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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) has been prepared to respond to comments
received on the Draft EIS for the Amoruso Ranch Project. The Final EIS has been prepared by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE or Corps), Sacramento District in accordance with the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The USACE is the lead agency under NEPA. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the City of Roseville are cooperating agencies under
NEPA.
On February 1, 2019, the USACE released the Draft EIS for public review and comment. The comment
period closed on March 18, 2019. The Draft EIS evaluated the potential environmental effects of the
Proposed Action and four alternatives, including the No Action Alternative and three on-site alternative
development plans. Written comments were received from federal, and local agencies, as well as from
Brookfield Sunset, LLC (Applicant). The USACE considered the comments received on the Draft EIS and
has provided responses to the comments in this Final EIS.
The Final EIS consists of the entire Draft EIS, which is presented in Appendix A, the comments on the
Draft EIS, responses to comments, and revisions to the Draft EIS.

1.1

PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE FINAL EIS

NEPA requires a lead agency that has completed a Draft EIS to consult with and obtain comments from
public agencies (cooperating, responsible, and/or trustee agencies) that have legal jurisdiction with
respect to the Proposed Action, and to provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS is a mechanism for responding to the comments received on the Draft EIS. This
Final EIS has been prepared to respond to comments received from agencies, organizations, and members
of the public on the Draft EIS for the Amoruso Ranch Project, which are reproduced in this document,
and to present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications to the Draft EIS made in response to these
comments.
As described in the Draft EIS, development on the project site would require the filling of wetlands and
other jurisdictional waters of the United States as defined by the Clean Water Act (CWA). This discharge
of fill material requires approval from the USACE pursuant to Section 404 of the federal CWA, under
which the USACE issues or denies DA permits for activities involving a discharge of dredged or fill
material into the waters of the United States, including wetlands (WOUS). The USACE has an active
permit application from the Applicant to develop the project site with a mixed-use development project.
Under the Proposed Action, approximately 18.70 acres of WOUS would be permanently filled and
development of urban uses in the area would be a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the approvals. The
Draft EIS and this Final EIS will be used to support the USACE’s Record of Decision (ROD) documenting
the conclusion of the NEPA process and the decision whether to issue a permit pursuant to Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act to the Applicant for the development of the project.
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1.1.1

Proposed Action

The Amoruso Ranch Project is a large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master-planned community on an
approximately 674-acre site in western Roseville. The project includes the following uses:
•

337 acres of residential uses totaling 2,826 single- and multi-family residential units at buildout;

•

51 acres of commercial and office uses;

•

17 acres of public/quasi-public uses, including a school;

•

22 acres of parks;

•

146 acres of open space; and

•

52 acres of roadways.

The project also includes off-site improvements that involve widening of Sunset Boulevard West along
the north side of the project site to provide improved roadway access and the construction of storm water
facilities in the Al Johnson Wildlife Area located to the west of the project site. Under the Proposed
Action, the Applicant would mitigate for unavoidable impacts on aquatic resources and endangered
species habitat by implementing a permittee-responsible mitigation plan (PRMP), as shown in Appendix
B, on three adjacent parcels, west of the project site and south of Sunset Boulevard West, which would
include establishment, restoration, and preservation of aquatic resources.

1.1.2

Modified Proposed Action Alternative

Following the publication of the Draft EIS, the Applicant has continued to adjust its proposed project to
reduce effects on WOUS. Chapter 2, Modified Proposed Action Alternative, describes the Modified
Proposed Action alternative, which incorporates these modifications into the Proposed Action. The
Modified Proposed Action alternative is the Applicant’s preferred alternative. The USACE will identify
the alternative or alternatives that are considered to be environmentally preferable in the ROD. The
Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of the PRMP and has informed the USACE that they may
utilize the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF Program) to mitigate for unavoidable direct
and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered species habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, final
compensatory mitigation requirements may be met through the use of a Corps-approved mitigation
bank, ILF Program, PRMP, or a combination thereof.

