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provides that “[t]he County should include schools among those public facilities and services 
that are considered an essential part of the infrastructure that should be in place as development 
occurs” (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.11-22).  Also see Response to Comment 18B.  
 
Response 32E: The District requests accommodation of existing school district boundaries.  See 
Response to Comment 18E. 
 
Response 32F: The District states that it is concerned abut having available facilities, in particular 
a middle school.  The applicants will pay all required school fees.  The Specific Plan would be 
consistent with General Plan policies 4.J.6, 4.J.10, 4.J.11 and 4.J.13, policies designed to ensure 
that adequate school facilities are available in a timely manner to accommodate growth (Revised 
Draft EIR, page 4.11-22).  Although the Specific Plan currently does not propose creation of a 
middle school within the Elverta Joint Elementary School District, if such a need were to arise, 
the project applicants could either fund new facilities on currently proposed school sites in order 
to accommodate students in grades seven (7) and eight (8), or change elementary school 
designations from kindergarten through sixth grade (K-6) to kindergarten through eighth grade 
(K-8) in order to accommodate these students. 
 
Response 32G: The District is concerned about the cost of additional busing.  The costs associated 
with additional busing that will be required in order to accommodate students in the Specific 
Plan are included in the definition of “school impact fees” collected pursuant to Proposition 1A 
and SB 50.  As noted in Impact 4.11.4-1, school impact fees generated by new developed are 
currently deemed by law to be sufficient mitigation of any impacts based on generation of 
students on school facilities.  The County therefore appropriately concluded that the Project 
developers’ contribution of school impact fees to each affected school district, pursuant to State 
law, renders the impact of the project on the school districts less than significant (Revised Draft 
EIR, pages 4.11-23 to 4.11-25). 
 
Response 32H: The District is concerned about escalating construction costs for school facilities.  
The Revised Draft EIR recognizes that the cost of future school construction is difficult to 
predict and that costs will change over time.  The Revised Draft EIR also states that school 
mitigation fees and other potential sources, including the State School Building Program or local 
general obligation bonds, will fund school facilities.  Realizing the possible constraint on 
construction funding in the future, the Revised Draft EIR states that the “funding mechanism 
should include a method for adjusting the amount of funding to reflect current costs at the time 
of construction” (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.11-178).  The Specific Plan would be consistent 
with General Plan Policy 4.J.10, which provides that “[t]he provision of adequate school 
facilities is a community priority.  The County and school districts will work closely to secure 
adequate funding for new school facilities and, where legally feasible, the County shall provide a 
mechanism which, along with state and local sources, requires development projects to satisfy an 
individual school district’s financing program based upon their impaction” (Revised Draft EIR, 
page 4.11-22). 
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LETTER 33 PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING TRANSCRIPT 
 
Response 33A:  Commenter questions finding concerning affects on groundwater percolation.  
The “less than significant” finding is made because in excess of 90% of the soils on the site have 
little percolation value.  In other words surface water does not readily pass into the strata 
underlying the site (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.3-28).    
 
Response 33B:  Commenter inquires about well “insurance program” and wants to know why 
homeowners aren’t given water rather than money.  Commenter also wants to know how persons 
prove their well is affected.  Mitigation Measure 4.3.3-8c describes the referenced program that 
would require the establishment of a fund to pay for well replacement in the event a well is 
adversely affected.  This could include connection to the public water system that would be 
constructed to serve the Specific Plan area.  In fact this would be the County’s preferred outcome 
rather than continuing to have homeowners rely on individual wells.  The mitigation measure 
states that “[a]dditional components of the Well Insurance Program will be developed prior to 
approval of the first small lot tentative subdivision map.”  As part of this process, the nature of 
the “proof” will be determined.  It is assumed that a licensed well driller or PCWA would be 
capable of determining the cause of well failure.            
 
Response 33C:  Commenter questions decisions made concerning Community Plan consistency.  
See Responses to Comments 10A and 10B.   
 
Response 33D:   Commenter wants to know about zoning in the SPA.  SPA zoning will not be 
changed under the current proposal.  See Responses to Comments 6A, 12A, 23A and 33G. 
 
Response 33E:  The commenter has concerns about traffic and water supply.  Traffic and 
transportation-related impacts are fully addressed in Section 4.7 of the Revised Draft EIR.  In 
addition, the traffic analysis was partially recirculated in July 2006 in response to questions.  The 
commenter is referred to these two documents.  All required roadway improvements will be 
made prior to project buildout, including improvements to Baseline Road.  Water supply is 
addressed in Section 4.11.7 of the Revised Draft EIR.  The project will rely on surface water.  
Ground water would only be used as a backup in the event a series of excessively dry years were 
to occur (Revised Draft EIR pages 4-62 through 4-65).   
 
Response 33F:  Commenter is concerned about traffic and transportation improvements.  
Commenter wrote a letter (Letter 11) raising similar concerns.  Please see Responses to 
Comments 11A, 11B, 11C and 11D.  
 
Response 33G: Commenter is inquiring about what will happen along Baseline within the SPA.  
See Responses to Comments 6A, 12A and 23A.  No changes are proposed to land use along 
Baseline Road within the SPA.  Dwelling units available under the Specific Plan could be 
applied for by individual property owners over time, which could lead to some increase in 
density.  Baseline Road will also be widened over time to accommodate project and area traffic; 
however, plans for its widening will not encroach upon existing residences along the south side 
of Baseline Road. 
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Response 33H: Commenter wishes to know how density will be assigned within the SPA.  See 
Responses to Comments 6A and 12A. 
 
Response 33I:  Commenter is concerned about the density of development in proximity to the 
SPA.  See Responses to Comments 6A and 12A.  It is an accurate observation that relatively 
high density areas are proposed in proximity to the existing rural area (SPA).  However, the 
Specific Plan and Revised Draft EIR have established a number of buffer and design 
mechanisms to minimize impact on the SPA.  These concepts and mechanisms are discussed 
under Impacts 4.1-1, 4.1-5, and 4.1-7 appearing in Section 4.1 of the Revised Draft EIR.  In 
addition various buffering concepts are described in more detail in Revised Draft EIR Section 
4.2, on pages 4.2-48 and 4.2-49.  Various SPA buffering concepts are illustrated on Revised 
Draft EIR Figure 4.2-6.  With the buffering concepts proposed, it is the County’s opinion that 
impacts on the SPA are minimized.   
 
Response 33J:  Commenter wants to know if money from Well Insurance Program can be used to 
extend water supply infrastructure.  See Response to Comment 33B. 
 
Response 33K:  Commenter is concerned that the Revised Draft EIR references “acre feet” and 
“gallons per day” with no conversion factor.  Comment noted.  A conversion factor will be 
provided in any new documentation.  An acre foot of water equals 326,000 gallons.    
 
Response 33L:  Commenter is concerned about use of groundwater.  Commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment 15K for a more complete discussion, including a summary of PCWA’s 
recently completed Integrated Water Resources Plan (Final EIR Appendix FEIR-A).   
 
The project is required to have a water supply consisting of 100% surface water (some of which 
is recycled water for irrigation of parks and landscape corridors).  Groundwater is utilized only 
as a back-up and emergency supply in the event of dry year cutbacks (drought) or short term 
delivery problems with the surface supplies such as emergencies or planned maintenance shut 
downs.   
 
During a drought, PCWA may utilize groundwater to offset a reduction in surface water from the 
Sacramento River.  The use of groundwater will only occur infrequently.  Stabilization has 
occurred in large part to actions taken by PCWA and Sacramento Suburban Water District 
(SSWD) to utilize surface water during wet and normal years in the SSWD in lieu of continually 
pumping ground water.  This has been accomplished through an agreement between SSWD and 
PCWA to use currently available PCWA water rights, treat the water at the San Juan Peterson 
Water Treatment Plant and deliver it to SSWD customers through the San Juan Cooperative 
Pipeline.  This allows recharge to the groundwater to occur because the historic groundwater 
pumping has been discontinued for that certain period in which surface water is available under 
the agreement between SSWD and PCWA. 
 
When groundwater pumping has ceased it allows the groundwater to be recharged naturally and 
levels to rise.  This is referred to as in lieu recharge and allows groundwater that otherwise would 
have been pumped to meet customer’s demands to be banked in the ground for use during 
infrequent periods of drought without affecting the long term level of the groundwater.  Thus 
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when groundwater use is necessary it can occur without lowering of the groundwater levels due 
to the banking that has occurred in wet and normal years.   
 
To further support the infrequent use of groundwater for backup and emergency supplies, PCWA 
has noted that as land which historically pumped groundwater for agricultural irrigation and 
domestic use converts to more urban use, this annual historic groundwater use will be 
discontinued.  The discontinued annual use reduces the total groundwater pumping, in the area 
and frees use of groundwater for periodic use by PCWA without a net increase in the long-term 
average annual groundwater pumping.  
 
Portions of the land within the Placer Vineyards study area have historically been used for 
agricultural purposes.  As infrastructure did not exist to deliver surface water to the area, all 
agricultural water demands have been met by groundwater.  Private agricultural wells and 
pumping histories are not required to be submitted to the state, and therefore there is no complete 
record of actual groundwater use.  In this absence of actual pumping records, an estimate of 
groundwater use provides a range of probable use. 
 
In the Western Placer County Groundwater Storage Study, the historical groundwater use, future 
groundwater use, and impacts to the groundwater basin were analyzed.  The study area included 
the land bordered by the Sacramento County line on the south, the Sacramento River on the west, 
the Bear River on the north, and the eastern boundary of the groundwater basin on the east.  An 
estimate of groundwater use for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan study area was not 
specifically provided, but information provided in the report can be used to estimate the 
historical groundwater use in the Place Vineyards area. 
 
Figures 2-3 and 2-4 (numbered herein as Figures 3A and 3B) from the report are reprinted at the 
end of this section.  Figure 2-3 provides a snapshot of the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) cropping land use survey data for 1994 in Placer County.  Figure 2-4 presents the 
average annual irrigation demand based on the methodology presented in the report.  The area is 
divided into quarter sections from the Public Land Survey Grid, with each quarter section 
representing 640 acres.  The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan study area is approximated on the 
figure.  Using this outline, there are approximately 2 grids with average demand 20-40 inches per 
year, and 2.5 grids at 1-20 inches per year.  Converting the lower and upper demands to annual 
demand, groundwater usage ranges from 2,250 to 6,900 acre-feet per year (AFA), respectively.  
Page 4.3-49 of the Revised Draft EIR conservatively reports groundwater use within the Placer 
Vineyards Specific Plan area at approximately 2,650 AFA, much of which will cease over time 
with project development. 
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LETTER 34 CHRIS HANSON, WEST PLACER WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
 
Response 34A:  Commenter explains that the Waste Management Authority (WMA) did not 
receive the Revised Draft EIR in a timely fashion.  The County apologizes for the oversight and 
is treating the WMA’s letter as a comment on the Revised Draft EIR, even though the County 
received the letter after the close of the comment period.      
 
