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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

2.1 INDEX TO COMMENTS

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, all comments on the Draft Environmental Statement (Draft EIS)

received from the public and agencies has been numbered, and the numbers assigned to each comment

are indicated on the written communications that follow. All agencies, organizations, and individuals

who commented on the Draft EIS are listed in Table 2.0-1, Index to Comments, below.

Table 2.0-1

Index to Comments

Comment Letter Letter Date Agency/Individuals

Federal Agencies

A August 20, 2012 U.S. Department of the Interior,

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance,

Patricia Port, REO

B September 4, 2012 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

Enrique Manzanilla, Director

Local Agencies

C August 17, 2012 City of Roseville,

Kathy Pease, AICP

Organizations

D August 17, 2012 Pacific Gas and Electric Company,

Chris Ellis

E August 20, 2012 Sierra Vista Owners Group,

Jeff Jones

Individuals

F August 20, 2012 Janet Laurain

2.2 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the July 2012 Draft EIS for the Sierra Vista Specific

Plan project. Following each comment letter are responses to individual comments. It is recommended

that reviewers use the index to comments presented above to locate comments from specific agencies or

persons and the responses to those comments.
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Pacific Southwest Region
333 Bush Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, CA 94104

IN REPLY REFER TO:
(ER 12/490)

Filed Electronically

20 August 2012

Mr. James T. Robb
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
Regulatory Division
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Project,
Placer County, CA

Dear Mr. Robb:

The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no
comments to offer.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

cc:
Director, OEPC

Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final EIS
May 2013

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE #200601050
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1849 C Street, NW – MS2462-MIB

Washington, D.C. 20240
9043.1

PEP/NRM
July 6, 2012

ELECTRONIC MAIL MEMO

To: Assistant Secretary, Indian Affairs
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service
Director, Geological Survey
Director, National Park Service
Director, Bureau of Land Management
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation

From: Team Leader, Natural Resources Management
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Project,
Placer County, CA

(ER12/0490) Agency Due Date: August 20, 2012

The US Army Corps of Engineers has published a draft environmental impact statement (DEIS)
that analyzes the potential effects of implementing the proposed action and alternatives for
development of a large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master-planned community on the
approximately 1,612-acre Sierra Vista Specific Plan area, located in the City of Roseville, Placer
County, California. The Federal Register notice of availability may be viewed at
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-07-06/pdf/2012-16545.pdf. The document is available
from a menu at
http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Overview/EnvironmentalImpactStatements
.aspx.

Please have your appropriate field-level office review the document from its particular
jurisdiction or special expertise and provide its comments or indicate “no comment” to the
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Regional Environmental Officer (REO), San
Francisco, CA by August 14, 2012.

Related review: ER08/344 (NOI)

/s/07/06/12
Dave Sire

cc: REO/San Francisco

OEPC Staff Contact: Loretta B. Sutton, 202-208-7565; Loretta_Sutton@ios.doi.gov

Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final EIS
May 2013

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE #200601050

2.0-3



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CLOSEOUT WORKSHEET

Date: 8/20/2012

ER # 12/490

BUREAU PERSON RESPONDING

DATE OF RESPONSE

COMMENTS PROVIDEDWRITTEN ORAL

BLM

BIA

BOR Theresa Taylor 08/07/2012 No Comment

FWS

USGS Brenda Johnson 08/09/2012 No Comment

NPS Alan Schmierer 08/07/2012 No Comment

OSM

Date received from lead Bureau: 07/06/2012

REO signature date: 08/20/2012

Agency comment due date: 08/14/2012
** Key to comment abbreviations:

E = Editorial
S = Substantive comment (additional information/analysis)
M = Recommend additional mitigation, project modification, and/or different alternative

Sierra Vista Specific Plan Final EIS
May 2013

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE #200601050
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Letter A: U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and

Compliance, Patricia Port, REO, dated August 20, 2012

Response A-1

The comment is noted.
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Letter B: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Enrique Manzanilla, Director, dated

