Figure 3-17B 3-5.  This is the same site on which a sewer lift station 
would be constructed under the DCWWTP option.Connection to the system 
would be allowed prior to construction of this storage tank, but the District’s 
Master Plan would need to be amended to incorporate this additional 
improvement and a fee structure to finance it. 

   
RMC has provided the following calculations for use in sizing a storage tank for both the 
proposed project and Blueprint Alternative.  The storage volumes were calculated using the 
hydraulic modeling program H20MAP Sewer Pro, using the model currently used by the SPWA: 
  
Proposed Project: 
  
Peak Wet Weather Flow (PWWF) = 7.33 mgd 
Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF) = 4.40 mgd 
Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) = 2.20 mgd 
  
If the flow constraint to SRCSD is PDWF, then 0.32 mg of storage is needed.  If flow constraint 
to Sac Regional is ADWF from PV then 1.63 mg of storage is needed. 
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Blueprint Alternative: 
   
PWWF = 8.93 mgd 
PDWF = 6.08 mgd 
ADWF = 3.05 mgd 
  
If flow constraint to SRCSD is PDWF, then 0.25 mg of storage is needed.  If flow constraint to 
SRCSD is ADWF, then 1.74 mg of storage is needed. 
  
The RMC ADWF is slightly less than the MacKay & Somps Sewer Master Plan ADWF for the 
area west of Watt Avenue.  MacKay & Somps separated the PVSP area into two general sewer 
sheds, one shed for the area west of Watt Avenue (Shed A), and a second for the area east of 
Watt Avenue (Shed B). RMC generally divided the PVSP area into sheds in the same fashion but 
RMC did include a small area west of Watt Avenue near Dry Creek in their easterly shed. This 
leads to a RMC ADWF value slightly less than the MacKay & Somps value for Shed A and a 
RMC ADWF value for Shed B, which is slightly greater than the MacKay & Somps value for 
Shed B.  When the shed values are added together the RMC ADWF for the entire PVSP area is 
the same as the MacKay & Somps ADWF value for the entire PVSP area.  
 
Based on the modeling calculations, the largest volume of storage required is 1.74 million 
gallons using ADWF as the constraint for the Blueprint Alternative. This volume has been 
increased slightly by rounding to 1.8 million gallons.  Using the largest calculated volume 
provides the most conservative approach to quantifying the impacts of the storage facility.  
 
A sanitary sewer lift station to serve the westerly portion of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
area will not be required if the gravity sewer alternative to the SRCSD is selected.  In its place, a 
wastewater storage facility would be constructed adjacent to the easterly edge of Locust Road, 
south of the Open Space designation, and north of 18th Avenue.  Details of the wastewater 
storage tank are depicted on Final EIR Figure 1.  
 
The storage facility would be an underground, reinforced concrete storage tank capable of 
holding 1.8 million gallons of effluent. The tank would be sized to have additional freeboard 
between the water surface required for the storage volume and the top of the tank. Access would 
be provided to the storage facility for maintenance and monitoring purposes.  The bottom of the 
tank would be located approximately 32 feet below grade with the top of the tank approximately 
20 feet below grade.  
 
Wastewater flow will be diverted at a manhole or similar junction structure from the sewer trunk 
line in Locust Road into the storage facility and held until off-peak hours when effluent will be 
discharged back into the trunk line for conveyance to the SRCSD wastewater treatment plant. 
The combination of short storage duration and an automated flushing system will minimize the 
creation of odors in the tank.  
 
A system of passive odor control is proposed for the storage facility. Air from the facility will be 
vented to the surface through a piping system that will emit the vented air through a bio-filter 
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media located between the storage facility and the surface. The bio-filter media will trap odors 
from the airflow before the flow reaches the surface.  
 
An automated system is proposed to provide routine flushing of the facility. The system will use 
a piped sprinkler system to flush the interior of the storage facility after each storage event. The 
system will be activated after each storage event after wastewater flows are discharged from the 
facility.  
 
Routine maintenance of the storage facility will include an annual, visual inspection of the tank 
interior by maintenance personnel. The same personnel will also hose down and clean the tank 
interior to remove any debris/buildup not removed by the automated system. Access to the 
interior of the facility for personnel and cleaning equipment will be provided. Wastewater flow 
would be diverted at a manhole or similar junction structure from the sewer trunk line in Locust 
Road into the storage facility. Effluent would be held in the tank until off-peak hours when it 
would be discharged back into the trunk line in Locust Road for conveyance to the SRCSD 
wastewater treatment plant.  
 
Construction of the storage facility will require the excavation of an open area large enough for 
the tank footprint and working space around the footprint. Excavation for the facility will be 
undertaken in conformance with a geotechnical report prepared specifically for construction of 
the storage tank in accordance with Revised Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a. 
 
If the storage facility site is excavated using open cut methods it is anticipated that side slopes 
will be cut at a slope not to exceed 1:l. Using this slope criteria the excavation slide slopes will 
be approximately 35 feet wide. Using this dimension together with an allowance for a work area 
adjacent to the side of the facility it is proposed that the storage facility not be placed closer than 
50 feet from the Locust Road right-of-way. If sheet piling is used, the sides of the excavated 
areas could be vertical and the structure could be moved closer to the right-of-way.  
 
If open cut methods are used, approximately 60,000 cubic yards of material will be excavated to 
create the site for construction of the storage tank. The majority of the material will be used to 
backfill the construction site and cover the underground facility but approximately 10,000 cubic 
yards of material will be displaced due to the volume of the tank. This excess material will be 
removed from the storage facility site and utilized in grading operations on projects adjacent to 
the facility.  
 
If perched groundwater is encountered, a dewatering plan will be developed and utilized to 
stabilize the site for construction of the storage facility if groundwater is encountered. The plan 
will include methods for disposing of the groundwater removed to achieve dewatering of the site.  
 
As noted above, the wastewater storage tank would be located where a major sewer lift station 
would otherwise be constructed if the SPWA were to provide sewer service to Shed A.  The lift 
station and wastewater storage tank would have similar characteristics and result in almost 
identical effects.   In the Revised Draft EIR, effects related to ground disturbance/topographic 
alteration are addressed under Impact 4.5-4 and Mitigation Measures 4.5-4a through 4.5-4f; 
potential odors and odor complaints are addressed under Impact 4.8-5 and Mitigation Measure 
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4.8-5; and noise effects are addressed under Impact 4.9-2 and Mitigation Measure 4.9-2.  Similar 
to the lift station, because the tank will be placed underground, there will be minimal visual 
intrusion and little potential for land use conflicts to arise.  A smaller facility containing a lesser 
volume could ultimately be constructed.  If this were to occur, it will occupy less area, require 
less excavation, and have the potential to create fewer impacts. 
  
As is apparent from an examination of revised Figure 3-17A, the conceptual site for the lift 
station discussed in the Revised Draft EIR is slightly north of the currently proposed site for the 
lift station/wastewater storage tank.  From location and land use compatibility (noise and air 
quality) perspectives, the only difference is that the open space area that was formerly on the 
south side of the site is now on the north side.  In addition to open space, surrounding land uses 
remain Medium Density Residential and Low Density Residential, as reported in the Revised 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, Revised Draft EIR conclusions as described under Impacts 4.5-4, 4.8-5, 
and 4.9-2 are not altered by this minor location change. 
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LETTER 3 KEVIN BOLES, PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 
Response 3A:  The PUC recommends that the project be planned with the safety of rail corridors 
in mind.  No active railroad routes border or cross the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Area nor is 
an active rail line within active walking distance of the Plan area.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not substantially increase pedestrian crossings of a rail line.   
 