Response 34B:   Commenter agrees with intent of Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1a, but proposes the 
addition of language that would permit unseparated construction debris to be hauled to the 
WMA’s materials recycling facility (MRF).  Although the current mitigation measure reduces 
any potential impact related to recycling of construction debris to a less than significant level, the 
County has no objection to offering the option suggested by the WMA.  Mitigation Measure 
4.11.5-1a is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

4.11.5-1a Contractors shall be required to provide on-site separation of 
construction debris to assure a minimum 50% diversion of this 
material from the landfill, or all construction debris shall be hauled to 
the WMA MRF for recycling. 

 
The change raises no new environmental issues. 
 
Response 34C:    Commenter agrees with intent of Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1b, but proposes the 
addition of language that would require the project proponents to obtain land and/or construct a 
new transfer station.  The County disagrees that the project proponents should be singled out to 
obtain land or construct a transfer station.  It is assumed that the fair share contribution proposed 
by Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1b would adequately fund the future cost of all facilities necessary 
to support waste management and disposal in Western Placer County and that the WMA would 
construct the transfer station with the funds received, if a transfer station is determined to be 
necessary.     
 

4.11.5-1b Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute a fair share amount 
toward expansion of the MRF (including accommodation of a 
greenwaste program for the Specific Plan areaPlacer Vineyards) and 
landfill to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority.  
Expansions to be funded with the fair share payment may also include 
facilities not located on the site of the landfill such as transfer stations 
serving the Specific Plan area.  A mechanism for ensuring that this 
fair share payment is implemented shall be described in the 
Development Agreement for the Specific Plan. 

 
Response 34D:  Commenter requests that a mitigation measure be added requiring space for office 
waste recycling bins in commercial areas.  The commenter also points out that office waste 
recycling bins are required by County Code Section 8.16.080 and PRC Section 42900, et seq.  As 
is stated on page 2-13 of the Revised Draft EIR (Mitigation Approach), “…existing regulations 
may also address identified concerns.  Such regulations are discussed, but not treated as 
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mitigation, because they are already required by the project.”  Therefore it is not necessary to add 
the specific language recommended by the WMA as project-specific mitigation.        
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LETTER 35 WAYNE LEWIS, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
NOTE: Although the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) letter was not received by the 
County until September 1, 2006 (originally due May 18, 2006), the County is treating the letter 
as timely received, based on a prior agreement with Caltrans.  
 
Response 35A:  The commenter compliments the County and applicants on their willingness to 
work with Caltrans on regional transportation issues and strategies.  Caltrans, however, still 
disagrees with some of the technical analysis and has concerns with some of the mitigation 
language.  Letters were attached that detail the concerns.  Technical concerns are primarily 
related to employment and housing location assumptions, roadway facility capacity assumptions, 
and State highway system mitigation measures and procedures. 
 
The County wishes to reiterate its continuing desire to work with Caltrans to resolve issues 
related to State facilities.  Impacts to State Highways and fair share mitigation were addressed in 
both the Revised Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  Specific technical 
points raised by Caltrans are addressed below under Responses to Comments 35B, 35C and 35D. 
 
Response 35B:  The commenter questions the employment locale assumptions used in the traffic 
analysis.  Existing and future employment locations in the EIR analysis were not simply 
“assumed” but were estimated by the Placer County Travel Demand Model, which was used in 
the EIR analysis to forecast changes in travel demand/patterns due to the proposed project. This 
model package has a trip distribution model that estimates where the job-end of a home-to-work 
trip would be located. The Placer County trip distribution model is based on the same 
formulation as SACOG’s region travel demand model (SACMET). The SACMET model was 
calibrated to data from a regional household travel survey conducted by SACOG in 2000. 
 
The Table below (Comparison of Work Trip Distributions Placer County Travel Demand Model 
versus US Census Data) compares commute trips from the Placer County Travel Demand 
Model’s 2004 base year to data from the 2000 Census. The commenter states that: 
 

 …the 2003 Longitudinal Employment Household Data Census Report indicates 
that 27 percent of workers living in Placer County work in Sacramento County 
and six percent of the workers living in Sacramento County work in Placer 
County.   

 
Data obtained from the US Census 2000 Gateway web site indicate that about 30 percent of 
workers living in Placer County work in Sacramento County, or somewhat greater than the 
percent stated by the commenter. As shown on the Table, the Placer County Travel Demand 
Model predicts that 32 percent of Placer County workers commute to Sacramento County and 
that 7 percent of the workers living in Sacramento County work in Placer County. Thus the 
Table clearly demonstrates that the Placer County Travel Demand Model provides very 
reasonable estimates of the current work locations of Placer County residents.  
 
The travel demand model was used to estimate how work locations would change over time due 
to the substantial growth in jobs and housing in the Sacramento region. As shown in the Table, 
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the Placer County Travel Demand Model estimated that about 40 percent of residents of the 
proposed project would commute to Sacramento County under cumulative conditions. The 
percentage of project residents commuting to Sacramento County is greater than Placer County 
as a whole due to its location just north of the Sacramento County Line. 
 
The commenter appears to be using the difference in traffic volumes for a scenario without the 
proposed project and traffic volumes for a scenario with the proposed project as a way to 
estimate the distribution of trips from the proposed project. As discussed below, such a 
calculation does not provide an accurate distribution of project trips due to the estimated changes 
in travel patterns for non-project trips predicted by the travel demand model. 
 
Final EIR Table 
Comparison of Work Trip Distributions 
Placer County Travel Demand Model versus US Census Data 

2000 Census 
Placer County  

Travel Demand Model 
Caltrans 

Comment 
Letter 

US Census  
Web Site1 2004 Base Year 

Cumulative with 
Project 

Residential 
Location 

Work 
Location Percent Workers Percent 

Commute 
Trips  

(one way) Percent Percent 
Placer 
County  69,554 60% 72,267 62% 69% Placer 

County Sacramento 
County 27% 35,458 30% 38,133 32% 22% 

Sacramento 
County 

Placer 
County 6% 29,788 6% 26,887 7% 12% 
Sacramento 
County   NA  NA 40% 
Placer 
Vineyards   NA  NA 34% Placer 

Vineyards Other 
Placer 
County   NA  NA 14% 

1 Percentage calculations from data provided on US Census Bureau Web Site on "County-To-County Worker Flow 
Files" ( http://www.census.gov/population/www/cen2000/commuting.html) 

   
As noted in the Revised Draft EIR, the traffic volume forecasts are not based on a simple 
layering or adding of assumed project-generated traffic volumes onto existing traffic counts.  
Rather, the Placer County Travel Demand Model is used to predict how travel patterns would 
change if the project land uses are added to Existing No Project or Cumulative No Project land 
uses.  Compared to conditions without the proposed project, the model redistributes trips, to 
rebalance trips for work and other trip purposes. When 14,132 dwelling units and about 7,600 
jobs are added to the project site, with development outside the project site remaining constant, 
the model predicts a substantial change in travel patterns would occur.  
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For example, under the No Project scenario, the model predicts that some residents of 
Sacramento County would work at Hewlett Packard in Roseville. When the proposed project 
land uses are added, the model predicts that some of the residents of the proposed project would 
also work at Hewlett Packard. Since the employment at Hewlett Packard remains the same under 
both scenarios with and without the proposed project, the model rebalances work trips in the 
region and thereby predicts that fewer Sacramento County residents would commute to Hewlett 
Packard in Roseville under Cumulative Plus Project conditions than Cumulative No Project 
conditions. This example of the redistribution of work trips is a logical result of introducing a 
large number of new homes in the region.  
 
To help respond to this comment, daily vehicle trips (for all purposes, not just work trips) that 
have an origin or destination within the proposed project were “assigned” to the model’s 
roadway network to show the amount of project traffic that uses each roadway segment. The 
following Table (Daily Traffic Volumes Related to Proposed Project Crossing Sacramento 
County Line Cumulative Conditions) shows how the estimated number project trips using 
roadway segments that cross the Sacramento/Placer County line would differ from the calculated 
difference between the traffic volumes under Cumulative Plus Project conditions and Cumulative 
No Project conditions. The travel demand model predicts that about 67,200 daily vehicle trips 
that have an origin or destination within the proposed project would cross the Sacramento/Placer 
County line between Walerga Road and State Route (SR) 70/99. This represents about 34 
percent of the trips generated by the proposed project. 
 
Using the same model runs, the estimated difference in traffic volumes between the Cumulative 
Plus Project scenario and the Cumulative No Project scenario on roadways that cross that portion 
of the county line was estimated at 33,700 daily vehicles trips. The difference between the 
numbers in the two columns of the Table reflects the redistribution of travel due to proposed 
project. 
 
Final EIR Table 
Daily Traffic Volumes Related to Proposed Project Crossing Sacramento County Line 
Cumulative Conditions  

 

Daily Traffic Volume Difference 
between  

Cumulative with Project and  
Cumulative No Project1 

Daily Project Vehicle Trips using 
Roadway under Cumulative with 

Project Conditions1 

Walerga Road 1,900 5,500 
Watt Avenue 6,600 23,300 
16th Street 13,300 13,500 
Palladay Road 6,400 9,100 
Elwyn Avenue 3,100 11,700 
Sorento Road 1,000 1,400 
SR 70/99 1,400 2,700 
Total Crossing County Line 33,700 67,200 
Percent of Placer Vineyards 
Daily Trip Generation  34% 
1 Traffic forecasts reflect revised project description from the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 
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The travel demand model does predict a substantial amount of project generated traffic crosses 
the Sacramento County line and reflects a realistic estimate of work trip end locations for 
workers from Placer County and the proposed project. Therefore, no adjustments to the traffic 
impact analysis appear to be warranted.  
 
Response 35C:  The commenter questions the transportation facility capacity assumptions used in 
the traffic analysis.  As discussed in the Revised Draft EIR, The analysis of the No Project 
Alternative under Cumulative conditions assumed roadway improvements that are planned to be 
constructed by 2025, including all the new roadways and roadway improvements in the Placer 
County General Plan EIR, the Placer County CIP and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP) that would be implemented by 2025. The MTP does not include widening of SR 70/99 or 
SR 65. Therefore, the widening of these State highways was not assumed under cumulative 
conditions in the Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Impact 4.7-19 (Revised Draft EIR page 4.7-85) indicates that the proposed project would result 
in increases in traffic volumes on portions of SR 70/99, SR 65 and I-80 that would operate at 
LOS F conditions without the proposed project. These increases in traffic volumes were 
considered a significant impact and Mitigation Measure 4.7-19b called for the proposed project 
to contribute its fair share toward widening portions of these state highways.  
 
The commenter appears to be using the difference in traffic volumes for a scenario without the 
proposed project and traffic volumes for a scenario with the proposed project as a way to 
estimate the distribution of trips from the proposed project. As discussed in the Response to 
Comment 35B above, such a calculation does not provide an accurate distribution of project trips 
due to the estimated changes in travel patterns for non-project trips predicted by the travel 
demand model. As shown in the first Table under Response to Comment 35B (Comparison of 
Work Trip Distributions Placer County Travel Demand Model versus US Census Data), the 
number of proposed project trips that use a roadway segment usually exceeds the difference 
between traffic volumes with and without the proposed project. 
 
The Revised Draft EIR indicates that substantial portions of the State highway system in the 
traffic impact study area (portions of Placer, Sacramento and Sutter counties) would operate at 
LOS F conditions under Cumulative (2025) conditions with or without the proposed project. 
Such traffic congestion could affect the travel demand model’s estimated distribution of project 
traffic under cumulative conditions.  
 