September 4, 2012

Response B-1

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) comment that the Proposed Action does not

appear to be the least environmentally damaging practical alternative (LEDPA) and concern about the

adequacy of the mitigation put forth by the Applicants is noted. The Draft EIS presents the environmental

impacts of the Proposed Action and a range of reasonable alternatives but does not identify the LEDPA

as the identification of the LEDPA is not required in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

document. The Applicants have prepared and submitted a Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis,

Appendix A, to meet their obligation of proving that the Proposed Action is the LEDPA. The U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers (USACE) will review the Applicants’ Section 404(b) alternatives analysis as well as

conduct its own analysis of the Proposed Action and the EIS alternatives using the criteria for

practicability under CWA Section 404, and will identify the LEDPA in the USACE’s 404(b)(1) analysis

and its Record of Decision (ROD).

Response B-2

Please see Response B-1 above which explains why the Draft EIS or the Final EIS does not identify the

LEDPA. Under NEPA, the environmentally preferable alternative does not need to be identified until the

ROD is issued; therefore, it is not identified in this Final EIS. The ROD will address the decision,

alternatives considered, the environmentally preferable alternative, relevant factors considered in the

decision, and mitigation and monitoring.

Concerning the USEPA’s request to coordinate on identification of the LEDPA, the USACE is committed

to meeting its obligations under the 1992 MOA between USEPA and USACE including coordination on

the LEDPA determination.

Response B-3

USEPA expresses concern about the Proposed Action’s cumulative effects on air quality, given the fact

that the area is non-attainment for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and a substantial amount of

new development is anticipated in the air basin. The Draft EIS and the Final EIS evaluate and disclose

both the project-level and the cumulative air quality impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Additional information has been added to the analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. The revised text

is shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata. Responses to the USEPA’s specific comments related to air quality that

are in Enclosure 2 are presented below.
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Response B-4

The comment is noted.

Response B-5

As stated above in Response B-1, the Draft EIS and Final EIS do not identify the LEDPA as it is not

required in a NEPA document. USEPA’s support of Alternative 1 on account of its reduced impacts is

noted.

Response B-6

USEPA’s comment that the project would have significant impacts on a site that is identified as an

Aquatic Resource of National Importance (ARNI) is noted.

Response B-7

The USACE will comply with the Section 404 guidelines and will issue a permit only for a project that is

determined to be the LEDPA. As noted above, the USACE has not completed its analysis of the proposed

Action and alternatives relative to the practicability criteria.

Response B-8

USEPA’s comment asserts that the majority of impacts will occur to depressional wetlands and implies

that the proposed on-site mitigation would not mitigate for these impacts. In citing the types of wetlands

impacted that are depressional, USEPA includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal swales

(swale wetlands). As noted in the Draft EIS, the vernal pool and seasonal wetland categories are

depressional wetlands but as sloping wetlands, swales are not considered depressional.

As noted in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIS, no federal or state listed plant species occur

on the project site. Although dwarf downingia is known to occur on the site, the species is neither

federally or state listed as a Threatened or Endangered species.

Conservancy fairy shrimp has not been observed on-site or on adjacent properties. Conservancy fairy

shrimp has been found on only one occasion in only one location in western Placer County located

approximately 9.6 miles away at the Mariner Conservation bank. Additionally, the type of vernal pools

and depressional seasonal wetlands located within the project area are not consistent with the type of

vernal pools associated with known locations of Conservancy fairy shrimp.

The Draft EIS acknowledges that the project site is located in the Placer County core area (Zone 2)

identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the recovery of vernal pool crustaceans and

the Proposed Action will result in the removal of 7.51 acres of aquatic habitat that is known to support

listed crustaceans and about 13 acres of aquatic habitat that is suitable for the species but where the

species were not observed. The Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative impact on vernal pools

and related ecosystems is analyzed in Chapter 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS.
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Response B-9

As stated in the Preamble (Transition to the New Rule) to the 2008 Mitigation Rule:

“This final rule will apply to permit applications received after the effective date of these

new rules, unless the District Engineer has made a written determination that applying

these new rules to a particular project would result in a substantial hardship to a permit

applicant.”