However, offsite utilities and roadway improvements could be constructed within existing 
railroad right of ways.  The owners of any affected railroad right of ways would be contacted and 
advised of any activity that could affect their ownership or operations.  All steps would be taken 
during construction to protect the safety of motorists and pedestrians in accordance with standard 
practices of the railroad and the County. 
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LETTER 4 PETE HALL, COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
 
Response 4A: Commenter states that Shed Maps prepared for both the Master Drainage Study for 
the Elverta Specific Plan, which borders Placer County, and the Master Project Drainage Study 
for Placer Vineyards conflict with each other.  The Placer Vineyards shed map shows the area of 
Shed EMG within Placer Vineyards draining to Steelhead Creek; however, a portion of this shed 
area drains to a lake at Gibson Ranch Park that discharges to Dry Creek.   
 
Civil Solutions has coordinated the watershed limits for the Elverta Specific Plan Area.  Its 
engineers obtained detailed project topography for the Elverta Specific Plan area and re-cut 
watersheds within the Elverta Specific Plan area based on that topography.  The County of 
Sacramento has also provided CESI with LIDAR topography for the unincorporated County of 
Sacramento areas.  This topography is more detailed than the USGS Quadrangle based 
topography that was previously used to delineate off-site watersheds.  Within the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan area, shed boundaries were previously based on detailed aerial 
topography mapping which is not in dispute.  The revised watershed maps closely match the 
Elverta Specific Plan watersheds for areas within the Elverta Specific Plan area.  The LIDAR 
topography identified a shed change.  Previously the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan EMG 
watershed drained towards the NEMDC (Steelhead Creek).  The topography does indicate that 
the flow paths previously reported in the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan study were in error.  
The LIDAR topography identifies this area as being directly tributary to Dry Creek, via the lake 
at Gibson Ranch.  Therefore, the Master Project Drainage Study has been updated as described 
in the following paragraph excerpted from the Study: 

 
In August of 2006, this study was revised in response to comments from 
Sacramento County Department of Water Resources. The comments from 
Sacramento County requested that the project watershed delineations for the 
Placer Vineyards project offsite, match the Elverta Specific Plan, and that the 
Elverta Specific Plan offsite sheds match the Placer Vineyards Project areas. We 
obtained digital shed maps and topographic maps for the Elverta Plan area, and 
modified the Placer Vineyards Hydrology for the corrected offsite watershed 
delineations. The most significant change occurs at the EMGS24B shed area 
which was found to be tributary to Dry Creek via the Gibson Park Lake. The 
changes also affect the analysis of Steelhead Creek Flood elevations and 
flowrates. The changes of this revision did not modify the relative impact of the 
project at Steelhead Creek and Curry Creek. The EMGS24B watershed change 
modifies the Dry Creek hydrology and is discussed in the Dry Creek section of 
this document. 

 
Based on the revised Master Project Drainage Study, Table 4.3-3 of the Revised Draft EIR is 
modified as follows: 
 
 
 
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 4 October, 2006 
Final EIR 

Revised Table 4.3-3 
Dry Creek Outflows 
Model Peak Flowrate (cfs) 
PCFCWCD (provided base model) 15,595 
Corrected Effective Model 15,598 15,625 
Post-Project Unmitigated 15,605 15,621 
Post-Project Mitigated 15,618 15,633 

 
As can be seen from Table 4.3-3, volumes within Dry Creek increased slightly under the revised 
analysis; however, increases are minor and do not alter the conclusions contained in the Revised 
Draft EIR, which found the direct project impact to be insignificant.  However, cumulative 
impacts to Dry Creek were found to be potentially significant and considerable.  This conclusion 
is not altered by this minor increase in volume.  Because flows were shifted to Dry Creek, flows 
within the Steelhead Creek watershed are reduced a small amount.  The conclusion that impacts 
related to Steelhead Creek can be mitigated to a less than significant level is not altered by the 
slightly reduced flows.  The commenter is referred to the Master Project Drainage Study revised 
August 6, 2006, for additional detail.    
 
Commenter states that shed maps for the Elverta Specific Plan and Placer Vineyards Specific 
Plan need to be reconciled in order to properly identify and determine downstream impacts.  The 
commenter is correct; however, the detailed Elverta Specific Plan topography indicates that 
additional shed breaks can be identified for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan study.  Civil 
Solutions has reconciled the shed maps and study parameters.  Revised Draft EIR Figure 4.3-2 
has been modified to reflect the additional information and is reprinted in Section Four of this 
Final EIR.  
 
Response 4B:   The commenter notes that the last paragraph on page 4.3-21 of the Revised Draft 
EIR is confusing because it includes discussion of Dry Creek as well as the NEMDC.  The point 
is acknowledged and the paragraph is hereby divided and rewritten as follows: 
 

For the Mitigated Analysis a 60 AF detention basin was used prior to discharge to 
Dry Creek.  The increase in flows for the mitigated analysis compared to the 
corrected effective model is worse than the increase in flows for the unmitigated 
model.  Since the above analysis was performed, the Sacramento County 
Department of Water Resources has written that “…the increased water surface 
elevations due to development in Placer Vineyards is essentially zero” (Booth, 
November 3, 2004).  Therefore, detention is not recommended at Dry Creek for 
this project.    
 
The Sacramento County Department of Water Resources has, however, also 
requested that the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project “…pay a fair share 
volume mitigation fee as listed on the Fee Schedule for Zone 11C, Sheds Flowing 
to NEMDC Tributaries, updated annually.” Fees currently range from $259.00 per 
acre to $625.00 per acre, depending on relative contribution to the impact. 
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Response 4C:  Commenter states that the finding that the project will not increase the 100-year 
water surface elevation in Steelhead Creek seems to contradict a previous analysis by SAFCA 
that predicts WSE’s to increase by 1.2’ upstream of the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) pump station 
for the future proposed condition within the Steelhead Creek Watershed.  Commenter also 
questions previous work by Civil Solutions that drew different conclusions.  Regardless of the 
findings reported in the Revised Draft EIR, Sacramento County requires that development within 
the Steelhead Creek watershed contribute to the fair share stormwater volume mitigation fee (per 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1i) in order to address impacts from upstream development 
 
Table IIG4 of the Master Project Drainage Study shows that the Placer Vineyards project would 
provide sufficient onsite detention such that no increases to water surface elevations would be 
expected within Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) upstream of the D15 pump station.  For the 
Blueprint alternative, Table IIG4 shows that increases at Steelhead Creek were reported in the 
D15 pump station sump area for both the 100-year and 200-year analysis.   
 