The commenter requests that the traffic impact analysis “be revised to more realistically reflect 
future State highway capacities for actual traffic demand on SR 65, SRs 70/99 and Interstate 80.”  
A review of a travel model assignment of vehicle trips that have an origin or destination within 
the proposed project (see Response to Comment 35B above) indicates that 2025 congestion 
levels on the State highway system would significantly affect the amount of project generated 
traffic using only one portion of the State highway system: SR 70/99 between Riego Road and I-
5. To help respond to this comment, new travel forecasts were conducted that revise the 
Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios to assume that SR 70/99 is 
widened to 6 lanes from Riego Road to I-5.  
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The Table below (Daily Traffic Volumes Crossing Sacramento County Line Related to Placer 
Vineyards) shows the estimated number project trips using roadway segments that cross the 
Sacramento/Placer County line as well as the calculated difference in traffic volumes between 
the Cumulative Plus Project scenario and the Cumulative No Project scenario with and without 
the widening a portion of SR 70/99 to 6 lanes. With or without this widening, a substantial 
amount of the traffic from the proposed project would use Elverta Road to access SR 70/99, not 
Riego Road. Therefore, The Table also shows the amount of project related trips use SR 70/99 
south of Elverta Road. 
 
Final EIR Table 
Daily Traffic Volumes Crossing Sacramento County Line Related to Placer Vineyards 

Volume Difference between  
Cumulative with Project and  

Cumulative No Project1 

Project Trips using Roadway 
under Cumulative with Project 

Conditions1 

Streets  
SR 70/99  
4 Lane 

SR 70/99  
6 Lane 

SR 70/99  
4 Lane 

SR 70/99  
6 Lane 

Walerga Road 1,900 1,600 5,500 5,300
Watt Avenue 6,600 6,500 23,300 23,100
16th Street 13,300 13,000 13,500 13,300
Palladay Road 6,400 7,200 9,100 8,500
Elwyn Avenue 3,100 4,200 11,700 12,100
Sorento Road 1,000 1,100 1,400 1,500
SR 70/99 1,400 4,700 2,700 4,100
Total Crossing County Line 33,700 38,300 67,200 67,900
Percent of Placer Vineyards 
Daily Trip Generation     34% 35%
SR 70/99 south of Elverta Road 1,400 8,000 10,800 13,600
1 Traffic forecasts reflect revised project description from the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 

 
The travel demand model predicts that the widening of SR 70/99 would increase the amount of 
project generated trips using SR 70/99. However, for the various roadways crossing the county 
line, the difference in volumes between a 4-lane SR 70/99 and a 6 lane 70/99 are modest.  
 
Improvements to SR 70/99, SR 65 and I-80 will be expensive and will likely require funding 
from   a wide range of sources, including funds from future developments over wide areas. The 
Revised Draft EIR concludes that increases in traffic volumes on portions of SR 70/99, SR 65 
and I-80 due to the proposed project is considered a significant impact and that the proposed 
project should contribute its fair share toward widening portions of these state highways. When 
determining the project’s fair share, the analysis should not be based on the difference in traffic 
volumes for a scenario without the proposed project and traffic volumes for a scenario with the 
proposed project from a travel demand model. Following common practice, the proposed 
project’s fair share should be determined by the percentage of project trips that use that portion 
of the State highway with the widening of the State highway assumed in the analysis. The Table 
below (Potential Calculation of Proposed Project’s Fair Share Contribution Improvements to SR 
70/99) demonstrates how the data from the Revised Draft EIR travel demand forecasts could be 
used to calculate a potential fair share contribution for improvements to SR 70/99. 
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The Table shows that if SR 70/99 remains 4 lanes, traffic on SR 70/99 south of Elverta Road is 
expected to increase by 58,200 daily vehicles or 143% by 2025 with the proposed project. The 
travel demand model used for the DEIR analysis estimates that 10,800 daily vehicles from the 
proposed project would use that segment of SR 70/99, which is 18.6 percent of the projected 
growth in traffic volume. Based on this representative calculation, the proposed project’s fair 
share of improvements to SR 70/99 would 18.6 percent. 
 
If SR 70/99 is widened to 6 lanes, traffic on SR 70/99 south of Elverta Road is expected to 
increase by 83,600 daily vehicles or 192% by 2025 with the proposed project. The travel demand 
model estimates that 13,600 daily vehicles from the proposed project would use that segment of 
SR 70/99, which is 16.3 percent of the projected growth in traffic volume. Based on this 
representative calculation, the proposed project’s fair share of improvements to SR 70/99 would 
16.3 percent. 
 
Final EIR Table 
Potential Calculation of Proposed Project’s Fair Share Contribution 
Improvements to SR 70/99 

Daily Volume of SR 70/99 South of 
Elverta Road1 

 

4 Lane  
SR 70/99 

6 Lane  
SR 70/99 

A) Existing 40,500 40,500 
B) Cumulative with Project Condition 98,700 124,100 
C) Growth (B-A) 58,200 83,600 
D) Percent Increase 143% 192% 
E) Project Traffic (see Table Z)  10,800 13,600 
F) Project Traffic percent of Growth in Traffic (D/C) 18.6% 16.3% 
1 Traffic forecasts reflect revised project description from the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 

 
The calculations above are meant to illustrate how a project’s share of improvements to a State 
highway could be calculated. If regional impact fees are to be used to help fund improvements to 
a State highway, the assumptions and methodology used for that calculation would need to be 
worked out with all of the jurisdictions involved. 
 
Response 35D:  The County notes Caltrans’ three areas of disagreement with the Specific Plan’s 
proposed mitigation for traffic impacts on the State highway system, and responds as follows.   
First, Placer County has chosen to take the more conservative approach in the EIR of finding all 
project impacts on State highways “significant and unavoidable” if the improvements lie outside 
of the jurisdiction of Placer County.  Although the Revised Draft EIR identifies mitigation 
measures that would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level (see Mitigation 
Measures 4.7-2a and 4.7-9b), these improvements lie outside the jurisdiction of Placer County, 
and thus cannot be guaranteed to occur – at least from the County’s standpoint.  Although 
Caltrans may, as it states, have “procedures in place to facilitate the implementation of these 
mitigation measures,” until the County and Caltrans agree on the means of collecting and 
spending the project proponents’ funds, the physical improvements at issue cannot be guaranteed 
to occur.  If, for whatever reason, the proposed mitigation measures, or equally effective 
measures, are not implemented, the roadway segments would continue to operate at an 
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unacceptable level.  Thus, the County, as the CEQA lead agency acting in advance of its 
potential funding partners, has conservatively considered the project’s impacts on State highways 
to be significant and unavoidable, at least at the present time and at the time when the Board of 
Supervisors will be asked to take action on the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.  
  
Second, the County disagrees that the phrase “if and when an appropriate fee mechanism has 
been adopted” (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.7-52) implies that the project is not responsible for its 
fair-share of improvements necessary to achieve acceptable service levels on the State highway 
segments identified in Table 4.7-24 of the Revised Draft EIR.  This phrase does not relieve the 
Specific Plan of its fair-share responsibility for mitigating its traffic impacts.  Rather, the 
language merely makes clear that a fair-share contribution by the project, and similar 
contributions from all other projects responsible for increasing congestion on these highway 
segments, will only be viable after an appropriate fee collection and expenditure mechanism is 
first established. As noted above, because County decision-makers will take action on the 
Specific Plan without knowing with certainty that the agreements contemplated by Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2a, including the proposed agreement with Caltrans, will come to fruition, the 
language of both the measure and the EIR recognize that such success cannot be absolutely 
guaranteed. 
 
Finally, the County believes that the establishment of an enforceable agreement between 
Caltrans and Placer County, consistent with State law and Placer County General Plan Policy 
3.A.15, is a proper prerequisite to the County making the Specific Plan’s fair share contributions, 
and all other project’s fair share contributions, available to Caltrans (see Mitigation Measure 4.7-
2a).  Under the federal and State constitutions, the County cannot impose on the project 
proponents the obligation to mitigate impacts not attributable to their project. Thus, without the 
matching, reciprocal funds needed for certain improvements, the collection of fees from the 
project applicants would be an idle act. Although Caltrans has established methods in place to 
assist local agencies with the implementation of local development mitigation measures, until 
Placer County and Caltrans, as well as other local jurisdictions, establish one or more 
appropriate, enforceable agreements, the Specific Plan’s impacts on the State highway system 
must be considered significant and unavoidable, as explained above.  Without such an agreement 
or agreements, the mitigation measures identified in the Revised Draft EIR would be infeasible 
and the identified improvements would not be guaranteed to occur.   
 
The key point here is that, in preparing both the Revised Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR, County staff devised a mitigation strategy that represents a good faith 
attempt to grapple with the challenges of imposing on a local development project the obligation 
to mitigate its ascertainable significant impacts on the state highway system.  At present, the 
institutional and legal mechanisms for a flow of money from the applicants to the County and 
thence to Caltrans simply do not exist, and thus must be created.  In considering the Specific 
Plan, the Board of Supervisors will determine whether, if it approves the Specific Plan, it will 
also adopt Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  If the Board takes both such actions, the County will be 
legally bound to approach Caltrans with the intention of seeking an agreement by which the 
project can be made to mitigate its impacts on Caltrans’ facilities. 
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Response 35E:  The commenter believes that the Revised Draft EIR inadequately addresses traffic 
impacts on the State highway system.  The Revised Draft EIR addresses impacts on State 
Highway mainline segments and intersections under both existing and cumulative conditions 
(see Impact 4.7-9 on pages 4.7-51 through 4.7-54, Impact 4.7-19 on pages 4.7-85 through 4,7-88 
and the Supercumulative analysis on page 4.7-98).  Also see Responses to Comments 35B and 
35C. 
 
Response 35F:  The commenter points out that no regional fee program is in place and that the 
approach outlined in the EIR appears to be contrary to CEQA.  See Response to Comment 35D. 
 
Response 35G:  The commenter disputes significant unavoidable impact findings for State 
highways.  See Response to Comment 35D. 
 
Response 35H:  The commenter notes that Caltrans has mechanisms in place to work with other 
agencies to develop mitigation programs.  See Response to Comment 35D. 
 
Response 35I:  The commenter requests that all work within a State highway right-of-way be 
performed in accordance with Caltrans’ standards and under an encroachment permit.  Comment 
noted.  Although the project does not abut a State highway, certain offsite improvements will be 
required over time within State Highway right-of-ways for which the applicants will pay their 
fair share.  It is not anticipated that the County or applicants would have direct involvement in 
State highway construction work.  In the event this unlikely scenario was to occur, all work 
would be performed in accordance with Caltrans standards and be subject to an encroachment 
permit.   
 
Response 35J:  The commenter describes Caltrans requirements with regard to stormwater runoff 
and discharges to State highway right-of-ways.  Comment noted.  The project does not abut a 
State Highway or have any potential to discharge runoff to a State Highway (the nearest State 
highway is approximately 3 miles from the project site).  A Master Project Drainage Study has 
been prepared for the project that will ensure that flows are contained onsite to the extent 
necessary to protect downstream properties (see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.3).  As noted under 
Response to Comment 35I, it is not anticipated that the County or applicants would have direct 
involvement in any offsite State highway construction work.  In the event this unlikely scenario 
was to occur, all work would be performed in accordance with Caltrans standards and be subject 
to an encroachment permit.   
 