“Permit applications received prior to the effective date will be processed in accordance

with the previous compensatory mitigation guidance.”

The applications for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan project were submitted to the USACE in September,

2006. The effective date for the 2008 Mitigation Rule was June 9, 2008. As such, the Sierra Vista Specific

Plan applications are clearly not subject to the 2008 Mitigation Rule. The rules that apply to Sierra Vista

Specific Plan project are those that existed prior to issuance of the mitigation rule. Those rules set forth a

clear preference for on-site mitigation over off-site mitigation and do not state any clear preference for

mitigation banks over permittee-responsible mitigation.

The proposed conceptual mitigation plan is generally consistent with the mitigation guidelines that

existed prior to the 2008 Mitigation Rule. USEPA’s comment asserts that the on-site mitigation proposed

by the Applicants is “out of kind” and implies that purchase of constructed seasonal wetland credits from

an approved mitigation bank would constitute “in-kind” mitigation. In-kind mitigation is defined to

mean “a resource of similar structural and functional type to the impacted resource.” Out-of-kind

mitigation is defined to mean “a resource of different structural and functional type from the impacted

resource.” The Applicants propose to mitigate for all direct impacts to vernal pools, both within and

outside watersheds where listed branchiopods have been detected, through the purchase of constructed

vernal pool mitigation credits. Impacts to depressional seasonal wetlands located in watersheds where

listed branchiopod occurrence was detected would also be mitigated through the purchase of constructed

vernal pool mitigation credits. USACE finds this, conceptually, to be in-kind mitigation, but reserves the

final determination to the evaluation of a final mitigation plan.

The Applicants propose to mitigate for impacts to depressional seasonal wetlands within watersheds

where listed branchiopods were not detected with on-site establishment of depressional seasonal

wetlands. Conceptually, the USACE finds that this is in-kind mitigation, but reserves its final

determination to the evaluation of a final mitigation plan. The Applicants propose to mitigate for other

waters (streams and ponds) through the on-site establishment of wetlands and enhancement of streams

corridors. The USACE finds that this component is not in-kind mitigation.

Response B-10

USEPA refers to “off-site permittee-responsible” mitigation and the factors to be considered when

evaluating such a proposal under 33 CFR 332.3, which as discussed above, does not apply in this case.

The USACE sees no reason to suspect that the wetlands proposed to be established on-site are for the

purpose of treating or holding stormwater. The Applicants propose that all Low Impact Development
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(LID) and stormwater treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g., bio-swales, water quality

treatment basins, etc.) will be located up-gradient of the constructed wetlands. While the bioswales and

water quality treatment basins may develop wetland characteristics over time, they are not included in

the acreage of wetlands that will be constructed on-site under the permittee-responsible mitigation.

Response B-11

USEPA recommends that the USACE work with the USEPA during development and identification of

the LEDPA and mitigation planning. USACE agrees and will comply with its commitments under the

404(q) MOA.

Response B-12

As discussed above, under Response B-3, the Final EIS is not required to identify the LEDPA.

Response B-13

USEPA recommends that the Final EIS include a revised mitigation plan that requires purchase of

seasonal wetland and vernal pool credits. This recommendation appears to be based on the 2008

Mitigation Rule, which as discussed above is not applicable in this case. Out of kind mitigation and

stormwater treatment wetlands are discussed under Responses B-9 and B-10, above.

Response B-14

The comment is noted.