Civil Solutions contacted Mike Johnson of Sacramento County MSA DWR to request copies of 
the studies which predicted the 1.2’ increase.  Two memos were supplied (MBK dated January 6, 
2003 and March 11, 2003) documenting the studies.  The land use assumptions (what types of 
land uses were assumed or where the land uses were placed) were not clear from the memos; 
however, the memos do suggest that in addition to the land use changes, a large contributing 
factor to the predicted increase in runoff volumes is a net increase in watershed area of 1.18 
square miles.  The memos do not indicate where this additional area comes from.  The Placer 
Vineyards Master Project Drainage Study Table IIC2 indicates the net change as a result of the 
Placer Vineyards project would be an increase by 0.03 square miles.  Based on the available 
information, no further response is possible.   
 
The commenter is correct that some of the previous conclusions have changed.  The November 
2005 memo was based on a previous hydrology model for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
project.  Between November and the March release date for the Master Project Drainage Study, 
additional attenuation facilities were added to the project, which mitigated the impacts 
previously reported.  The Master Project Drainage Study for the Placer Vineyards project 
accurately identifies the project impacts, and the mitigation measures necessary for the project.   
 
The project is committed to participating in the “fair share stormwater volume mitigation fee” for 
Steelhead Creek per Revised Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1i. 
 
Response 4D:  The commenter requests the opportunity to review and comment on future site-
specific projects that may contribute runoff to Sacramento County.  The request is 
acknowledged.  The County will keep adjacent jurisdictions informed as specific projects are 
proposed.  The comment does not raise an environmental concern that requires a further 
response.   
 
Response 4E: The commenter reports that Sacramento County has adjusted its fair share 
stormwater volume mitigation fees since publication of the Revised Draft EIR.   The information 
is acknowledged.  Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1i is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 4 October, 2006 
Final EIR 

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) 
tributary shall be subject to payment of fair share stormwater volume mitigation 
fees to the County of Sacramento.  The current fees range from $259.00 325.00 to 
$652.00 629.00 per acre. (Fee Schedule for Zone 11C) and are adjusted annually.  
The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs.  
Prior to improvement plan approval, the applicant shall provide evidence to the 
Placer County Department of Public Works that the fees have been paid to 
Sacramento County. 
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LETTER 5 RICK WARD, DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
 
Response 5A:   The increase in traffic on State highways is discussed in Impacts 4.7-9 and 4.7-19 
on pages 4.7-51 through 4.7-54 and 4.7-85 through 4.7-88 of the Revised Draft EIR.  As stated in 
the comment, the proposed project would contribute to traffic congestion on these roadways (see 
Tables 4.7-24 and 39).  Congestion will also increase as the result of other development in the 
region.  The project contribution to the State highways is relatively low (less than 7 percent on 
segments operating at unacceptable levels).  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.7-2 calls for 
project developers to contribute their fair share toward the funding of improvements on State 
highways, if and when the County enters into an agreement with Caltrans for such funding.  
Mitigation Measures 4.7-9b and 4.7-19b identify the highway improvements that would be 
needed to offset the project contribution to highway congestion.  These improvements would 
relieve congestion associated with new development, so that the Highway Patrol is able to travel 
more efficiently.  Also, see Response to Comment 43A.   
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LETTER 6 JAMES KETCHERSIDE, LANDOWNER 
 
Response 6A:  The commenter correctly states that 198 new units will be available for future SPA 
area planning under the proposed project; however, the property which the commenter is 
discussing is zoned Residential - Agricultural, 10 acre minimum building site (RA-B-X-DR 10 
acre minimum).  As discussed in Sections 2.5, 3.1 and 4.1 of the Revised Draft EIR, 
development rights for properties within the SPA area will not change as a result of the proposed 
project.  Property owners within the SPA area will be permitted to develop their property using 
large-lot rural residential development, consistent with current zoning at densities permitted by 
current zoning.   
 
The County’s General Plan specifically assigned a maximum of 14,132 residential dwelling units 
to the “West Placer Specific Plan area” (including the SPA).  The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
proposes to utilize 13,721 of those units within the proposed mixed-use community.  The 
remaining units would be available for properties in the SPA area (for a total of 411 SPA units) 
and could develop at a density of 10 acres per unit, or at a greater density with public water and 
sewer connections.  Under the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, these units have not 
been assigned to specific parcels within the SPA area, and it is anticipated that these units would 
be separately planned in a future specific plan effort or amendment to the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan (if approved).  It should be noted that further environmental review would be 
required for any development proposed in the SPA.   
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LETTER 7 BARRY STILLMAN, CHAIRMAN, WEST PLACER MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 
Response 7A:  The commenter is concerned with the project’s compliance with the Dry Creek-
West Placer Community Plan.  The comment does not raise an environmental concern that 
requires a response in the EIR; however, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 
10B where this policy concern is addressed.    
 
Response 7B:  The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address or 
provide acceptable mitigation for the use of buffers between existing residences and roadways.  
As the Revised Draft EIR states, the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan proposes an amendment to 
the Placer County General Plan related to land use buffers (Revised Draft EIR, pages 3.2 and 
4.1-10).    The General Plan would be amended to allow buffer zone standards that are different 
than those established by the General Plan to be established as part of Specific Plan approval.  As 
the General Plan currently provides, “the exact dimensions of the buffer zones and specific uses 
allowed in buffer zones will be determined through the County’s specific plan, land use permit, 
and/or subdivision review process . . .”  (Ibid).  All buffers within the Specific Plan area would 
conform with Placer County General Plan standards, except as provided as part of Specific Plan 
approval. 
 
Notably, the Specific Plan contains policies intended to avoid conflicts between land uses.  For 
example, Specific Plan Policy 3.1 provides that “[t]he Placer Vineyards Plan Area shall be 
buffered from existing rural and agricultural development as long as this use persists.  Buffers 
may include road right of way, landscaped setbacks and open space” (Revised Draft EIR, page 
4.1-22).  As discussed in the Revised Draft EIR, the Placer County General Plan requires buffers 
to “separate residential land uses from areas designated Business Park/Industrial where noise 
from vehicles and equipment . . . truck traffic, and otherwise heavy traffic volumes would be 
incompatible with nearby residential uses” (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.1-35).  Such buffers 
“shall be a minimum width of three hundred feet, but may be reduced to not less than one 
hundred feet where the buffer includes such features as screening walls, landscaped berms, 
and/or dense landscaping . . ..”  (Revised Draft EIR pages 4.1-35 to 4.1-36). 
 
Buffer widths proposed in the Specific Plan vary and are scaled to respond to the characteristics 
of the adjacent land uses.  Site design techniques, described in Policy 3.29, to provide separation 
from adjoining uses include landscape corridors, trails, roadway widths, building setbacks, open 
space uses and stepped down densities of residential land uses approaching or adjoining 
agricultural uses.  Specific Plan Policy 7.16 and Figure 7.10 (SPA Open Space Buffers diagram) 
describe the lotting and buffer design treatment adjacent to the Special Planning Area.     
 
The project proposes a minimum 50’ buffer surrounding the existing residences in the Special 
Planning Area (SPA). A 50’ buffer is applied adjacent to the Riego area, which has the highest 
concentration of development in the SPA.  Greater setbacks are provided especially adjacent to 
large lot parcels in the SPA. The plan also requires careful site design to provide adequate 
buffers for existing development.  See Figure 4.2-6 of the Revised Draft EIR for the proposed 
buffers surrounding existing residential uses and roadways.  A 200’ building separation 
requirement will be established from the northern right-of-way line on Baseline Road to provide 
a separation from lands in agricultural preserve, north of Baseline Road.  A 200’ buffer is also 
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provided adjacent to the Placer County line along the Elverta Specific Plan area to buffer 
Agricultural Residential lots proposed for the area.   