1.2

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The USACE views the project purpose from the purview of its responsibilities. The USACE’s interest
extends to its permit authority with respect to regulation of waters of the U.S., including wetlands.
The USACE has determined that the project purpose is to construct a large-scale, mixed-use, mixeddensity master-planned community in western and central Placer County.
The Proposed Action is defined as a “large scale” master-planned community project because it would
develop approximately 674 acres of land and provide up to 2,826 dwelling units. The Proposed Action is
proposed as a “mixed-use” community as it comprises not only residential but also commercial uses,
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public and quasi-public uses, parks, and open space. The residential component of the project, which
includes a range of housing types and residential densities, is proposed to help meet the foreseeable
regional housing demand based on Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s) projections in
the February 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that the region will add 811,000 people by
2036. The Proposed Action is designed to help serve the diverse housing needs of the region and assist
the City of Roseville (City) in planning for its share of housing. The State of California mandates that
communities prepare a plan to meet their “regional housing needs allocation” or RHNA. An important
component of the City’s General Plan Housing Element is the identification of sites for future housing
development and an evaluation of the adequacy of these sites in fulfilling the City’s share of the RHNA,
which is determined by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The intent of the RHNA
is to ensure that local jurisdictions address their fair share of the housing needs for the entire region.
Additionally, a major goal of the RHNA is to assure that every community provides an opportunity for a
mix of affordable housing to all economic segments of its population. The 2013–2021 RHNA Plan,
adopted in September 2012 by SACOG, mandates Roseville’s share of the region’s housing needs for all
income categories as 8,478 additional units. The Amoruso Ranch Project would assist the City in
providing its share of housing in compliance with state law.
The commercial component is proposed because the commercial land uses would ensure that the City
will collect sufficient tax revenue from the proposed community to provide necessary public services. In
addition, the commercial land uses would provide services to the proposed residential uses and create a
more walkable community and reduce vehicle trips outside the project site. The types of commercial uses
included in the Proposed Action range from neighborhood commercial uses to regional commercial and
business park uses.
According to the City, the project site is in an area identified by SACOG as appropriate for growth. The
mix of land uses and the densities and intensities of residential and commercial development of the
Proposed Action meet the densities identified in SACOG’s 2004 “Preferred Blueprint Scenario” for this
site. SACOG’s Preferred Blueprint Scenario advocates densities and intensities higher than those
traditionally seen in the Sacramento region as a means of reducing the severity of long-term
environmental impacts. More efficient use of land that includes facilitating pedestrian travel, bicycle use,
and transit use, with a combination of mixed uses and more compact development patterns are likely to
reduce per capita resource consumption (e.g., land, water, electricity, vehicle fuel, energy) and per capita
pollution generation (e.g., traditional air pollutants and greenhouse gases).
In February 2016, in compliance with SB 375, SACOG adopted an SCS in connection with its Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) for a 2036 timeframe. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario was used as the
starting point in the development of the SCS. The SCS included land use maps identifying areas that
SACOG considered appropriate for development. The Amoruso Ranch property was included in these
maps as a “developing community.”
The primary purpose of SB 375 was to align regional transportation planning efforts, regional greenhouse
gas (GHG) reduction targets, and land use and housing allocations with one another. Each SCS should
include land uses consistent with regional GHG reduction targets determined by the California Air
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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Resources Board based on statewide GHG targets mandated under the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, commonly known as AB 32 (Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006). The development of
land identified for development in an SCS is therefore considered consistent with achieving AB 32 GHG
targets.
Notably, in adopting its SCS in 2016, SACOG used population and market demand projections updated
since 2012, when SACOG adopted its first SCS. As SACOG explained:
[t]he 2036 growth forecast indicates that population in the plan area is expected to grow by
811,000 people, an increase of about 36 percent, between 2012 and 2036. … [T]his forecast is
lower than the 871,000 people forecasted in the 2012 MTP/SCS, which had a 2035 planning
horizon, but used 2008 as the base year. [The forecast] also shows a housing forecast for the region
of 285,000 new homes from 2012 to 2036, compared to the 303,000 new housing units forecast in
the last plan from 2008 to 2035. Although the total population and housing forecast by 2036 is the
same total as forecast in the previous 2012 MTP/SCS by 2035, the growth in people and homes is
slightly lower in this plan due to the passage of time and the new 2012 base year for this plan.
Alternatively, while the total employment forecast for 2036 is also the same total employment
forecast by 2035 in the previous 2012 MTP/SCS, the employment growth in this MTP/SCS is
much higher. This is a result of the Great Recession. From 2008 to 2012, the region, like most of
the nation, experienced significant job loss. The projected regional job growth from 2012 to 2036
accounts for both the recovery of jobs lost during the recession and addition of new jobs. … the
growth projections include approximately 439,000 new employees from 2012 to 2036, as
compared to the 361,000 new employees forecasted in the last plan from 2008 to 2035.
SACOG characterized “developing communities” such as Amoruso Ranch as “typically, though not
always, situated on vacant land at the edge of existing urban or suburban development; they are the next
increment of urban expansion. Developing communities are identified in local plans as special plan areas,
specific plans, or master plans and may be residential-only, employment-only, or a mix of residential and
employment uses.” In contrast, “lands not identified for development in the MTP/SCS planning period”
are described as areas of the region that are not expected to develop to urban levels during the MTP/SCS
planning period.