Response 35K:  The commenter makes several recommendations regarding project landscaping.  
Comment noted.  The project does not abut a State highway and project landscaping will have no 
effect on a State-owned facility.  Caltrans’ recommendations will be taken into consideration by 
the applicants and the County during final project landscape design.    



Letter 36

A





 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 36 October, 2006 
Final EIR  

LETTER 36 TERRY ROBERTS, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
 
Response 36A:   Comment noted.  All letters received from the Clearinghouse on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR are included in Section Three and, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088, written responses to all comments received are provided herein. 
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LETTER 37 MARLO TINNEY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Response 37A:  The commenter reiterates previous expressed concerns that were addressed by 
County responses to Comment Letter 35.  See Responses to Comments 35B, 35C and 35D.  
 
Response 37B:  The commenter notes that there has been a decline in State highway system trips 
under the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR and requests confirmation of the analysis.  
The traffic volume forecasts in Table 4.7-39 in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 
reflect several changes from those in the Revised Draft EIR including: 1) a revised project 
description, 2) a revised roadway network in Western Placer County and 3) a slight adjustment to 
the traffic volume coming from Yuba County to best reflect forecasts from SACOG. A 
comparison of Table 4.7-39 in the Revised Draft EIR to Revised Table 4.7-39 in the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR indicates that the total volume on SR 70/99 under the 
Cumulative No Project scenario south of Riego Road is higher in the Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR. This segment of SR 70/99 would operate at LOS F under Cumulative No 
Project conditions. With a somewhat higher level of traffic congestion on SR 70/99 in the 
forecast for the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR than the forecasts for the Revised Draft 
EIR, the model predicts that more project traffic would use local roads to avoid SR 70/99. It 
must be noted, however, that the model does predict that there are a substantial number of 
vehicle trips that have an origin or destination within the proposed project that would use SR 
70/99.  
 
The commenter appears to be using the difference in traffic volumes for the Cumulative No 
Project scenario and traffic volumes for the Cumulative Plus Project scenario as a way to 
estimate the distribution of trips from the proposed project. As discussed in Responses to 
Comments 35B and 35C, such a calculation does not provide an accurate distribution of project 
trips due to the estimated changes in travel patterns for non-project trips predicted by the travel 
demand model.  Responses to Comments 35B and 35C use information from the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR to show how a substantial amount of project-generated traffic 
would use SR 70/99. The information provided in those responses indicates that 34 percent of 
project-related traffic would use the roadways that cross the Sacramento County line under 
Cumulative Plus Project conditions. This information indicates that the percent of project-related 
traffic on the State Highway System is realistic and no adjustments are needed in the forecasting 
methodology used for the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Response 37C:  The commenter expresses her agency’s desire to collaborate with Placer County 
to implement traffic impact mitigation measures and to formulate legally agreeable mitigation 
language.  Comment noted.  Placer County has previously expressed its desire to work with 
Caltrans and looks forward to a positive outcome. Mitigation language acceptable to both parties 
can be worked out in the Agreement between them contemplated by Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  
See Response to Comment 35D. 
 
Response 37D:  Commenter recognizes Placer County for its leadership in examining regional 
impact fee proposals.  The comment is acknowledged and appreciated.  Like Caltrans, the 
County recognizes that congestion on the region’s highway system presents a multi-jurisdictional 
challenge requiring creative problem-solving by all affected planning agencies.  
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LETTER 38 DOUG LIBBY, SUTTER COUNTY COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
Response 38A:  As explained in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), Placer County, in preparing the Final EIR, is only 
required to respond to comments received during the recirculation period for the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that relate to the chapters or portions of the Revised Draft EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR specifically 
provided, “[t]he partial recirculation is not an opportunity to re-submit comments on previously 
published topics, or add additional comments on previously published topics” (Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pages 1-14 to 1-15).  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR cautioned readers not to submit comments on issues not directly implicated by the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, page 1-15).  
Although CEQA does not require the County to respond to comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that address topics not covered in the partially recirculated 
document, the County is nevertheless responding to such comments for purposes of 
informational disclosure. 
 
The commenter requests that three intersections in Sutter County be signalized and that the 
applicant pay 100% of the cost of the signalization.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-8b (Revised Draft 
EIR, pages 4.7-50 and 4.7-51) provides for the requested signalization.  In addition, Figure 3-16 
of the Revised Draft EIR shows the three intersections signalized as part of the Backbone 
Roadway Improvements.  Because they would be installed as part of the Backbone Roadway 
Improvements, this means that they would be fully funded by the applicants.  To the extent that 
other future development benefits from the improvements made by Placer Vineyards project 
proponents, it would be reasonable for Sutter County to require others to contribute their fair 
share as development occurs in the area and to partially reimburse the Placer Vineyards project 
proponents.   Because the signals can be considered a part of the project, Mitigation Measure 
4.7-8b as currently written may lead to confusion and is hereby rewritten as follows: 
 

4.7-8b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a and Revised Draft EIR Figure 
3-16 Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its 
fair share toward construct the following improvements in Sutter County: 

 
1. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road to 

provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.62). 
 
2. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove 

Road (North) to provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.64). 
 
3. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove 

Road (South) to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.74). 
  
While implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level, these improvements lie outside the jurisdiction of Placer County.  Sutter County 
may implement the suggested or similar mitigation measures, but may choose not to.  If the 
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identified improvements are not made, the intersections would operate at an unacceptable level; 
therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response 38B:  The commenter requests that the applicant create a funding mechanism for the 
maintenance and operational costs of the proposed new signals.  While the need for installation 
of the signals is triggered by the project, the signals are a general safety enhancement that, once 
installed, benefits all members of the public utilizing this section of roadway, and would not be 
the sole responsibility of the project.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the County will consider 
whether to include a temporary component for signal maintenance in the budget of any funding 
mechanism that is created by the County to maintain roads in the Specific Plan area in order to 
reimburse Sutter County for a share of the maintenance costs when such mechanism is put in 
place.        
 
Response 38C:  As explained in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), Placer County, in preparing the Final EIR, is only 
required to respond to comments received during the recirculation period for the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that relate to the chapters or portions of the Revised Draft EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR specifically 
provided, “[t]he partial recirculation is not an opportunity to re-submit comments on previously 
published topics, or add additional comments on previously published topics” (Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pages 1-14 to 1-15).  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR cautioned readers not to submit comments on issues not directly implicated by the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, page 1-15).  
Although CEQA does not require the County to respond to comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that address topics not covered in the partially recirculated 
document, the County is nevertheless responding to such comments for purposes of 
informational disclosure. 
 
Commenter states that the EIR has not analyzed safety issues and impacts associated with the 
existing railroad crossing on Riego Road.  This condition did not change between publication of 
the Revised Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR; therefore, the comment 
is not a comment based on new information presented in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR.  As noted by the commenter, Revised Table 4.7-22 in the Partially Recirculated Revised 
Draft EIR shows that Riego Road east of SR 70/99 was estimated to carry 14,000 daily vehicles 
under Existing Plus Project conditions, which is 4,100 vehicles per day more than the existing 
volume of 9,900 daily vehicles. This traffic volume represents about 78 percent of the typical 
18,000 daily vehicle capacity of a two-lane arterial roadway. Riego Road would achieve this 
capacity if its multi-way stop-sign controlled intersections were signalized. 
 
As noted by the commenter, FHWA’s “Guidance on Traffic Control at Highway-Rail Grade 
Crossings” has criteria for the consideration of grade separations. One of those criteria is an 
average annual traffic volume (AADT) of 100,000 daily vehicles in an urban area and 50,000 in 
a rural area. Another criterion is a “crossing exposure” (the product of the number of trains per 
day and AADT) of 1,000,000 in an urban area and 250,000 in a rural area. With a projected daily 
volume of 14,000 daily vehicles in an urbanizing area, these criteria would not be met.  
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The Federal Railroad Administration’s web-based tool “Gradedec.net” allows a user to analyze 
benefits and costs of a grade separation to help prioritize investments in grade crossing 
improvements. It does not provide thresholds for when a grade separation should be 
implemented due safety issues. The existing railroad crossing on Riego Road is controlled by 
gates and warning lights, which is an appropriate and safe type of control for a railroad crossing 
of a two-lane roadway with a daily volume of 14,000 daily vehicles. There is no indication that 
there has been a safety problem at this crossing.  
 
Based on this analysis, the proposed project does not appear to add sufficient volume to meet the 
criteria for installation of a railroad grade separation on Riego Road. 
 
Response 38D:  As explained in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), Placer County, in preparing the Final EIR, is only 
required to respond to comments received during the recirculation period for the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that relate to the chapters or portions of the Revised Draft EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR specifically 
provided, “[t]he partial recirculation is not an opportunity to re-submit comments on previously 
published topics, or add additional comments on previously published topics” (Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pages 1-14 to 1-15).  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR cautioned readers not to submit comments on issues not directly implicated by the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, page 1-15).  
Although CEQA does not require the County to respond to comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that address topics not covered in the partially recirculated 
document, the County is nevertheless responding to such comments for purposes of 
informational disclosure. 
 
The commenter requests an A.M. peak hour analysis for Sutter County.  An A.M. peak hour 
analysis was not included in the Revised Draft EIR for the reasons discussed in Response to 
Comment 15EE.  Therefore, the comment is not a comment based on new information presented 
in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  A letter requesting input on the analysis was 
sent to Sutter County early in the EIR process, but Sutter County did not respond (see Appendix 
FEIR-C).  However, based on Sutter County’s recent request, an A.M. analysis has been 
performed.   
 
The A.M. analysis under Existing Plus Project Conditions indicates that all of the study 
intersections would operate at LOS F during the A.M. peak hour.  Therefore, the bullets on page 
4.7-50 of the Revised Draft EIR are revised as shown: 
 

a.  Level of Service at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road 
would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “F” in the A.M. and P.M. peak 
hours. 

 
b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (North) 

and Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in the A.M. 
peak hour and LOS “C” to LOS “F” in the P.M. peak hour. 
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c.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (North) 
and Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours. 

 
d.  Level of Service at the intersection of Highway 77/99 and Riego Road 

would operate at LOS “F” in the A.M. peak hour and would further 
degrade. 

 
Three of these intersections would operate at LOS F in the P.M. peak hour as well, as shown in 
Table 4.7-23 of the Revised Draft EIR.  These three intersections would operate at acceptable 
levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-8 on pages 4.7-50 and 4.7-51 of the 
Revised Draft EIR, which calls for the installation of signals.  The intersection of Highway 70/99 
with Riego Road, which would operate at an acceptable service level in the P.M. peak hour, 
would exacerbate LOS F in the A.M. peak hour under both the Existing and Existing plus Project 
conditions.  In order to offset the project impact at this intersection, the following item is added 
to Mitigation Measure 4.7-8b on page 4.7-51 of the Revised Draft EIR: 
 

4.   Construct third northbound and southbound through lanes (2,000 to 3,000 
feet long) to provide LOS “F” (delay of 66.1 seconds) 

 
Or 
 
Construct the Highway 77/99 interchange at Riego Road. 