 
Although the Specific Plan describes various buffering concepts, it may not achieve the level of 
buffering envisioned by Exhibit 1 of the Community Plan, which emphasizes the need to 
establish buffers between the Specific Plan area and other uses, and between uses within the 
Specific Plan area (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.1-48).  This is not an issue that must be resolved 
in a Revised Draft EIR; rather, this is a policy decision that would ultimately be made by the 
Board of Supervisors, after considering relevant input from all commenters. 

 
As noted in the discussion of Impact 4.1-9 in the Revised Draft EIR, the minimum standards 
reflected in Table 1-4 of the Revised Draft EIR, and Figures 1-2 through 1-6 of the Placer 
County General Plan have not always proved compatible or workable in each situation (Revised 
Draft EIR, page 4.1-59).  The Specific Plan proposes to amend the General Plan to permit the 
County to establish buffers that are specific and unique to the project under construction.  This 
exception would only apply when a specific plan is proposed, and subsequently adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors.  Because adoption of a specific plan is a discretionary action requiring a 
full CEQA-related environmental review, any specific proposals would be assessed for their 
environmental effects at the point a specific plan application is submitted (Ibid). 
 
Response 7C: The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address or 
provide acceptable mitigation for the impact of sound from new development and increased 
traffic.  Section 4.9 of the Revised Draft EIR provides a full analysis of noise impacts related to 
transportation and non-transportation sources.  Impacts related to aircraft, project generated 
traffic, and project construction are discussed in detail and the cumulative effects of the project 
and other activity in western Placer County are addressed.  Three mitigation measures are 
proposed (Mitigation Measures 4.9-2, 4.9-3 and 4.9-4) to reduce noise-related impacts, where 
feasible, to a less than significant level.   In addition, this Final EIR contains supplemental 
analysis of noise related impacts based on comments received and additional traffic analysis 
performed since the Revised Draft EIR was published.  See Response to Comment 29D for 
revised tables reporting the traffic-related noise effects of the project.  Several additional 
roadway segments have been reported that may be of interest to the commenter; however, the 
overall conclusions of the Revised Draft EIR are not changed.  The commenter provides no 
examples of inadequacies in the noise analysis and mitigation measures contained in the Revised 
Draft EIR and provides no new information on which to base additional analysis; therefore, it is 
not possible to provide a more specific response to the commenter’s concerns.      
 
Response 7D:  The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not provide traffic analysis 
for Dry Creek area roads.  Additional analysis was conducted by the County to characterize the 
project impacts on roadways in the Dry Creek area that could be substantially affected by the 
project.  As a result, in August 2006 the County recirculated portions of the Revised Draft EIR to 
address the concerns of the commenter.  The commenter is referred to the Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR for the requested analysis and conclusions. 
 
Response 7E:  The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not assess traffic impacts 
related to the relative reduction in jobs under the Blueprint Alternative.  The Revised Draft EIR 
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traffic analysis is based on the land use plan proposed in the Draft Specific Plan, as revised, and 
general assumptions about, among other things, the amount of square footage that would be 
developed in the non-residential land use categories.  The factors used to estimate trip generation 
are shown in Table 4.7-14 on page 4.7-31 of the Revised Draft EIR.  The non-residential factors 
are averages, with the expectation that some uses would be higher and some would be lower.  As 
shown in the table, commercial and retail uses account for less than half of all trips.  A five 
percent reduction in these uses would not substantially alter the conclusions of the traffic 
analysis.  Any reduction in employment would generally reduce traffic impacts, because people 
would not be driving to those jobs.  This effect would be offset in part by the redistribution of 
trips to other employment sites.   
 
The traffic impacts of the Blueprint Alternative are addressed on pages 6-72 through 6-115 of the 
Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Response 7F: The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR needs an analysis of compatibility 
of land use and describes the example of horses adjacent to professional buildings.  The Revised 
Draft EIR does contain an analysis of land use compatibility and includes several impact 
statements related to the subject, including Impact 4.1-5 (Incompatible uses and/or creation of 
land use conflicts could occur within the Specific Plan area) and 4.1-7 (Land use conflicts could 
occur within and adjacent to the Specific Plan area between agricultural uses and proposed 
development).  Horses and other livestock fall within the meaning of “agricultural uses” and are 
addressed under current General Plan policies, which require a 50-foot residential exclusion area 
and a 50 to 200 foot buffer for other uses adjacent to livestock pasture (Revised Draft EIR page 
4.1-35).  The Revised Draft EIR reports on page 4.1-57 that “…Specific Plan policies have been 
proposed that meet the standards prescribed by the General Plan.”  Based on this conclusion, 
impacts related to land use conflicts with agricultural uses were found to be less than significant.  
Also, see Responses to Comments 7B and 23B.    
 
Response 7G:  The commenter states that the total number of units allowed within the West 
Placer Specific Plan area (14,132) should be distributed on a spatially even basis throughout the 
area and the infrastructure sized accordingly.  The proposed project allocates 13,721 units to the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area, and 411 to the Special Planning Area (the "SPA").  The 
proposed allocation of units is based upon the development plan submitted by the project 
proponents, and allows for additional development in the SPA, although not at the same densities 
as proposed for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  The infrastructure as proposed by the 
project proponent accommodates the total number of units allowed under Resolution 94-238 and 
the environmental document considers the impacts of development within both the PVSP and the 
SPA.  
 
Response 7H: The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address or 
provide acceptable mitigation for the need for surface water to complete the project.  The 
Revised Draft EIR contains an extensive analysis of surface water and the adequacy of the 
surface water supply.  Revised Draft EIR Section 4.3.3 (Water Resources) beginning on page 
4.3-34 is devoted in large part to the subject of surface water supply, including regional and 
Statewide implications.  Section 4.11.7 of the Revised Draft EIR beginning on page 4.11-57 
discusses more localized surface water issues, including a description of PCWA water sources 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 7 October, 2006 
Final EIR 

and delivery systems, and the project’s proposed water supply.  On page 4.11-80, the Revised 
Draft EIR concludes that the PCWA has sufficient water supply to serve the project, but reports 
that there is insufficient infrastructure to convey and treat the water.  In order to ensure that 
development does not occur prior to creation of adequate infrastructure capacity, the Revised 
Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures 4.11.7-1a, b, and c, that require a demonstration that the 
necessary water delivery systems are in place before development may proceed.  Because the 
commenter’s concerns are general in nature, it is not possible to provide a more specific 
response.  Also see Response to Comment 15N.  
 
Response 7I: The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address or 
provide acceptable mitigation for the issue of recycled water demand for parks.  On pages 4.11-
92 and 4.11-93, the Revised Draft EIR reports that the project could receive less recycled water 
than average annual day recycled water demand and concludes that this is a significant and 
unavoidable impact.  This conclusion was reached based on the City of Roseville’s current 
recycled water supply formula, as discussed on Revised Draft EIR pages 4.11-92 and 4.11-93.   
 