Response B-15

USEPA’s concern regarding the cumulative impact on water quality and habitat is noted. The cumulative

effect of the Proposed Action in conjunction with the effects of other past, present and reasonably

foreseeable future actions on vernal pool complexes in western Placer County were evaluated and

reported in Chapter 4.0, Cumulative Effects, of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS analysis presents graphics

showing the losses of vernal pool grasslands that have occurred in the study area since the 1970s and also

shows the projected losses that would occur through 2060 if the currently projected urban development

occurs. It also reports the cumulative filling of wetlands that occurred in the study area between 1990 and

2010 and the projected future losses that would result if the reasonably foreseeable projects subject to the

USACE regulatory program are approved as proposed. Furthermore, all of the USEPA comments in

response to the Public Notice for the Sierra Vista Project (Enclosure 3) were considered by the USACE

during the preparation of the Draft EIS. Comments that relate to CWA Section 404(b)(1) will be

considered during the permit process.

Response B-16

The USEPA’s concern regarding the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action on air quality is noted.

The Draft EIS acknowledges that the Proposed Action would result in increased emissions of pollutants

for which the local air basin has been designated a non-attainment area. The Draft EIS finds both the

individual and cumulative air quality effects of the Proposed Action significant.
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Response B-17

Draft EIS page 4.0-3 presents the approach used to define the study area for cumulative impacts on

biological resources. As explained there, the study area was delineated to encompass all of western Placer

County, the adjoining northerly portion of Sacramento County, and the westerly portion of Sutter

County. The local jurisdictions within the delineated study area were contacted to develop a list of

foreseeable future projects. All of the projects that were identified are listed in the Draft EIS. As two

projects in Lincoln were inadvertently left out, the cumulative project list has been expanded to include

the Lincoln 270 Project and the Village 7 Specific Plan Project. This revision has been incorporated into

Chapter 4.0 Cumulative Impacts in the Draft EIS and is detailed in Chapter 3.0, Errata, in this Final EIS.

The remaining projects that are named by the USEPA in its comment fall outside of the study area for

biological resources and therefore were not considered in the cumulative impact assessment for biological

resource impacts.

Draft EIS pages 4.0-3 and 4.0-4 present the manner in which the cumulative study area was defined for

each of other resource topics, including visual resources, farmland, air quality, cultural resources,

hydrology, noise, and utilities. As noted on page 4.0-4, the study area for cumulative air quality impacts

is the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) which encompasses nine counties in full and portions of

Placer and Solano counties. The projects named by the USEPA in this comment fall within the SVAB and

are therefore considered in the cumulative air quality impact assessment. Also see Response B-20, below.

Response B-18

In response to the USEPA’s comment concerning the status of the current SIP, the USACE reexamined the

conformity analysis in the Draft EIS and determined, based on the General Conformity Rule, that

conformity analysis only applies to activities that are directly associated with the need for NEPA review.1

Where the federal action is a permit, license, or other approval for some aspect of a nonfederal

undertaking, the relevant activity is the part, portion, or phase of the nonfederal undertaking that

requires the federal permit, license, or approval. The USACE permit action is limited to filling of the

waters of the U.S. on the project site, and does not extend to other construction activities, nor will the

USACE maintain control over those elements of the Proposed Action or alternatives that are associated

with operation of facilities constructed under the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. Accordingly, the conformity

1 As stated in 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93 (FRL-4805-1), Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State

or Federal Implementation Plans, the definition of “federal action” is revised by adding the following sentence to

the end of the definition in the proposal: Where the federal action is a permit, license, or other approval for some

aspect of a nonfederal undertaking, the relevant activity is the part, portion, or phase of the nonfederal

undertaking that requires the federal permit, license, or approval. The following examples illustrate the meaning

of the revised definition. Assume, for example, that the COE issues a permit and that permitted fill activity

represents one phase of a larger nonfederal undertaking; i.e., the construction of an office building by a

nonfederal entity. Under the conformity rule, the COE would be responsible for addressing all emissions from

that one phase of the overall office development undertaking that the COE permits; i.e., the fill activity at the

wetland site. However, the COE is not responsible for evaluating all emissions from later phases of the overall

office development (the construction, operation, and use of the office building itself), because later phases

generally are not within the COE's continuing program responsibility and generally cannot be practicably

controlled by the COE.
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evaluation does not need to consider the operational emissions from the development of the Proposed

Action. With respect to construction emissions, the scope of the conformity analysis would be

appropriately limited to the emissions associated with grading activities that would result in the filling of

jurisdictional wetlands, any associated access roads, and any staging areas necessary to conduct the

filling activity.