 
As stated on page 4.7-33 of the Revised Draft EIR, an interchange is included in the SACOG 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), and is assumed to be in place under cumulative 
conditions.  Sutter County and Caltrans could choose either construction of additional lanes at 
the existing intersection of Riego Road/Highway 99 or the interchange in order to improve 
conditions at the Riego Road/Highway 99 intersection.  The project would pay its fair share 
toward either of these improvements. 
 
As shown in Table 6-18a, A.M. peak hour conditions would be similar under the Blueprint 
Alternative, although there would be more congestion than under the proposed project.  The 
bullets on page 6-84 of the Revised Draft EIR are revised as shown: 
 

a. Level of Service at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road 
would degrade from LOS “C” to LOS “F” in both the AM and PM peak 
hour. 

 
b. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (North) 

and Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in the AM 
peak hour and LOS “C” to LOS “F” in the PM peak hour. 

 
c. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard (South) 

and Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in both the 
AM and PM peak hour. 
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d. Level of Service at the intersection of Highway 77/99 and Riego Road 
would operate at LOS “F” in the A.M. peak hour and would further 
degrade. 

 
With the addition of the following item, Mitigation Measure 4.7-8b would also improve 
conditions at the intersection of Riego Road and Highway 99: 
 

 Construct third northbound and southbound through lanes (2,000 to 3,000 
feet long) and a third westbound left turn lane to provide LOS “F” (delay of 
74.4_ seconds); 
 
Or 
 

 Construct the Highway 99 interchange at Riego Road. 
 

Under either the proposed project or the Blueprint Alternative, the impact on intersections in 
Sutter County would be significant and unavoidable, because Placer County cannot ensure that 
the mitigation measure is implemented (see page 4.7-50). 
 
As shown in Table 4.7-38A below, the two Sutter County intersections that would operate at 
unacceptable levels under A.M. Cumulative Plus Project Conditions were already identified as 
operating at LOS “F” under P.M. Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  In order to reflect the 
A.M. analysis, the bullets on page 4.7-84 are revised as shown: 
 

a.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and 
Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS  “E” in the A.M. peak 
hour and LOS “E” to LOS “F” in the P.M. peak hour. 
 

b.  Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and 
Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in the A.M. peak 
hour “LOS “E” to LOS “F” in the P.M. peak hour. 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-18b would result in acceptable service levels under both the A.M. and 
P.M. conditions, so no revision to the measure is needed to address A.M. conditions. 
 
Under the Blueprint Alternative, cumulative A.M. peak hour conditions would be similar to the 
proposed project, only more congested (see Table 6-32A below.  Therefore, the bullets on page 
6-110 of the Revised Draft EIR are revised as shown: 
 

a. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and 
Riego Road would degrade from LOS “E” to LOS “F” in the P.M. peak 
hour. 
 

b. Level of Service at the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and 
Riego Road would degrade from LOS “D” to LOS “F” in the A.M. peak 
hour and “LOS “E” to LOS “F” in the P.M. peak hour. 
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As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 4.7-18 would reduce the impact on Sutter 
County intersections to a less-than-significant level under either A.M. or P.M. peak hour 
conditions.  However, as discussed on page 4.7-85, Placer County cannot ensure that these 
improvements are implemented, so the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.7-23A 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Existing Plus Project Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Project Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection  

( Delay ) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 

( Delay ) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1 Hwy 70/99 Riego Road F 86.2  F 123.0  
2 Natomas Road Riego Road C (F)1  18.1 (>50)1 F  67.7 
3 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(North) Riego Road D (F)1  26.5 (>50)1

 F  115.6 
3 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(South) Riego Road D (F)1  31.4 (>50)1

 F  118.6 
Note: Intersection number refers to Figure 4.7-8. 
1 Observed delay greater than calculated delay. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2006. 

Table 6-18A 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus Blueprint Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South Roadway East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection  
( Delay ) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 
(Delay) 

Level 
of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
( Delay ) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection 
(Delay) 

1 Hwy 70/99 Riego Road F 86.2  F 157.8  
2 Natomas Road Riego Road C (F)1  18.1 (>50)1 F  191.8 
3 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(North) Riego Road D (F)1  20.9 (>50)1

 F  225.7 
4 Pleasant Grove Rd.  
(South) Riego Road D (F)1  31.4 (>50)1

 F   325.7 
Note: Intersection number refers to Figure 4.7-8. 
1 Observed delay greater than calculated delay. 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2006. 
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Response 38E:  The commenter states that Riego Road will need to be upgraded to accommodate 
project traffic and that the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan project proponents should pay for the 
upgrades.  Riego Road is shown to operate at acceptable levels under both existing and 
cumulative conditions. The proposed project proposes to signalized and construct additional 
improvements at the Riego Road/Pleasant Grove Road and Riego Road/East Natomas Road as 
part of the project. These improvements would provide an acceptable level of service on Riego 
Road under Existing Plus project conditions and thereby accommodate 14,000 vehicles per day. 
The proposed project does not cause a significant impact due to the provision of these 
improvements as part of the proposed project.  Roadway volumes on Riego Road already justify 
shoulders, even without the project.  However, meeting design standards is not a standard of 
significance use din the EIR or in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  Sutter County does not 
provide any evidence that this would be a significant impact that should have been addressed in 
EIR. 
 

Table 4.7-38A 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd A  3.2 A  6.3 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd A  6.7 A  6.0 
3   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (North) Riego Rd D 0.89 

 
E 0.95 

 

4   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (South) Riego Rd D 0.89 

 
F 1.02 

 

Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2006 

Table 6-32A 
A.M. Peak Hour Levels of Service at Study Intersections – Sutter County 
Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions 

Cumulative No Project Alternative Cumulative Plus Blueprint Conditions Intersection 
LOS Criteria LOS Criteria 

North-South 
Roadway 

East-West 
Roadway 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

Level 
of 

Service 

Signalized 
Intersection 
(V/C Ratio) 

Signalized 
Intersection 

(Delay) 

1A Hwy 70/99 SB Riego Rd A  3.2 A  7.2 
1B Hwy 70/99 NB Riego Rd A  6.7 A  6.0 
3   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (North) Riego Rd D 0.89 

 
D 0.90 

 

4   Pleasant Grove 
Rd (South) Riego Rd D 0.89 

 
F 1.01 

 

Note: Intersection numbers refer to Figure 4.7-8. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold letters 
Source:  DKS Associates, 2006 
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Response 38F:   The commenter disagrees with assumptions made by Placer County for buildout 
of Sutter County’s Measure “M” area.  The assumptions were not changed between publication 
of the Revised Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR; therefore, the 
comment is not a comment based on new information presented in the Partially Recirculated 
Revised Draft EIR (see Response to Comment 38A, first paragraph).  As background, Placer 
County and the project proponents made more than one attempt to elicit reasonable buildout 
assumptions for the Measure “M” area from Sutter County personnel, but were advised that the 
County did not have an opinion on the subject.  It was suggested by Sutter County staff that 
Placer County address the question to those developing the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan.  This was 
in fact done and the assumptions contained in the Revised Draft EIR reflect those discussions 
and other forecasts for the region, in particular, those prepared by SACOG.  To assume no 
growth in South Sutter County, as now suggested, would be inconsistent with regional plans and 
projections, and with the intent of Sutter County voters when Measure “M” was approved.  A 
partial buildout scenario is consistent with the approach taken for growth projected in the City of 
Roseville and is a reasonable assumption absent other hard data.  To assume no growth in Sutter 
County would have ramifications beyond the subject of roadway impact mitigation fees and 
would understate probable future cumulative impacts on a variety of resources in Sutter County 
and elsewhere and would not be a prudent and defensible position for Placer County to take.  
Even so, as Placer and Sutter Counties move forward in the future to address traffic impacts 
occurring within both jurisdictions (see Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, opportunities will arise to 
adjust assumptions and cost assignments as events unfold.  Also see Response to Comment 45A.  
 
Response 38G:  The commenter requests that an A.M. analysis of be performed.  See Response to 
Comment 38D. 
  
Response 38H:  The commenter wants the applicants to pay the full cost of improvements to 
Pleasant Grove Road intersections under cumulative conditions.  The comment is not a comment 
on the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (see Response to Comment 38A, first 
paragraph); however Mitigation Measure 4.7-18b (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.7-85) does provide 
for the applicants to contribute their fair share toward improvement of the subject intersections.  
Unless Sutter County can supply the County with data showing that full funding would be 
proportional to the project’s level of impacts on the affected intersections (see CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(4) and case law cited therein), the County cannot lawfully require the 
applicants to pay the full cost of the intersection improvements.  The County’s cumulative 
analysis, reflecting not only adopted plans but also expert projections of long-term demographic 
and market trends, shows that the project will create only part of the need for these intersections, 
with the result that only a “fair share” contribution is required.  Other anticipated development, 
including Measure “M” development, will also contribute to the cumulative impacts that are the 
subject of this mitigation measure.   
 
If, at the time the intersection improvements are actually required, the Measure M development 
no longer appears foreseeable (e.g., because the proposed South Sutter development has been 
rejected by the Sutter County Board of Supervisors), fair share contributions may have to be 
recalculated.  In making such new calculations, Placer County and Sutter County, pursuant to the 
agreement contemplated by Mitigation Measure 4.7.2a, would use their best collective judgment 
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regarding cumulative development levels as they appear at the time.  See also Response to 
Comment 38F.  
 
Response 38I:  The commenter notes that the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR does not 
require a fair share contribution to the widening of State Highway 70/99 south of Elkhorn 
Boulevard.  Comment noted.  Although the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR did not 
explicitly identify the Highway 70/99 segment south of Elkhorn Boulevard, the commenter is 
correct in his conclusion that the project should contribute to the funding of that segment.  The 
issue is addressed by Impact 4.7-19 (Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project 
conditions would increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways that are part of the 
State highway system).  The full length of State Highway 70/99 to I-5 was intended to be 
included in the fair share mitigation.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-19b is therefore modified as 
follows to correct this oversight: 
 

4.7-19b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall 
contribute its fair share toward the following improvements on State 
highways.   

 
1. Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Riego Road to Elkhorn 

Boulevard Interstate 5. 
 
2. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria 

Boulevard. 
 
3. Widen Interstate 80 to twelve lanes from Longview Drive to Watt 

Avenue. 
 
4. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas 

Boulevard. 
 
5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from 

Auburn Boulevard to Madison Avenue or other improvements. 
 
Response 38J:  The commenter requests mitigation for Highway 99 under the Supercumulative 
analysis.  Table 4.7-48 compares the Cumulative Plus Project scenario to the Super-Cumulative 
Plus Project scenario. This table does not show how the proposed project would increase 
volumes. The data presented in the Supercumulative analysis is for the reader’s information only 
in order to provide a potential long-range scenario.  No mitigation is provided for any roadway 
facility under the analysis.  For the County to attempt to do so would be pure speculation given 
the timeframe.  
 