Since preparation of the Revised Draft EIR, a Recycled Water Master Plan (August 2006) has 
been completed for the Specific Plan and Blueprint Alternative, and the applicants have proposed 
a method to ensure an adequate water supply for park irrigation needs.  The City of Roseville 
(Brian Buchanan. pers. Comm., Jim Crowley, June, 2006) confirmed its intent to guarantee a 
supply of recycled water equal to the amount of wastewater received  from the project.  If excess 
recycled water is available from the City it can be provided to the project to fully supply the 
irrigation demand.   
 
In the event excess recycled water is not available, the irrigation demand will be met with 
potable water.  According to the Specific Plan Recycled Water Master Plan, this increases the 
need for potable water for the proposed project by 0.7 MGD in a maximum day and 112 AFA.  
For the Blueprint Alternative this increases the need for potable water by 0.2 MGD on a 
maximum day and 19 AFA.  These potential additional demands on the potable system are well 
within the capability of PCWA to deliver because, upon completion of the Sacramento River 
Diversion Supply Project, PCWA will have significant uncommitted capacity.  Because the 
water supply analysis performed for the Specific Plan and Blueprint Alternative assumed a 
Sacramento River diversion of 35,000 AFA (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.3-59), the maximum 
AFA utilization for landscape irrigation (112 AFA) when combined with other project demand 
(11,500 AFA + 112 = 11,612 AFA) is well within the potential diversion assessed in the Revised 
Draft EIR.  For the Blueprint Alternative, potable water use could increase a very minor amount 
from 14,453 AFA to 14,472 AFA.  

 
The Recycled Water Master Plans and the applicants’ current proposal for recycled water use are 
described and analyzed in more detail under Response to Comment 29Y where a “semi-
aggressive” option is also discussed.  For analytical purposes, the above discussion stresses the 
“base demand,” which is the more conservative approach, i.e., more potable water would 
ultimately be used under the base demand.  The semi aggressive approach would rely more 
heavily on recycled water, reducing overall potable water demand.                                                                         
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Response 7J:  The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR “does not address a phasing 
schedule for the build out of the Specific Plan which would be helpful in future analysis of major 
issues.”  Although the meaning of the commenter’s reference to “major issues” is unclear, the 
comment accurately notes that the Revised Draft EIR eliminated separate analysis of “Phase 1,” 
which was analyzed in the original Draft EIR.  The Revised Draft EIR includes a single project-
level analysis for the entire Specific Plan area.  The prior format had differentiated between the 
impacts of Phase 1 and the impacts of the entire Specific Plan.  These two separate analytical 
categories have been eliminated (Revised Draft EIR, page 1-1).    
 
Exhibit 1 to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, adopted at the time the Board of 
Supervisors approved the 1994 General Plan, requires that development shall be phased in order 
to “maintain a balanced mix of land uses throughout development of the Specific Plan area and 
shall address necessary infrastructure and other relevant issues”  (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.1-
39).  The Community Plan also provides that “[d]evelopment in the West Placer Specific Plan 
area shall be required to proceed in a logical fashion” (Ibid).  
 
Although the proposed Specific Plan does not propose a phasing plan, Figure 3-15 in Chapter 
Three of the Revised Draft EIR shows conceptual 2015 land absorption assumptions (initial 
phase of development) that have been used during preparation of the Revised Draft EIR.  The 
land absorption assumptions appear to generally attain the balanced mix of the land uses goal 
through inclusion of the Town Center.  The initial development appears to be linear in nature, 
being spread out along major internal roadways.  As noted in the Revised Draft EIR, the phasing 
of development of the Specific Plan does not appear to constitute a land use-related physical 
impact on the environment (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.1-47).  Draft Financing Plans for both the 
Specific Plan and the Blueprint Alternative were made available for public review in the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR issued in August 2006.  These documents address the financial 
viability of the project proponents’ intended development scenarios. 
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LETTER 8 JOSEPH HURLEY, SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 
DISTRICT 

 
Response 8A:  The commenter wishes to ensure connectivity between future developments.  The 
Specific Plan proposes to provide a system of on-street bikeways, off-street bicycle/pedestrian 
trails, equestrian linkages, and street side pedestrian walkways.  The project also proposes to 
provide connectivity to the regional trails system, including connection to Sacramento County.  
Circulation, including bicycle/pedestrian connectivity, is address in Section 4.7 of the Revised 
Draft EIR and the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 8B: The commenter requests that the air quality mitigation set forth in the Revised 
Draft EIR be implemented.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors, if the project is approved.  The program will ensure that all adopted 
mitigation identified in the Revised Draft EIR, including mitigations designed to reduce air 
quality impacts, will be implemented. 
 
Response 8C:  The commenter supports the inclusion of transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities to 
reduce reliance on motor vehicles.  The comment is noted.  As described in Response to 
Comment 8A, a network of bicycle and pedestrian facilities is planned.  Provisions for transit are 
described on page 3-22 of the Revised Draft EIR and on Revised Draft EIR Figures 3-12 and 3-
13.    
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LETTER 9 MONICA NEWHOUSE, COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO AIRPORT SYSTEM 
 
Response 9A: The commenter is concerned that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately 
address large aircraft overflights or the magnitude of single aircraft noise events.  Disclosures to 
future homeowners are recommended.  Noise from aircraft is addressed by Impact 4.9-1 of the 
Revised Draft EIR, which concludes that the impact is less than significant.  This conclusion is 
based on the most recent information available for McClellan Park, as reflected on Revised Draft 
EIR Figures 4.9-4 and 4.9-5.  As shown on the figures, measurable aircraft noise levels will not 
exceed adopted noise standards within the Specific Plan area.   
 
Little is known about the character and number of the future hypothetical single event flights 
referenced by Sacramento County.  Placer County is aware of no data or other supporting 
documentation that quantifies or otherwise describes such flights, or that future flights such as 
those suggested will even occur.  Without such data, it is not possible for Placer County to 
determine a meaningful threshold to establish level of significance.   Placer County considers 
concerns about single-event noise exposures to be speculative in nature (see CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15145).  Further, in the event that such flights were to occur, and as a result lead to 
significant effects on speech and sleep disturbance on residents in the Specific Plan area, the 
mitigation proposed by the commenter would not be effective.  Human health and safety impacts 
from noise exposure (an environmental impact) cannot be addressed by disclosure of aircraft 
overflight during the home sales process.  Such disclosures could be useful in avoiding 
complaints or lawsuits over aircraft noise, but would not mitigate a health and safety concern and 
would, therefore, be ineffective as mitigation for the hypothetical concern expressed by 
Sacramento County.   
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LETTER 10 NOE FIERROS 
 