The USACE has re-estimated the construction emissions of the Proposed Action and the revised analysis

is presented in Appendix B of the Final EIS. As the table in Appendix B shows, all emission values are

less than the de minimis threshold for each of the nonattainment or maintenance pollutant. Given the

results of the preliminary analysis, a detailed conformity analysis by the USACE is not required (40 CFR

§ 51.858).

Response B-19

The USEPA requests that instead of evaluating the Proposed Action’s impact on regional air quality on

the basis of estimated emissions, the impact should be evaluated by estimating the concentrations of

pollutants that would result from the Proposed Action and comparing the estimated concentrations to the

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The air quality impact assessment presented in the

Draft EIS is based on and consistent with the approach to air quality impact assessment that is

recommended by the local air district. The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) has

developed the approach to the assessment of air quality impacts which is based on mass emissions of

pollutants and does not require the estimation of pollutant concentrations. The air district (like all other

air districts in the state) has developed thresholds of significance that are in pounds per day (or tons per

year) that can be used to measure a project’s impact on regional air quality. Significance thresholds

produced by the air districts are designed to ensure compliance with both NAAQS and California

Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

There are essentially two reasons why the air districts throughout the state support and advocate the use

of mass emissions to evaluate a project’s impact on air quality and do not require projects to estimate and

report pollutant concentrations for all criteria pollutants except carbon monoxide.

First, criteria pollutants are generally considered to have impacts on a regional basis, throughout an air

basin, rather than on a local level. Pollutants released at one point may be transported throughout the air

basin, or even into neighboring air basins. Consequently, the focus for air districts in attaining ambient air

standards is on overall basin-wide emissions. The most efficient way to protect regional air quality is to

restrict emissions on a mass basis, and therefore guidelines developed by the air districts include

significance thresholds using pounds per day as the preferred measure. This is discussed in the PCAPCD

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines (PCAPCD 2012).

Second, the majority of emissions associated with projects such as the Sierra Vista Specific Plan

development occur off-site. For instance, in the case of the Proposed Action, mobile emissions are by far

the largest portion of emissions, ranging from 69 percent for reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions to

essentially 100 percent of Sulfur Oxide (SOx) and particulate matter (PM) emissions. Mobile sources

generally disperse emissions over a wide area, potentially hundreds of square miles, making a regional
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approach the most suitable for assessing their impact. On-site area sources represent a small fraction of

the total emissions, and are also dispersed over the entire 1,600-acre project site. Therefore dispersion

modeling is not a suitable method for assessing impacts from area or mobile sources associated with

development projects such as the Proposed Action.

Response B-20

USEPA recommends that cumulative air quality impacts should be evaluated based on a list of projects

and requests that the Final EIS include a table listing all the reasonably foreseeable future actions in the

Sacramento Valley Air Basin and emission estimates from all these sources. A list-based approach is

generally useful only when considering localized cumulative impacts on sensitive receptors from

concurrent construction on two or more nearby projects. However for evaluating cumulative air quality

impacts within an air basin that covers a very large area encompassing 11 counties,2 a list-based approach

is not reasonable because no matter how well the list is assembled, it will fail to capture all potential

future sources of emissions in the air basin. It is for this reason that the local air districts do not advocate a

list-based analysis of a project’s cumulative air quality impacts. Instead, the air districts recommend a

mass emissions-based analysis of each project’s contribution to the cumulative air quality in the air basin.