Response 38K:  The commenter is concerned about unmitigated project impacts and requests 
recirculation of the EIR.  The commenter has not identified a new significant impact or a 
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact sufficient to 
warrant recirculation.  Notably, the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR is the third 
environmental document for the project subjected to full formal public review, with the 
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solicitation of written comments and the preparation of detailed responses to comments.  The 
County believes it has gone well beyond the call of legal duty in seeking out public input on the 
project, and need not undertake a fourth round of such formal public input.  The commenter, 
moreover, is encouraged to testify at the hearings on the project before the Board of Supervisors 
if he has any additional input on the project.  Also, see Response to Comment 13C. 
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LETTER 39 MARK PHEATT 
 
Response 39A:  As explained in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), Placer County, in preparing the Final EIR, is only 
required to respond to comments received during the recirculation period for the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that relate to the chapters or portions of the Revised Draft EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR specifically 
provided, “[t]he partial recirculation is not an opportunity to re-submit comments on previously 
published topics, or add additional comments on previously published topics” (Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pages 1-14 to 1-15).  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR cautioned readers not to submit comments on issues not directly implicated by the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, page 1-15).  
Although CEQA does not require the County to respond to comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that address topics not covered in the partially recirculated 
document, the County is nevertheless responding to such comments for purposes of 
informational disclosure. 
 
The commenter is concerned about flooding and traffic impacts to his property in Sacramento 
County.   The Revised Draft EIR contains a complete discussion of potential flooding impacts 
(Section 4.3.2), including impacts to Sacramento County.  Of particular note is the discussion 
following Impact 4.3.2-1 on Revised Draft EIR page 4.3-19.  The commenter is also referred to 
Responses to Letter 4 (County of Sacramento Department of Water Resources) contained in this 
Final EIR.  A complete Master Project Drainage Study has been prepared for the project and any 
potential impacts to property in Sacramento County have been fully mitigated or dealt within 
accordance with existing regulations and policy.     
 
Traffic impacts are also covered for the Sacramento County area in both the Revised Draft EIR 
(Section 4.7) and the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  Specifically the commenter is 
referred to the discussion and mitigation measures following Impact 4.7-5 (Buildout of the 
Specific Plan area would increase daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento 
County), Impact 4.7-6 (Buildout of the Specific Plan area would increase peak hour traffic 
volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento County), Impact 4.7-15 (Buildout of the 
Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase daily traffic volumes on 
study area roadways in Sacramento County), and Impact 4.7-16 (Buildout of the Specific Plan 
area under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase peak hour traffic volumes on 
study area intersections in Sacramento County).  Traffic-related impacts on Sacramento County 
are proposed to be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible; however, ultimate responsibility 
for implementation of the various measures will require action on the part of Sacramento 
County.   
 
Response 39B:  The commenter asks if the EIR is on the County’s web site and if not, a hard copy 
is requested.  Both the Revised Draft EIR and the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR are 
on the County’s web site:   
 
www.placer.ca.gov/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/EnvDocs.        



Letter 40
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LETTER 40 KAY PHELAN 
 
Response 40A:  Commenter requests that the County consider traffic impacts on Watt Avenue, 
PFE Road and Baseline Road.  A full traffic study has been prepared for the project, as reported 
in Section 4.7 of the Revised Draft EIR and in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  The 
traffic studies specifically took into account impacts to the roadways identified by the 
commenter.  All of the roadways will be widened to accommodate the increase in traffic; 
however, because a portion of Watt Avenue affected by the project is also partially within 
Sacramento County, Sacramento County must agree to make, or allow the developers to make, 
the needed roadway improvements.  Assuming Sacramento County permits the proposed 
improvements, the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan developers will construct, or will pay their fair 
share toward the construction of all needed roadway improvements.   
 
As a part of the initial project “backbone infrastructure” (prior to any development) Watt Avenue 
and Baseline Road will be widened by the project proponents to four lanes and signalized.  The 
project will also contribute its fair share to the improvement of PFE Road.  Additional widening 
and roadway improvements will occur at agreed upon trigger points, based on the pace and 
extent of future development.  Trigger points for roadway improvements and widening are 
discussed in Chapter IV of the project Financing Plan, which is available for review at the Placer 
County Community Development Resource Agency, 3091 County Center Drive, Suite 280, 
Auburn CA 95603.  Also, see Mitigation Measures 4.7-2a, 4.7-5b, 4.7-13b, and 4.7-15b as they 
appear in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, which is also available for review at the 
above location.  



Letter 41

A
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LETTER 41 WENDY HAGGARD, SACRAMENTO REGIONAL COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT 
 
Response 41A:  As explained in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), Placer County, in preparing the Final EIR, is only 
required to respond to comments received during the recirculation period for the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that relate to the chapters or portions of the Revised Draft EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR specifically 
provided, “[t]he partial recirculation is not an opportunity to re-submit comments on previously 
published topics, or add additional comments on previously published topics” (Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, pages 1-14 to 1-15).  The Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR cautioned readers not to submit comments on issues not directly implicated by the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, page 1-15).  
Although CEQA does not require the County to respond to comments on the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR that address topics not covered in the partially recirculated 
document, the County is nevertheless responding to such comments for purposes of 
informational disclosure. 
 
The comment submitted by Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) states that 
SRCSD “neither ha[s] the capacity nor the authority” to provide sanitary sewer services to the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.  The comment also indicates, inaccurately from the 
County’s standpoint, that this unqualified message had already been communicated through prior 
correspondence.  While noting that the comment letter is a staff level document that may not 
reflect considered board-level policy at SRCSD, the County acknowledges the fact that 
SRCSD’s current planning efforts do not include providing service to the Specific Plan area.  
Nevertheless, the County has chosen in this Final EIR to keep open the option of sending project 
area effluent to SRCSD’s system in order to finalize an analysis that has been included in both 
the original Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR.  Towards this end, the project has been 
modified so that, if SRCSD provides sewer service, the project can store peak wet weather flows 
on-site in order to reduce flows during such conditions (see Letter 2 from Robert D. Hedges to 
Lori Lawrence, April 21, 2006, and responses thereto).  This comprehensive environmental 
analysis may prove to be very valuable and necessary in the event that the project does not 
pursue what is now its preferred option of sending its effluent to the Dry Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, and instead turns to SRCSD as a possible service provider.   
 
As stated in the Revised Draft EIR, “[t]he Specific Plan proponents have identified a preferred 
plan for wastewater collection and treatment that would direct wastewater for the entire Specific 
Plan area to the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (DCWWTP) for treatment and disposal, 
and an optional plan for the western 4,340 acres of the Specific Plan area that would use the 
SRCSD” (Revised Draft EIR, page 4.11-33, emphasis added).  The SRCSD option was included 
because it was identified in the West Roseville Public Facilities Plan, incorporated by reference 
into the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan, as the most feasible option at the time those 
plans were prepared. 
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LETTER 42 TERRY DAVIS, KIM DELFINO, JAMES PACHL, AND ED PANDOLFINO, SIERRA CLUB, 
FRIENDS OF THE SWAINSON’S HAWK, DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE, SIERRA FOOTHILLS 
AUDUBON SOCIETY 

 
Response 42A:  Commenters acknowledge the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR and note 
that the two impacts discussed therein are of special concern to the represented organizations.  
Comment noted.  No new concerns requiring a response are raised by the comment. 
 
Response 42B:  Commenters believe field surveys that were performed are flawed and this was 
not corrected in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  Commenters are referred to 
Responses to Comments 24S and 25C. 
 
Response 42C:  Commenters believe that the Revised Draft EIR remains a flawed document and 
specifically mention purportedly inadequate mitigation measures for listed species and habitat, 
failure to employ feasible mitigation measures related to air quality, and a failure to demonstrate 
needed wastewater and water supply infrastructure.  The comment does not appear to be a 
comment on the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR and raises, in a vague and general 
manner, comments made previously on the Revised Draft EIR.  The commenters are therefore 
referred to responses to previous comments, specifically Responses to Comments 24H, 24K, 
24L, 24M, 24N, 24O, 24P, 24Q, 24S, 24T24U, 24V, 24X and 24Y.       
 



Letter 43

A



A cont.



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 43 October, 2006 
Final EIR  

LETTER 43 RICK WARD, DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
 
Response 43A:  The commenter believes that the project will significantly affect CHP operations 
and responsibilities.  See Response to Comment 5A for a discussion of effects on State 
highways.   
 
The CHP does provide traffic-related services on County roads (e.g., speed control).  Growth in 
the County and elsewhere will increase demand for CHP services, as well as other State-funded 
services.  Typically, these services are provided through resources available to the State, such as 
income tax.  Placer County does not fund CHP activities.  As the population of Placer County 
and the State grows, taxes and other sources of revenue available to the State should also 
increase. The State would then decide how best to fund the various services and programs.  
 
The commenter suggests that the same service levels used for the Sheriff’s Department should be 
used to determine appropriate CHP staff levels.  However, the commenter has not shown with 
any hard data any clear nexus between possible approval of the proposed project and the 
personnel positions identified in the letter or that, in any event, the number of positions requested 
is proportional to any nexus that might be demonstrated.  In fact, the County population is over 
300,000, so the current staff level for the CHP, assuming the 30 patrol officers in the Auburn 
office, is about 1:10,000, assuming all of these staff are assigned to roads serving only the 
County population.  State highways and some county roads are used by individuals from 
throughout the region.  The County is unaware of any precedent for a local government to fund 
CHP services or to force a single development project to fully fund, in perpetuity presumably, 
the jobs of individuals working for a state agency with statewide jurisdiction.  Such costs could 
be perceived as a de facto tax on Placer Vineyards Specific Plan residents and businesses not 
borne by similarly situated residents and businesses elsewhere in the region and state.  
Nonetheless, the County shares the CHP concern that highways and roads be adequately 
patrolled, and will continue discussions with the CHP about this issue.      
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LETTER 44 TERRY RICHARDSON, CITY OF ROCKLIN 
 
NOTE:  This letter is identical to Letter 31.  
 
Response 44A:  Commenter observes that the Revised Draft EIR does not identify any traffic 
impacts within the City of Rocklin and requests that the EIR examine Rocklin roadway segments 
and intersections.   See Response to Comment 31A. 
 
Response 44B:  Commenter states that Rocklin wishes to be included in the fair share funding 
contributions to be made by the project described in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  See Response 
to Comment 31B.   
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LETTER 45 WILLIAM D.  KOPPER, ATTORNEY AT LAW 
 
Response 45A:  The commenter is critical of the County’s approach to mitigating the traffic-
related impacts of the project.  In response, the County notes that its approach of assessing the 
project only for its “fair share” of the costs of various improvements is consistent with 
constitutional limitations (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(4), and court cases 
cited therein), and further notes that, with respect to impacts occurring outside the County’s 
unincorporated area, the County proposes to commit to the steps necessary to create the 
institutional and legal arrangements needed to create a flow of money from the project 
proponents to the County and thence to other entities such as Caltrans, the City of Roseville, and 
the Counties of Sacramento and Sutter (see also Response to Comment 35D).  The County has 
disclosed the impacts of its proposed approach in an honest, straightforward, and legally 
conservative manner.  Not all impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.  In 
particular, those impacts that can only be mitigated through fair-share contributions to proposed 
facilities that would be built outside the unincorporated area (see Revised Draft EIR, Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2a), and that therefore require the cooperation and participation of one of more 
agencies other than Placer County, have been identified as potentially significant impacts, since 
the cooperation of those agencies cannot be guaranteed at this time. 
 