1.3

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Based on their ability to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and their feasibility as
determined by the application of screening criteria, three on-site alternatives were determined to be
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action and were carried forward in the Draft EIS for detailed
evaluation along with the No Action Alternative. The alternatives are briefly described below.

1.3.1

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action alternative, the project site would be developed in a manner that completely avoids
the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into WOUS, thereby avoiding the need for the Corps to issue
a DA permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. However, compliance with other Federal, State,
and/or local laws would still apply, including potential authorization from the USFWS under the federal
Endangered Species Act for incidental take of federally listed threatened and/or endangered species.
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The No Action alternative would develop upland portions of the 674-acre site where WOUS are not
present, resulting in a substantial reduction in the amount of residential and commercial development on
the site. Developing only uplands and avoiding all WOUS would reduce the total area available for
development to approximately 293.6 acres, comprising 196.6 acres of residential uses (1,679 residential
units at buildout), 29.1 acres of commercial and office uses, a 9.6-acre school site, 7.6 acres of other public
uses, 12.7 acres of parks, and 39.5 acres of roads. Approximately 305 acres, comprised of avoided aquatic
resources and adjacent uplands within 50 feet of WOUS, would be dedicated as open space. The layout of
Westbrook Boulevard and Placer Parkway under this alternative would be similar to the roadway layout
under the Proposed Action while the layout of the internal roadway system under this alternative would
be modified compared to the layout of the internal roadway system under the Proposed Action.

1.3.2

Alternative 1: Southern Avoidance Alternative

This alternative would develop the 674-acre project site with a large-scale, mixed-use, master-planned
community. This alternative is generally similar to the Proposed Action in terms of its development
footprint and the location of the planned Parkway alignment, in a 5,500-foot radii alignment, within the
project site. However, it differs from the Proposed Action in two key respects: this alternative eliminates
the North Avoidance area in the vicinity of the Placer Parkway alignment and replaces it with low
density residential, and expands both the Southwest and the Southeast Preserves in a northerly direction,
increasing the area where impacts to WOUS would be avoided. Based on its design, this alternative
would preserve/avoid approximately 19.08 acres and fill approximately 15.20 acres of WOUS on the
project site.
Under this alternative, the total acreage available for development would decrease by about six percent to
484 acres, compared to 517 acres under the Proposed Action, and the open space/preserve areas would
increase by about three percent to 142 acres, compared to 146 acres under the Proposed Action.
Specifically, residential development would slightly decrease to 303 acres, compared to 337 acres under
the Proposed Action, and as a result, fewer residential units (2,308 residential units) would be constructed
under this alternative, compared to 2,826 residential units under the Proposed Action. However,
commercial development would slightly increase under this alternative, while the public/quasi-public
development (school) acreage would remain the same. The location of roadways and commercial land
uses would also be largely similar to the Proposed Action.
Additionally, this alternative would require construction of a drainage ditch within the Southwest
Preserve to convey stormwater runoff from the development site into University Creek. Unlike the
Proposed Action, the drainage ditch is required as storm water cannot be conveyed around the preserve
due to low lying topography. As with the Proposed Action, off-site roadway improvements along Sunset
Boulevard and off-site drainage improvements in the Al Johnson Wildlife Area are included in this
alternative.