Additionally, the local air districts in the air basin have used population growth trends, vehicle travel

data, and other information to forecast future air quality conditions assuming construction of proposed

projects. This information is used by the air districts to develop their air quality planning documents and

guidance, as well as pollution control tools such as permit conditions, significance thresholds to be used

to evaluate and control emissions of individual projects, and new regulations. The analysis completed by

the air districts in support of their regional air quality planning is the most comprehensive and rigorous

examination of regional growth and its impact on air quality available. An incomplete list of a few known

projects, while possibly locally significant, cannot compare with the general analysis of the air basin as a

whole in terms of a project’s cumulative impact. That is, while the specific impacts of certain projects

could be developed, the impacts would be incomplete and of little use in understanding the cumulative

impacts of all foreseeable actions in the entire air basin.

Based on its obligations under the Clean Air Act, each air district, including the PCAPCD, has developed

thresholds that the air district recommends be used to evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative

impact on the air quality in the air basin. If the emissions of a particular pollutant associated with a

project are above the air district-recommended thresholds, the project is judged to have a significant

impact on air quality, which essentially means that the project’s contribution to the air basin’s cumulative

load of that pollutant is substantial and that the project’s emissions, in conjunction with emissions from

other existing and future sources, are likely to further exacerbate air quality. The Draft EIS therefore uses

the air district-recommended thresholds to evaluate the Proposed Action’s contribution to the cumulative

impact on air quality in the air basin. As the analysis in the Draft EIS shows, the Proposed Action’s

construction emissions of ROG and respirable particulate matter (PM10) would exceed the district-

recommended thresholds. Similarly, the operational emissions of ROG, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon

2 The SVAB is approximately 216 miles north to south and about 95 miles east to west at its widest point.
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monoxide (CO), and PM10 would also exceed the district-recommended thresholds and would not be

mitigated to levels below the thresholds with the available mitigation. The Draft EIS finds that the

cumulative impact of the Proposed Action on air quality within the SVAB would be significant.

Response B-21

Text related to the provision in 40 CFR 93.153 that was deleted has been removed from the EIS. The

deletion is shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata, in this Final EIS.
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Letter C: City of Roseville, Kathy Pease, AICP, dated August 17, 2012

Response C-1

The comment is noted.

Response C-2

The revision has been incorporated into Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIS, and is detailed

in Chapter 3.0, Errata.

Response C-3

The comment is noted.

Response C-4

The City’s comment is noted. As stated in the Draft EIS, alternate sites that could be reasonably obtained

or managed to fulfill project purpose were considered. Eleven alternative sites were screened using five

screening criteria. The Southwest site survived the screening and was therefore evaluated in detail in the

EIS. The site contains an adequate amount of undeveloped land that could accommodate a project similar

to the Proposed Action and therefore meets the project purpose.

Response C-5

The City is correct in noting that potable water to serve Alternative 4 would require an extension of the

water conveyance system. Based on further consultation with the Placer County Water Agency staff, the

USACE has determined that the current combined capacity of the Foothill/Sunset water treatment system

is 66 million gallons per day (mgd) with the Foothill plant providing 58 mgd of capacity and the Sunset

plant providing 8 mgd of capacity. As discussed in Section 3.15, Utilities, of the Draft EIS, the historic

peak day demand on this system is 55 mgd, resulting in 11 mgd of unused capacity. Currently half of this

unused capacity is committed to future development in western Placer County, leaving about 5.5 mgd to

be utilized by other projects, including Alternative 4, on a first come-first serve basis. Based on a rate of

1,150 gallons per dwelling unit, this excess capacity could serve approximately 4,780 additional dwelling

units. Given that Alternative 4 would provide 5,595 units, not enough capacity is available in the

Foothill/Sunset system to serve Alternative 4, and the initial supply would need to be augmented with

treated water from a new treatment source.