The commenter also suggests that the fair-share mitigation program is flawed because 
implementation, or construction, of many of the mitigation measures depends on the buildout of 
other “speculative” land use developments.  This criticism could be made of almost any local 
agency’s capital improvement program, as such programs are premised on the notion that 
planned or other foreseeable development will in fact, over time, come to pass.  Notably, both 
the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130, subd. (a)(3)) and CEQA case law are clear that fee-based 
infrastructure mitigation programs based on fair-share contributions, such as Mitigation Measure 
4.7-2a, are adequate mitigation measures under CEQA (see, e.g., Save Our Peninsula v. 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99).  Here, out of an abundance of 
caution, the County has concluded that, at the present at least, many of the impacts in question 
should be considered significant and unavoidable, even though a much more optimistic 
conclusion is possible. 
 
Further, in determining the levels and types of development that are anticipated to provide future 
“matching” funding, the County was also conservative.  First, the County appropriately assumed 
that any development anticipated in the County’s General Plan was reasonably foreseeable in the 
sense that the General Plan itself embodies a policy commitment, made in 1994, that certain 
levels of development should, and presumably will, occur in certain places.  Such development 
cannot fairly be characterized as “speculative”; in fact, the County’s entire planning program is 
premised on the notion that, at some point in the future, the General Plan will “build out.”  
Virtually every city and every county in California operates under the same assumption, or 
should.  In anticipating, in some instances, development levels beyond the County’s boundaries, 
and in considering projects proposing General Plan amendments that have not yet been 
considered or approved, the County employed expert market and demographic projections that, 
based on past and present trends, predicted future conditions.  This approach, too, informs sound 
land use and transportation planning and is a common means of supporting fee-based mitigation 
programs.  Although the precise identity of future development projects that would contribute 
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their respective fair shares as part of the regional traffic mitigation program are not currently 
known with specificity, such development is nevertheless sufficiently foreseeable for purposes of 
tentatively projecting future fee revenues.  Notably, any fee-based programs adopted pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a can be adjusted over time as future conditions take shape.   Although 
it might be possible that the County is currently anticipating more development than might 
actually occur over the next 20 years, it is equally possible that the County may be 
underestimating the amount of future development that could occur.  Under either hypothetical 
scenario, the County and its partners can adjust their programs as they go.  The commenter 
seems to ask for perfect prophesy.  No local government is so blessed.  Nor would it be prudent 
to size infrastructure such as future roads without regard for future development trends simply 
because there are not pending “project” applications for each and every parcel anticipated for 
development based either on general plan maps or expert market or demographic projections.  
See also Response to Comment 15D. 
 
Response 45B: The commenter is critical of the Financing Plan and claims that it lacks detail.  
Commenter also claims that a Community Facilities District (CFD) forces development on 
property owners that otherwise would not develop their land.   
 
The commenter refers to a “two page finance plan” presented in Appendix W of the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR.  The document that the commenter refers to is not the Financing 
Plan; rather it is a summary presented for the convenience of those that do not wish to read the 
full Financing Plan.  The title of the document both in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft 
EIR Table of Contents and on its face is “Financing Plan Summary.”  As is stated on page 1-13 
of the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR:  “The Draft Financing Plans are not appendices 
to the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, but the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR 
and Draft Financing Plan are available for public review at the following address…”  Each 
Financing Plan (project and Blueprint) is approximately 130 pages in length plus appendices.  
Had the commenter examined the Financing Plan, to which he had easy access, he would have 
found considerable detail to substantiate the generalized information provided in the Financing 
Plan Summary presented in Appendix W. 
 
With regard to the observation that CFDs force land conversions, the commenter is reminded 
that the Specific Plan is property owner sponsored by owners who wish to develop.  The SPA 
would not be included in the CFD and any other property owner that wished not to participate is 
not obligated to be included.  A CFD need not include every property, should a CFD ultimately 
be the method chosen to finance some or all of the improvements at issue.  It is also important to 
note that a CFD is a financing mechanism and by itself creates no impact.  All impacts of the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan have already been addressed in the multi-volume EIR for the 
Specific Plan, including the conversion of agricultural land (see Impact 4.1-3 on page 4.1-540 of 
the Revised Draft EIR).  Finally, the Placer Vineyards project site has been shown for urban 
development in the Placer County General Plan since 1994.  This is not unplanned or 
unanticipated development to which the concerns expressed by the commenter might more 
appropriately apply. 
 
Response 45C:  The commenter questions the validity of the fair share traffic impact fee study 
contained in Appendix Z of the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR and provides three 
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areas of discussion, which are set out below in Responses to Comments 45D, 45E and 45F.  As 
background to the following responses, it is important to understand that the cost estimates are 
“order of magnitude” estimates and are not based on final design of facilities.  It would be 
unreasonable to expect (and unprecedented) to proceed beyond order of magnitude estimation 
prior to completion of the project CEQA and entitlement processes.  Further, as is fully disclosed 
on pages 1-12 and 1-13 of the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR: 
 

The fair share results are presented for informational purposes only and are not 
meant to be the final traffic impact fees of the proposed development.  Placer 
County will work with each jurisdiction/agency in which mitigation measures are 
identified to determine the appropriate fair share contribution.  The County’s 
intent is to supply other agencies and the general public with as much information 
as possible, short of engaging in mere speculation, regarding the details of the 
project’s proposed funding mechanism for off-site transportation improvements.  
Thus, provision of this additional information should not be considered evidence 
of the County’s concurrence with commenters on the Revised Draft EIR who 
suggested that CEQA requires inclusion of such information.   The County’s view 
is that, because the proposed mitigation measure is to create new funding 
programs to deal with impacts occurring outside unincorporated Placer County, 
nothing in CEQA requires that the EIR for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan 
contain detailed information regarding specific dollar amounts required for 
various improvements or what fees might be per dwelling unit or square foot of 
non-residential development within the Specific Plan area.  Even so, the County 
has prepared what it considers the best available estimates as to what those dollar 
amounts might turn out to be. 
 

Response 45D:  The commenter wants the basis of the cost estimates disclosed, e.g., generic 
aggregate unit costs, conceptual plans, or preliminary engineering drawings.  
 
As stated in the Response to Comment 45C, the preliminary cost estimates for the cumulative 
mitigation measures were prepared to establish an “order of magnitude” value for the cost of said 
mitigation measures. The estimated costs are not based on preliminary engineering plans, which 
as the commenter notes are “materials not likely to be commonly available for most 
improvements at this stage of project development.” As such preliminary plans are not 
commonly available, they are not typically required to prepare “order of magnitude” costs. The 
methodology used to prepare the preliminary cost estimates is described below. 
 
The preliminary cost for each cumulative mitigation measure was estimated as the sum of three 
components: a preliminary construction cost, a construction contingency equal to 30% of the 
construction cost, and a “soft” cost for engineering studies, engineering design, plan preparation, 
agency plan checking fees and permits, and construction staking, equal to 20% of the 
construction cost.  
 
The construction cost component for each mitigation measure was calculated using one of three 
methods depending on the nature of the mitigation measure. Each mitigation measure was 
characterized as an intersection widening, a new/widened road, or a widened highway.  
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Preliminary conceptual plans, based on mitigation measure descriptions, were developed for 
proposed intersection widenings.  Construction costs for the intersection improvements were 
then calculated by applying unit prices to estimated materials needed for construction using the 
conceptual intersection plans. Construction costs for mitigation measures identified as 
new/widened roads were calculated by applying estimated price per lineal foot costs over the 
length of the proposed road improvement. Preliminary road sections for the new / widened roads 
were prepared and quantity take-offs were estimated on a per foot basis for each road section. 
Unit prices were then applied to the quantity take-offs to determine a price per lineal foot for the 
proposed road improvement. Construction costs for highway widening mitigation measures were 
calculated by applying a price per lane mile, obtained from the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA), over the length of the proposed highway improvement.   
 
The location of each mitigation measure was reviewed either in the field or on an aerial 
photograph to determine whether any existing visible condition might contribute to an increase 
in the construction cost of the mitigation measure. Unit prices were increased if such a condition 
was noted and then applied to the respective quantity take-off. 
 
Aerial photographs were also used to determine when additional road right-of-way might be 
required to implement a proposed mitigation measure. When a proposed mitigation measure 
appeared to require additional right-of-way, a preliminary drawing was prepared with the 
proposed improvements drawn on the aerial photograph and cost estimates were prepared as 
shown in Attachment A of Appendix Z in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft ElR. 
 
To the extent that the Commenter may be contending that even this sort of detailed analysis is 
insufficient under CEQA because the applicants and the County do not yet possess final 
engineering and design information for each proposed improvement, the County responds that 
such information is not necessary for either an “order of magnitude” cost analysis or for CEQA 
compliance purposes.  Notably, the above-described estimates reflect the best professional 
judgment of engineers and other professionals with considerable experience not just in preparing 
traffic studies but also in designing transportation facilities and overseeing their construction.   
 
In summary, information more detailed than that described above simply does not exist at 
present, and is not required by CEQA.  Rather, EIRs typically include only that amount of design 
and engineering information needed to ascertain the environmental consequences of projects and 
project infrastructure, and do not include more complete or detailed design or engineering level 
information.  The latter kinds of very detailed information, which are not necessary for impact 
analysis, represent very expensive and time-consuming work that normally is not done until after 
public agency approval bodies, based on completed CEQA documents, grant their approvals and 
give projects green lights to proceed.  In some instances, the formulation of such very detailed 
engineering and design information is extremely time-consuming expensive, and requires the 
cooperation and input of third party agencies that often refuse to offer such help in the absence of 
completed CEQA documentation and project approvals.    
 
Also See Response to Comment 45C. 
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Response 45E:  The commenter believes that underlying assumptions concerning how the 
project’s “fair share is figured are speculative and could result in an eventual funding shortfall.  
As is described in the Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR and in Response to Comments 
38F, 38H, 45A and 45C, the fair share results are presented for informational purposes only and 
are not meant to be the final traffic impact fees of the proposed development.  No one can 
forecast precisely how and when future development will occur.  The scenario used in the EIR 
and in the fair share calculations is a reasonable and probable outcome and is consistent with 
SACOG regional growth expectations. The estimates will be refined and adjusted over time to 
more closely reflect future events, but at this point they represent a reasoned and good faith 
effort to identify future costs and the project’s probable share of that cost. 
 
Response 45F:  The commenter believes that the fair share methodology results in a shortfall 
where the external end of a trip is at an existing development or at a destination outside the study 
area.  The Appendix Z analysis is presented for informational purposes only and its results are 
not meant to be final traffic impact fees of the proposed development.  The methodology used in 
Appendix Z considered only new trips attributed to land use growth in the region, and it did not 
assign any cost responsibility to existing development.  Finally, it should be noted that the 
project’s fair share estimates shown in Appendix Z assume that all funding will be derived from 
new development, when in all likelihood, improvements on some of the facilities such as I-80 
will come from other funding sources such as the State Transportation Improvement Program 
and statewide bonds.  See Responses to Comments 38F, 38H, 45A, 45C and 45E. 
 