1.3.3

Alternative 2: Northern Avoidance Alternative

This alternative would also develop the 674-acre project site with a large-scale, mixed use, master
planned community. The alternative shifts the alignment of the planned Parkway to a 7,300-foot radii
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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alignment, which moves the alignment about 640 feet to the southeast of the alignment under the
Proposed Action. As a result of this shift, the North Avoidance area would no longer be bisected by the
parkway alignment and is substantially larger under this alternative than under the Proposed Action.
However, as a result of the shift in the site plan, there is a corresponding reduction in the acreages of the
two southern preserves. Based on its design, this alternative would preserve/avoid approximately 13.38
acres and fill about 22.44 acres of WOUS on the project site.
Under this alternative, total acreage to be developed would slightly decrease by one percent to 511 acres,
compared to 517 acres under the Proposed Action, and preserve and avoided area would decrease to 96
acres, compared to 108 acres under the Proposed Action. The residential development footprint would
slightly decrease to 327 acres, compared to 337 acres under the Proposed Action. As a result, fewer
residential units (2,417 units) would be constructed under this alternative, compared to 2,826 units under
the Proposed Action.
Acreage designated for commercial uses would increase under this alternative and school acreage would
remain the same. The location of roadways and commercial land uses would also be largely similar to the
Proposed Action. As with the Proposed Action, off-site roadway improvements along Sunset Boulevard
West and off-site drainage improvements in the Al Johnson Wildlife Area are included in this alternative.

1.3.4

Alternative 3: Distributed Avoidance Alternative

This alternative would also develop the 674-acre project site with a large-scale, mixed use, master
planned community. This alternative shifts the alignment of the planned Parkway to a 6,200-foot radii
alignment, which moves the alignment about 320 feet to the southeast of the alignment under the
Proposed Action. As a result of this shift, the North Avoidance area would not be bisected by the
parkway alignment under this alternative and is larger than under the Proposed Action. In addition, this
alternative shifts the proposed development south within the project site, resulting in a reduction in the
acreages of the two southern preserves. Based on its design, this alternative would preserve/avoid
approximately 14.32 acres and fill about 21.84 acres of WOUS on the project site.
Under this alternative, the total acreage of development would increase slightly, by two percent, to 529
acres compared to 517 acres under the Proposed Action and preserve and open space areas would
decrease to 92 acres, compared to 108 acres under the Proposed Action. The acreage of residential
development would slightly increase to 348 acres, compared to 337 acres under the Proposed Action.
However, fewer residential units (2,730 units) would be constructed under this alternative, compared to
2,826 units under the Proposed Action.
Acreage designated for commercial uses would increase slightly under this alternative and school
acreage would remain the same. The location of roadways and commercial land uses would also be
largely similar to the Proposed Action. As with the Proposed Action, off-site roadway improvements
along Sunset Boulevard and off-site drainage improvements in the Al Johnson Wildlife Area are included
in this alternative.
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1.4

AGENCY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The USACE, Sacramento District, is the lead agency under NEPA.
The USEPA and City of Roseville are participating as cooperating agencies, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service (USFWS) was invited to participate as a cooperating agency but did not respond.
The following agencies and entities also have discretionary authority or legal jurisdiction over part or all
of the Proposed Action, or special expertise relevant to the Proposed Action:
•

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

•

California Department of Transportation

•

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

•

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

•

Placer County

•

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority

1.5

NEPA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS

NEPA requires the Final EIS to include and respond to all substantive comments received on the Draft
EIS (40 CFR § 1503.4). Lead agency responses may include one or more of the following:
•

modify the proposed action or alternatives;

•

develop and evaluate new alternatives;

•

supplement, improve, or modify the substantive environmental analyses;

•

make factual corrections to the text, tables, or figures contained in the Draft EIS; or

•

explain why no further response is necessary.