Response 10A: The commenter suggests that a separate public hearing be held on the proposed 
amendment to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan outside of the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan review process in order to provide an opportunity to review the community plan 
amendments.  The County is interested in ensuring that residents of the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan area are provided sufficient opportunity to give input into both the amendments 
and the Specific Plan itself and will take this suggestion into consideration when scheduling 
hearings on the project.  The Planning Department will coordinate the involvement of the Dry 
Creek/West Placer Municipal Advisory Committee prior to any action on the Specific Plan by 
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response 10B: The commenter refers to the subject of consistency between a specific plan and a 
community plan. When the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan was adopted in 1990, a 
large portion of the area west of Dry Creek and Watt Avenue was retained in agricultural 
designation so that it could be the subject of further study and review as the County undertook a 
countywide update of the Placer County General Plan.  After a lengthy public process, on August 
16, 1994, the County adopted the Placer County General Plan Update and took several actions in 
conjunction therewith, including the adoption of Resolution 94-238 which included “Exhibit 1” 
(see General Plan Appendix D).  Resolution 94-238, amended the Dry Creek/West Placer 
Community Plan to include the “West Placer Specific Plan Area” and established “standards for 
development in the specific plan area and changes to the text as well as amendment to all of the 
exhibits and the community plan land use diagram.”  Exhibit 1 includes explicit development 
standards for the West Placer Specific Plan area, design elements for transit, urban design criteria 
(urban form, town center, village core area, public gathering areas, community open space areas, 
pedestrian-oriented design, commercial areas, residential areas, open space and roadway 
corridors), and special provisions covering phasing, agricultural water supply and noise.  The 
intent of the special requirements set forth in Exhibit 1 is to provide for a comprehensive overall 
plan for the West Placer Specific Plan area and to apply planning criteria that are distinct and 
separate from the remainder of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan and which 
supersedes the goals and policies of the Community Plan.  As such, the County considers the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan subject to conformity only with the goals and policies of the 
Placer County General Plan and Exhibit 1.  Substantial deference is afforded to the County in the 
application and interpretation of its own planning documents.  
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LETTER 11 BOB LUNDIN 
 
Response 11A: Commenter wants infrastructure added at the same time as projects are completed.  
As stated on page 3-34 of the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project requires that backbone 
infrastructure (shown on Revised Draft EIR Figures 3-14, 3-16, 3-17A, 3-17B, 3-18 and 3-19) be 
constructed prior to or concurrent with development.  This backbone infrastructure would be 
composed of collector and arterial streets and major pipelines.  Streets and pipelines internal to 
each development would then connect to the backbone infrastructure. 
 
Response 11B: Commenter is concerned about traffic and the need for additional roadways and 
road widening.  The primary connection between the Plan Area and Interstate 80 is Watt 
Avenue.  The proposed project includes the widening of Watt Avenue to four lanes as part of the 
backbone infrastructure improvements that would be constructed prior to or concurrent with 
project development (see Revised Draft EIR Figure 3-16).  Ultimately, the proposed project 
would widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Baseline Road south to the Placer County line.  The 
Revised Draft EIR also identifies mitigation for Watt Avenue through Sacramento County and 
for Interstate 80 (see Mitigation Measures 4.7-5, 4.7-9, 4.7-15 and 4.7-19). 
 
The County is involved in interagency transportation planning through the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCPTA).  PCPTA is responsible for funding certain regional 
transportation projects, such as Placer Parkway.  The proposed project would pay fees toward 
PCPTA projects.   
 
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a calls for interagency agreements between Placer County 
and other affected jurisdictions (Sutter, Sacramento, Roseville and Caltrans).  Under the 
mitigation, developers would pay fees based on their share of impact on roadways in other 
jurisdictions if and when the County and the affected jurisdiction entered into enforceable and 
(with the exception of Caltrans) reciprocal agreements.  The Revised Draft EIR identifies the 
improvements that would be needed to reduce impacts in other jurisdictions.  If agreements are 
entered into between the County and various jurisdictions, and the improvements are 
constructed, most roads and intersections are predicted to operate at acceptable service levels.  
However, in some cases, roads or intersections would continue to operate at unacceptable levels. 
 
One of the projects being undertaken by PCPTA is Placer Parkway, which would provide an 
expressway between SR 65 and Highway 99.  Placer Parkway is separate from the proposed 
project, but the proposed project would contribute fees toward the parkway if and when it is 
approved.  PCPTA is currently preparing the environmental documentation for the parkway. 
 
The proposed project does not provide right-of-way for light rail; however, as shown in Revised 
Draft EIR Figure 3-13 right of way is set aside for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), which is currently 
viewed as the most feasible way to extend higher speed transit to the project area. 
 
Current residents are not expected to pay for the proportion of roadway improvements that are 
attributable to the project. 
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Response 11C: Commenter wants primary access to I-80 and SR-99 identified.  The primary 
connections to Interstate 80 and Highway 99 are Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, respectively.  
The traffic model also distributes some trips on parallel facilities. 
 
The Revised Draft EIR did not identify the need for an expressway through the project site.  
However, the proposed project would provide right-of-way and funding for the widening of 
Baseline Road and Watt Avenue, and would contribute fees toward the Placer Parkway, if and 
when that project is approved.  These improvements would increase capacity on the primary 
routes to the state highways.  In addition, Mitigation Measures 4.7-9 and 4.7-19 call for the 
widening of the highways under existing and cumulative conditions. 
 
The comment that it is unacceptable to put the amount of traffic on city streets that would result 
from the project is noted. 
 
Response 11D: Commenter is concerned about project impacts on the Highway Patrol.  Please see 
Response to Comment 5A. 
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LETTER 12 JOYCE AND DUANE RENISON, TINA RENISON-WEAVER AND SEAN WEAVER, AND SUE 
AND WALTER WYLLIE, PROPERTY OWNERS 

 
Response 12A: The commenters live on Locust Road in a 979-acre area designated by the 
Specific Plan as a Special Planning Area (SPA) and are concerned about loss of quality of life.  
The Revised Draft EIR notes in Section 3.2.2 that a portion of the property owners in this area 
“have expressed a desire to maintain large parcels and a rural lifestyle.”  Nothing in the proposed 
Specific Plan will preclude this. Under existing zoning, which cannot be changed without 
additional environmental review, only 63 new units can be built in the SPA.  The 4,250-acre 
portion of the Specific Plan area east of the SPA is, however, proposed to be urbanized over a 
20-year period, consistent with the Placer County General Plan, which has shown this area for 
urban development since 1994.  The Specific Plan and Revised Draft EIR, however, contain a 
number of measures designed to protect the quality of life of existing SPA residents.  For 
example, Impact 4.1-5 in the Revised Draft EIR discusses the potential for incompatible land 
uses and creation of land use conflicts.  The discussion following Impact 4.1-5 contains the 
following: 

 
…the Specific Plan contains a variety of techniques designed to ensure 
compatibility of uses and contains goals, policies and guidelines for this specific 
purpose such as: Goal 3.17 (Compatibility of adjoining land uses), Policy 3.29, 
(Compatibility of adjoining large lot rural and agricultural uses), Policy 3.30 
(Compatibility of residential uses adjacent to commercial and employment uses), 
and the Design Guidelines included in Chapter VI of the Specific Plan.  In 
addition, all proposed commercial and employment uses will be subject to Design 
Review, which will permit the County to review proposed uses for compatibility 
with adjacent existing and proposed land uses and impose compatibility 
requirements.  Other sections of the Revised Draft EIR also contain discussions 
and proposed mitigation for potential incompatibilities.  These include Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-6a related to alteration of views, Mitigation Measure 4.9-3 
concerning control of stationary noise sources, and Mitigation Measure 4.9-4 
designed to reduce traffic noise incompatibilities.  Potential incompatibilities with 
the existing power line easements and substation within the Specific Plan area are 
also discussed under Impact 4.1-6 and agricultural conflicts are discussed under 
Impact 4.1-7.   Light and glare from the County corporation yard and noise 
impacts related to the corporation yard and fire stations are discussed in Sections 
4.2 and 4.9 of the Revised Draft EIR. 