Response 45G:  The commenter believes the proposed mitigation program does not qualify as 
mitigation under CEQA.  Commenter’s opinion is noted.  The County has determined that the 
Specific Plan’s proposed traffic mitigation program fully satisfies the requirements of CEQA.  
See Responses to Comments 15D, 35D, and 45A.    
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LETTER 46 MARK MORSE, CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
 
Response 46A:  The commenter states that although Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, paragraph 6, 
regarding funding of improvements in the City of Roseville, appears to require fair share 
payments, the introductory language to the mitigation measure seems to allow options.  
Comment noted.  The mitigation measure applies to other jurisdictions besides the City of 
Roseville and, therefore, the need for flexibility.  The County intends to discuss the appropriate 
approach (i.e., paying for the entire ITS or assessing a fair share fee for all City improvements 
needed as a result of County development with the City of Roseville and the developers).  The 
actual amounts and approach will be determined through the Development Agreement rather 
than the Financing Plan. 
 
Response 46B:  The City stresses the need for parallel facilities to Baseline Road and 
recommends that East Town Center Drive between Dyer Lane and Walerga Road be increased to 
a four-lane road, if the area east of Baseline is no longer age restricted.  Although the County 
understands that the area east of Dyer Lane has changed hands, the development plan has not 
changed.  The area will remain age restricted; therefore, East Town Center Drive should remain 
a two-lane facility.  
 
Response 46C:  The commenter provides comments on the infrastructure timing triggers 
contained in the Financing Plan and how such triggers may be reflected in the Development 
Agreement.  The comments are noted.  The County will continue to refine the Financing Plan in 
concert with the applicants and will keep the City of Roseville appraised of these efforts.  A final 
Financing Plan will be available for review by the City prior to Board of Supervisors action on 
the project. 
 
Response 46D:  The commenter provides comments on the sources of funding discussed in the 
Financing Plan and requests clarification in the Financing Plan that actions regarding fees will be 
approved by the applicable Board. The comments are noted; however, the commenter does not 
link the comments to an environmental concern that is addressable in the EIR.  The Board 
referenced on page V-6 is the County Board of Supervisors.  The final Financing Plan will be 
clarified by referencing the appropriate Board or agency that will have responsibility to approve 
fees and reimbursements.  The County will continue to refine the Financing Plan in concert with 
the applicants and will keep the City of Roseville appraised of these efforts.  A final Financing 
Plan will be available for review by the City prior to Board of Supervisors action on the project. 
 
Response 46E:  The commenter notes a mislabeled roadway in the Financing Plan.  Comment 
noted.  The Financing Plan preparers have been advised of the correction. 
 
Response 46F:  The commenter provides a correction to the Financing Plan as it relates to 
roadways in the City of Roseville.  Comment noted.  The Financing Plan preparers have been 
advised of the correction. 
 
Response 46G:  The commenter requests that the Financing Plan include a description of the 
Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority.  Comment noted.  The County does not believe that the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is subject to the Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority.   The 



 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Letter 46 October, 2006 
Final EIR  

County will continue to refine the Financing Plan in concert with the applicants and will keep the 
City of Roseville appraised of these efforts.  A final Financing Plan will be available for review 
by the City prior to Board of Supervisors action on the project.  
 
Response 46H:  The commenter states that the EIR does not present alternative transportation 
choices under the Blueprint Alternative, and that this could overstate Blueprint Alternative traffic 
impacts.  The EIR traffic analysis assumes a full range of transportation modes (e.g., vehicle, 
transit, bicycle, walking) for the proposed Specific Plan and the Blueprint Alternative.  The same 
mode split is assumed as well.  The percentage of trips that would be transit or other alternative 
modes of transportation was assumed to be the same for both, because the sources of funding 
known to be available at this time are the same.  The absolute number of transit trips would be 
higher under the Blueprint Alternative, because of the additional residential units. 
 
The level of transit use is dependent in large part on the availability of funding for transit 
operations.  To be conservative, the EIR does not assume new sources of funding for transit (see 
page 4.7-54 of the Revised Draft EIR).  There are aspects of the Blueprint Alternative that could 
facilitate increased transit use, such as higher density residential development, if funding is 
available.  In that case, the traffic impacts would be less severe than reported in the Revised 
Draft EIR.  This is true to a lesser extent for the proposed Specific Plan as well.  
 
Response 46I: The commenter requests clarification of the level of Dial a Ride (DAR) to be 
provided.  The project proposal is to provide ADA Para-transit as required by law.  While 
different levels of DAR were evaluated in a study by LSC Transportation Consultants, the 
County is proposing that a higher, urban, level of transit service be provided within the 
development than is currently provided throughout the remainder of the County, allowing for 
ADA Para-transit to be utilized.  The County has no formal policy as to what level of transit or 
DAR service is to be provided within Placer County and utilizes the General Public DAR service 
throughout the remainder of the County to complement and supplement fixed route transit 
service.  The County has no plans to change current service levels of DAR. 
 
Response 46J: The commenter requests grade separated crossings for bikeways.  See Response to 
Comment 29N.  A single grade separated crossing of Baseline Road is currently planned.  Other 
at-grade crossings will be provided for bicyclists on both Baseline and Watt Avenue.     
 
Response 46K:  The commenter provides comments on the Financing Plan related to the 
maintenance of transit equipment and facilities.  The comments are noted; however, the 
commenter does not link the comments to an environmental concern that is addressable in the 
EIR.  The County will continue to refine the Financing Plan in concert with the applicants and 
will keep the City of Roseville appraised of these efforts.  A final Financing Plan will be 
available for review by the City prior to Board of Supervisors action on the project. 
 
Response 46L:  The commenter requests that the Financing Plan contain a description of the 
transit center.  Comment noted.  A description of the transit center is more germane to a 
discussion of the Specific Plan rather than the Financing Plan. The commenter is referred to 
Specific Plan Policy 5.18. 
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Response 46M:  The commenter requests that the County confirm that all equipment for operation 
of the transit fleet is included in the Financing Plan.  Comment noted.  The County will confirm 
and advise the City prior to consideration of the Final Financing Plan.   
 
Response 46N:  The commenter questions the cost estimate used for the Dry Creek open space 
corridor trail used in the Financing Plan.  Comment noted.  The County has reviewed the 
estimate appearing in the Financing Plan and believes the estimate is accurate.  The County will 
continue to refine the Financing Plan in concert with the applicants and will keep the City of 
Roseville appraised of these efforts.  A final Financing Plan will be available for review by the 
City prior to Board of Supervisors action on the project. 
 
Response 46O:  The commenter asks for a description in the Financing Plan of how the applicants 
will participate in regional transit, and bus rapid transit, and the timing of transit implementation.  
The comments are noted; however, the commenter does not link the comments to an 
environmental concern that is addressable in the EIR.  The County will continue to refine the 
Financing Plan in concert with the applicants and will keep the City of Roseville appraised of 
these efforts.  A final Financing Plan will be available for review by the City prior to Board of 
Supervisors action on the project.  Also see Response to Comments 15TT and 29HHH.  
 
Response 46P:  The commenter requests that the Financing Plan confirm that bus turnouts and 
shelters will be required in conjunction with future subdivisions.  Comment noted.  Bus turnouts 
and shelters are more germane to a discussion of the Specific Plan rather than the Financing 
Plan.  Specific Plan Policy 5.19 requires future development to provide for bus stops, turnouts 
and shelters. 
 
Response 46Q:  The commenter requests that information on the construction, capital costs, and 
operation and maintenance costs of bus rapid transit be included in the Financing Plan.  
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment 29HHH. 
 
Response 46R:  The commenter asks how potential increased costs not anticipated by the  
Financing Plan will be addressed.  As noted in the Financing Plan, costs are preliminary and are 
“order of magnitude” in nature.  In the future the County’s fee program will be amended to 
reflect the costs associated with the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.  Those fees will then be 
reviewed and updated annually to reflect changed circumstances, including increases in the cost 
of labor, materials and land.  
 
Response 46S:  The commenter asks to see a copy of the “separate document” for transit 
referenced in Appendix I of the Financing Plan.  Comment noted.  The County will provide a 
copy of the transit document to the City at the earliest opportunity. 
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LETTER 47 STAN TIDMAN, PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
Response 47A:  The commenter recommends that the reference on page 4.7-21 of the Partially 
Recirculated Revised Draft EIR to “range of alternative alignments” be changed to “range of 
corridor alignment alternatives.”  Comment noted.  The last paragraph on page 4.7-21 of the 
Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR is hereby amended as follows:   
 

A Project Study Report (PSR) for Placer Parkway was adopted by SACOG and 
the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) in 2001.  An 
ongoing environmental review process (Tier 1 EIS/EIR) will evaluate a range of 
corridor alignment alternatives alternative alignments and will select a corridor so 
that right-of-way can be preserved.  In the 8- to 10-mile area between Fiddyment 
Road and Pleasant Grove Road, the adopted Conceptual Plan for the Placer 
Parkway calls for no access to this facility except for a possible interchange at an 
extension of Watt Avenue. The Cumulative Plus Project with Mitigated 
Transportation Network scenario assumes that (1) Placer Parkway would be 
implemented along one of the five alignments under consideration in the ongoing 
PCTPA Tier 1 EIS/EIR process as shown on Figure 4.7-19 and (2) there is an 
interchange on Placer Parkway near the intersection of the Watt Avenue 
Extension and Blue Oaks Boulevard. 

 
Response 47B:  The commenter requests that the Draft Financing Plan acknowledge the need for 
Placer Parkway mitigation funding in the project Development Agreement.  Comment noted.  
The County will continue to refine the Financing Plan in concert with the applicants.  A final 
Financing Plan will be available for review by the PCTPA prior to Board of Supervisors action 
on the project.  See Response to Comment 21B.   
 
Response 47C:  The commenter requests that the project fully participate in the future Tier II 
mitigation fee program for Placer Parkway as well as other regional transportation impact fee 
programs.  Comment noted.  See Response to Comment 21B.   
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LETTER 48 THOMAS ZLOTKOWSKI, COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

 
Response 48A:  Commenter states that Sacramento County policy requires a project to pay the 
entire cost of an improvement rather than its fair share.  See Response to Comment 20A. 
 
Response 48B:  Commenter requests fair share payments for cumulative impacts.  See Response 
to Comment 20B. 
 
Response 48C:  Commenter requests that any additional funding, in addition to fair share, be 
identified.   See Response to Comment 20A. 
 
Response 48D:  Commenter wants consideration given to the connection of 16th Street across Dry 
Creek Parkway.  See Response to Comment 20D.  
 
Response 48E:  The commenter’s support for the mitigation measures to address impacts on State 
highways is noted. 
 
Response 48F:  Commenter requests information about BRT right-of-way, operations, and service 
levels in Sacramento County.  See Response to Comment 20H.  Planning for BRT has not 
proceeded to the point where operational details and service levels have been established for 
BRT. 
 
Response 48G:  Commenter requests that all roadways between Sacramento County and the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan remain open and be extended.  See Response to Comment 20I.  
 
Response 48H:  The commenter recommends that development triggers for the construction of 
improvements based on number of dwelling units be included in the Financing Plan.  Comment 
noted.  The Financing Plan already contains triggers for key infrastructure improvements (see 
Financing Plan Chapter IV).  Additional triggers and detail are provided in the Development 
Agreement.      
 
   
 
