To meet future demand in western Placer County, the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) is planning

on constructing a new water treatment facility referred to as the Ophir Water Treatment Plant. This plant

would add an additional 30 mgd to the system, and would serve the alternative site. In order to serve

planned and future development west of the City of Roseville, a pipeline would be constructed from the

Ophir plant through the City of Rocklin and north of the City of Roseville where it would then turn south

down Watt Avenue along the western boundary of Roseville to Baseline Road. A pipeline would then be

extended west from this point to the alternative site.
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The pipeline project described above would be proposed by PCWA and constructed upon completion of

appropriate environmental review by that agency. As it would not be constructed by the Applicants, the

pipeline is not a part of Alternative 4. However, because it is required in order to develop Alternative 4,

the environmental effects from the construction of this water supply improvement are analyzed and

reported in the Final EIS as potential indirect effects of Alternative 4. Appendix C presents the indirect

environmental impacts from the construction and operation of the pipeline project.
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Letter D: Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Chris Ellis, dated August 17, 2012

Response D-1

The City of Roseville and the Applicants have taken the PG&E Line 407 project into account in

developing the land use plan for the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP). The plan provides the

50-foot permanent and an additional 50-foot temporary easement along the north side of Baseline Road

for the construction of the pipeline and a site on the project site for the pressure limiting station. PG&E’s

comments on the Draft EIS have also been provided to the City and the Applicants so that they can

follow up on these issues with PG&E and ensure that the Proposed Action does not interfere with the

pipeline project.
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Letter E: Sierra Vista Owners Group, Jeff Jones, dated August 20, 2012

Response E-1

The USACE has reviewed the Applicants’ suggested changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-2b and agrees

that the reworded mitigation measure will satisfy the intent of the original mitigation measure which is

the preservation of open space parcels on the project site as early as possible.

The revisions have been incorporated into Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS, and are

detailed in Chapter 3.0 Errata in this Final EIS.

Response E-2

The USACE agrees with the rewording of the second bullet under Mitigation Measure BIO-2b which

clarifies that the long-term maintenance of the preserved open space parcels will be the responsibility of

the City of Roseville.

The revisions have been incorporated into Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS, and are

detailed in Chapter 3.0 Errata in this Final EIS.

Response E-3

Should the Applicants propose an off-site permittee-responsible mitigation site, the USACE will review

that proposal and the specific provisions for long-term management. The USACE may determine that

inclusion of the mitigation sites within the Roseville Preserve network is suitable, depending upon a

number of factors including the past performance and adequacy of management practices at that point in

time. The revision has been incorporated into Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS, and is

detailed in Chapter 3.0 Errata in this Final EIS.

Response E-4

The USACE has reviewed the Applicants’ comments and suggestion regarding Mitigation Measure

CUL-1b. The USACE has also reviewed other materials in its files and agrees Mitigation Measure CUL-1b

can be deleted. The revision has been incorporated into Section 3.6, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIS,

and is detailed in Chapter 3.0 Errata in this Final EIS.

Response E-5

The USACE agrees with the Applicants that Mitigation Measure CUL-1a is adequate. As stated above in

Response E-4, Mitigation Measure CUL-1b has been deleted.

Response E-6

All indicated revisions have been incorporated into Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and Section 3.4,

Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS, and are detailed in Chapter 3.0 Errata in this Final EIS.

Response E-7

The comment is noted.
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Original Message

From: Janet M. Laurain [mailto:jlaurain@adamsbroadwell.com]

Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 2:03 PM

To: DLL CESPK RD EIS Comments

Subject: Sierra Vista Specific Plan Roseville DEIS

Dear Mr. Robb,

Can you please tell me if an EIR was previously prepared for this project of is this the first

environmental review of the Project.

Also, can you tell me who the developer is?

Thank you.

Janet

Janet M. Laurain

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo

601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000

South San Francisco, CA 94080

(650) 589 1660

jlaurain@adamsbroadwell.com
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Letter F: Janet Laurain, dated August 20, 2012

Response F-1

In May 2010, the City of Roseville certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the specific plan

area and approved the Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP).

Response F-2

The SVSP project site is made up of 10 properties controlled by the following six entities:

CGB Investments; D.F. Properties, Inc.; Mourier Investment, LLC (MILLC); Baseline P&R, LLC;

Baybrook LP.; and Westpark Associates.
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