 
In summary, although the character of surrounding lands may change in a manner consistent 
with the adopted County General Plan, maintenance of existing lifestyle within the SPA is 
anticipated and provisions have been built into the Specific Plan and Revised Draft EIR to 
minimize intrusion from incompatible land uses and activities.  
 
Response 12B: The commenters are concerned about potential impacts to existing water supply.  
In the near-term and long-term, the primary water supply for the project would be a surface 
water supply from PCWA.  PCWA is, however, proposing that a backup groundwater 
component be developed in conjunction with the Specific Plan (PCWA Water Supply 
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Assessment, Appendix M of the Revised Draft EIR) to supplement surface water supply in dry 
years.   These supplies are discussed in detail in Section 4.3 of the Revised Draft EIR.  Potential 
effects on the North American River groundwater subbasin are addressed under Impact 4.4.3-7 
in the Draft EIR.  Potential effects on existing wells in the Specific Plan Area from any new 
wells drilled on site are addressed under Impact 4.4.3-8.  Mitigation Measures 4.3.3-8a, b, and c 
have been proposed to ensure that existing wells are protected, including a Well Insurance 
Program as described on page 4.3-82 of the Revised Draft EIR.  Although the commenter claims 
that the purity and quality of their water would be affected, no evidence or data is provided to 
support this claim.  The proposed project will, in fact, extend a public water system to the 
Specific Plan area.  This water supply will be available to residents of the SPA and could be 
accessed by them to replace substandard or failing systems within the SPA.  For wells that will 
continue to be used in the SPA, Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-4 provides that any well within 100 
feet of active development will, with the landowners permission, be inspected and, if needed,  
properly sealed or replaced at no expense to the owner (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.3-122).   
 
In summary, the Revised Draft EIR anticipated concerns that could be raised with regard to 
protection of existing sources of water supply and has provided appropriate mitigation to ensure 
that any impacts, even though improbable, are properly addressed.  
 
Response 12C: The commenters are concerned about provisions for sewer, drainage and flood 
control.  Wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment are fully addressed in Section 4.11.6 
of the Revised Draft EIR.  Extension of a modern public sewer system to the project area could 
enable some residents currently using septic systems to abandon those systems and connect to a 
public system.  The County’s Environmental Health Division has identified the Riego area as 
highly problematic for use of septic systems due to the nature of the area’s soils. 
 
The Revised Draft EIR addresses drainage in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.11.9 and flood control is 
covered in Section 4.3.2.  As described on page 4.11-99 of the Revised Draft EIR: 
 

Increased project flows resulting from development within the Specific Plan area 
are proposed to be mitigated consistent with the Placer County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District (Flood Control District) design criteria.  All of the 
analysis and calculations included in the Master Plan were prepared in accordance 
with the “Preliminary Plan” requirements of the Storm Water Management 
Manual dated September 1, 1990, and the Addendum 1 dated October 1997.   
 
The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan drainage system has been designed to provide 
detention and retention of increased runoff volumes within the Specific Plan area.  
In addition to providing detention storage to mitigate the increased rate of runoff, 
an additional storage component has been added in the detention areas to provide 
retention of flow volumes for a period of time to allow downstream volumes to 
drain from the shed. 

 
Contrary to the opinions expressed by the commenters, the project has been designed and 
provisions made to ensure that all runoff is handled in a responsible manner.  Flooding will not 
be increased to existing properties. And it is possible that existing flood conditions described by 
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the commenters will be alleviated, due to the construction of an engineered drainage and flood 
control system where one currently does not exist. 
 
Response 12D: The commenters are concerned about traffic and construction noise impacts. The 
commenters’ property is located on Locust Road in an area designated by the Specific Plan as a 
“Special Planning Area.”  The Revised Draft EIR assesses traffic impacts in Section 4.7.  Table 
4.7-5 shows that Baseline Road in the vicinity of Locust Road (east of County Line and west of 
Country Acres) currently operates at LOS “A”, which is considered to be free flowing with 
insignificant delays.  The conclusion in Impact 4.7-2 is that with or without the project, these 
segments will continue to operate at LOS “A”.  Table 4.7-28 shows that under Cumulative Plus 
Project (2025) conditions with implementation of mitigation measures, these segments will 
operate at acceptable levels.  Under the Placer County General Plan, the County has established a 
standard of LOS “C” for all roadways and intersections except those for within one-half mile of 
state highways, where the standard is LOS “D.” 
 
Table 4.7-6 notes that the unsignalized intersection of Locust Road and Baseline/Riego Road 
currently operates at Level of Service “E” during P.M. peak hours.  Therefore, this intersection 
already operates at a level that is below County standards.  For cumulative conditions in 2025, 
the traffic model assumes that the intersection of Locust Road and Baseline/Riego Road will be 
signalized.  With and without the project, the model predicts that with this and other 
improvements, the intersection will operate at an acceptable level of LOS “C”.   
 
The commenter is also referred to the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, which contains 
an updated traffic analysis; however, the conclusions described above are not altered.  
 
Noise caused by operation of construction equipment is addressed under Impact 4.9-3 in the 
Revised Draft EIR.   
 
There is no commonly-accepted threshold for forecasted safety conflicts between vehicles, or 
between vehicles and bicycles/pedestrians.  According to California Highway Patrol (CHP) staff, 
Locust Road south of Baseline Road has experienced eight vehicle accidents in the past seven 
years which, according to the CHP, is not considered excessive.  There are two 90 degree turns 
along Locust Road which could present a traffic hazard if trips are added.  CHP staff suggests 
that roadway improvements might help reduce these potential hazards (pers. comm. Officer 
Kane, August, 2006).  Improvements to Locust Road will be made with project buildout. 
 
The general magnitude of potential conflicts is related to traffic volumes and the capacity of the 
transportation system.  Because LOS directly reflects traffic volumes and system capacity, the 
County considers LOS to be an indicator of potential conflicts.  Relatively high traffic volumes 
and an inadequate transportation system would adversely affect LOS, and result in potential 
traffic-related conflicts.  Because an adequate transportation system will be constructed and 
acceptable LOS will be maintained at Locust and Baseline and along Locust Road, additional 
traffic speed mitigation would not be necessary.  Also, see Response to Comment 23A.   
 
Response 12E: Commenters are concerned about adequacy of fire and police protection.  Fire 
services are addressed in Section 4.11.2 of the Revised Draft EIR.  Police protection is addressed 
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in Section 4.11.3 of the Revised Draft EIR.  Two new fire stations will be added within the 
project area as well as a 19,000 square foot sheriff’s substation.  These facilities as well as 
funding are dealt with by Mitigation Measures 4.11.2-1; 4.11.2-2a, b and c; 4.11.3-1; and 4.11.3-
2a and 2b.  These measures would ensure that the proposed project does not adversely affect fire 
and police services to existing residences, and may improve service by reducing response times 
in the area.  
 
Response 12F: The commenters inquire about school, park, and library facilities and request 
information on park and open space maintenance.  Public schools are addressed in Section 4.11.4 
of the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted on page 4.11-24 of the Revised Draft EIR, six elementary, 
two middle, and one high school is proposed for development within the project area.   Library 
services are addressed in Section 4.11.12 of the Revised Draft EIR.  It is proposed that a 25,500 
square foot library be constructed and maintained in the Town Center.  Funding for maintenance 
of parks and similar facilities is addressed under Impact 4.11.13-3.  As noted therein, project 
proponents are proposing that a County Service Area or other special district be formed to fund 
and maintain park related facilities.  Mitigation Measure 4.11.13-3 requires that a County Service 
Area or Community Facilities District be formed for the project area to fund maintenance and 
recreation programs; however, the SPA would be excluded from these funding entities unless a 
development projects was proposed for the SPA.   
 
Response 12G: Commenters are concerned about Locust Road widening.  The existing Locust 
Road right-of-way varies between 40 and 50 feet in overall width, with a minimum of 20 feet 
and a maximum of 30 feet of right of way on either side of the existing road centerline, 
depending on the location along the road. The existing pavement section is an average of 22 feet 
in width, with an average of 11 feet on each side of centerline. The existing right of way is 
depicted on Figures 2A, 2B, 2C and 2D at the end of this section. 
 
The proposed improvements to Locust Road consist of adding 4 foot wide paved shoulders on 
each side of the road. The exiting paved shoulders range from 0 to 2 feet in width. The proposed 
shoulder widening will add 2 to 4 feet of new pavement on either side of the road. The resultant 
pavement section will be 30 feet wide overall, with 15 feet wide on each side of centerline, 
which will fit within the existing right of way. There should be no loss of property associated 
with the proposed improvements to Locust Road. 
 
Existing homes along Locust Road will be closer to the edge of pavement resulting from the 
shoulder widening but will not be closer to the travel lanes since the lanes will remain in their 
existing location at their existing widths. 
    
Response 12H: Commenter is concerned about impacts on existing uses.  Land-use conflicts 
between the proposed development and current agricultural uses in the SPA are addressed by 
Impact 4.1-7, which notes that the majority of the SPA adjacent to the Specific Plan area is used 
as pasture.  The General Plan requires a 50-foot residential exclusion area and a 50- to 200-foot 
buffer for other uses under such circumstances.  Any existing Use Permit that may have been 
issued to an existing parcel of land would run with the land and be unaffected by the proposed 
project and would continue to be subject to the conditions of the Use Permit.  Also, see Response 
to Comments 7B and 12A above.  Reference is made by the commenters to the Blueprint 
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Alternative.  Although densities would be increased under this alternative, suitable buffers and 
separations would be required to be maintained adjacent to SPA properties.     
 
Response 12I: Commenters request future notice and indicate that insufficient time has been 
allowed for review.  The comment is noted.  Commenters will be notified by the County of all 
future hearings on the project.   
 
The first Draft EIR for the proposed Specific Plan was published in September 2004 and a public 
review period established that did not close until January 5, 2005.  A second Revised Draft EIR 
was subsequently prepared and published in March 2006 and a public review period established 
that closed on May 19, 2006.  The Draft EIR and proposed project have, therefore, been in public 
view for more than a year.  The County considers this to be sufficient time to research and obtain 
information concerning the project.  
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LETTER 13 DOUG LIBBY, SUTTER COUNTY COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
Response 13A:  Commenter believes the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately deal with impacts 
at Pacific Avenue and SR-99.  The Revised Draft EIR assumes that the Measure M area in South 
Sutter County would be developed over time. The amount of development in the Measure M 
area, and the roadway system that would serve that area is not well defined since a formal 
application for the development has not yet been submitted and accepted by Sutter County. 
Sutter County was not able to provide more information about the proposed Measure M area 
other than the limited information available on the County’s web site.  
 
For the analysis in the Revised Draft EIR, it was assumed that ultimately about 17,500 dwelling 
units would be developed in the Measure M area. Full development of those units was assumed 
in the Super-Cumulative scenario.  Cumulative (2025) No Project conditions assumed that about 
half of those units (8,750) would be developed under Cumulative (2025) No Project conditions. 
The alignment and number of lanes on the roadways that would serve the Measure M area under 
ultimate or partial buildout are unknown. It is unknown whether some existing roadways, such as 
Pacific Avenue would be realigned. It is also unknown how the land uses in the Measure M area 
would be distributed or where these land uses would access the major street system. For these 
reasons, a detailed analysis of intersections under Cumulative (2025) conditions was limited to 
four intersections along Riego Road east and west of the Measure M area: the two intersections 
at SR 70/99 ramps and the two intersections of Pleasant Grove Road with Riego Road.  
 
While the lack of information on the Measure M area has limited the Revised Draft EIR analysis 
under Cumulative and Super Cumulative conditions, it does not affect the analysis of the 
Existing Plus Project scenario. Under Existing Plus Project conditions, all of the signalized 
intersections along Riego Road or the intersections that have stop signs on Riego Road 
approaches were analyzed. This includes SR 70/99, Natomas Road and the two intersections of 
Pleasant Grove Road with Riego Road.   
 
Response 13B: Commenter disagrees with conclusions in Revised Draft EIR Sections 4.7-7 and 
4.7-17.  The disagreement with the Revised Draft EIR analysis of impacts on Sutter County 
roadways (Impact 4.7-7 on page 4.7-49 of the Revised Draft EIR and Impact 4.7-17 on page 4.7-
83 of the Revised Draft EIR) is noted.  However, the comment does not indicate why Sutter 
County disagrees with the conclusions of the Revised Draft EIR regarding these impacts.  
Therefore, no further response is possible. 
 
Response 13C: Commenter is concerned about unmitigated project impacts.  Due to changes in 
growth forecasts and plans after circulation of the Revised Draft EIR, a Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR was made available for public review and comment between August 1 and 
September 14, 2006.  One of the outcomes of the revised analysis was a new impact on a Sutter 
County roadway segment.  For other Sutter County roadway segments, the proposed project 
would not cause traffic levels to exceed Sutter County thresholds and impacts are, therefore, 
considered less than significant.  As discussed on pages 4.7-38 and 4.7-39 of the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, a new significant impact was identified for Pleasant Grove 
Road north of the Sacramento County line, and mitigation has been identified for the roadway.  
Significant impacts were also identified for various intersections in Sutter County in the Revised 
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Draft EIR (see Impacts 4.7-8 on page 4.7-49 through 4.7-51 and 4.7-18 on pages 4.7-84 and 4.7-
85), and mitigation was identified for those impacts.  The impacts are characterized in the 
Revised Draft EIR as “significant and unavoidable” because Placer County cannot compel Sutter 
County to undertake the proposed roadway improvements.  The commenter is referred to the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR for further explanation.  Also see Response to Comment 38D. 
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LETTER 14 SANDY HESNARD, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 
 
Response 14A: Commenter suggests the County coordinate with the Sacramento County Airport 
System.  The comment is noted.  See Response to Comment 9A.  
 
Response 14B: Commenter advises the County of its obligation to notify a prospective buyer 
when a property is located within an “airport influence area.”  See Response to Comment 9A.  
Placer County does not believe that the proposed project is within an adopted “airport influence 
area.”   
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