Additionally, the Final EIS must discuss any responsible opposing view that was not adequately
discussed in the Draft EIS and must indicate the lead agency’s response to the issue raised.

1.6

REQUIREMENTS FOR DOCUMENT CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE
STEPS IN PROJECT APPROVAL

This Final EIS is being distributed to agencies, stakeholder organizations, and individuals who
commented on the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS and the Final EIS are available online at the USACE’s website
at:
http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/EnvironmentalImpactStatements.aspx.
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The Final EIS will be available for public review for 30 days after a notice is published in the Federal
Register. Comments on the Final EIS should be sent to:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Regulatory Division
Attn: Leah Fisher
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, California 95814-2922
Email: leah.m.fisher@usace.army.mil
The USACE will circulate the Final EIS for a minimum of 30 days before taking action on the permit
applications and issuing its ROD. Per the requirements of 40 CFR 1505.2, the ROD will:
•

State the decision;

•

Identify all alternatives considered by the USACE before reaching a decision, and specify the
environmentally preferable alternative; and

•

Identify relevant factors considered in the decision, state whether all practicable means to avoid or
minimize harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not, and
summarize any mitigation and monitoring measures adopted.

1.7

ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIS

This Final EIS is organized in the following manner:
•

Chapter 1.0, Introduction – describes the purpose and contents of the Final EIS.

•

Chapter 2, Modified Proposed Action Alternative – presents information on the Applicant’s
preferred alternative.

•

Chapter 3.0, Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments – contains a list of all
agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIS during the public
review period, copies of the comment letters submitted on the Draft EIS, and the USACE’s responses
to the comments.

•

Chapter 4.0, Errata – presents corrections and revisions to the text of the Draft EIS based on issues
raised by comments, clarifications, corrections, or minor changes to the Proposed Action. Changes in
the text are shown by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added.

•

Chapter 5.0, List of Preparers – identifies the USACE and consultant staff involved in the preparation
of this Final EIS.

•

Appendices – presents technical appendices that are attached at the end of this Final EIS.
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2.0
2.1

MODIFIED PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS OVERVIEW

The Applicant has made a series of adjustments to the project to increase the area of the Waters of the U.S.
(WOUS) that would be preserved on site as part of the Proposed Action since the Applicant’s initial preapplication meetings with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in 2011 through 2013. The
Applicant submitted an initial 404 permit application in March 2014. Subsequently, adjustments were
made to this application and an amended permit application was submitted to the USACE in October
2014. The project as described in the October 2014 application is analyzed in the Draft EIS as the Proposed
Action.
Since then and during the time that the Draft EIS was circulated, the Applicant and the USACE continued
to examine potential ways that the Proposed Action could be further modified to avoid the filling of
additional WOUS, especially in the southern portion of the project site. In July 2019, the Applicant
submitted a Modified Proposed Action, which includes a revised land use plan that enlarges the
southwestern preserve and avoids additional WOUS. This modified land development proposal is the
Modified Proposed Action alternative described in this chapter.
In addition, the Applicant further evaluated the feasibility of the PRMP and informed the USACE that the
Applicant may utilize the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF Program) to mitigate for
unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to aquatic and endangered species habitat. As stated in the Draft
EIS, the final mitigation could be the use of a mitigation bank, ILF, or PRMP, or a combination thereof.
The Modified Proposed Action alternative is the applicant’s preferred alternative. The USACE will not
make a determination on whether or not to issue a permit for the Modified Proposed Action until it issues
a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Amoruso Ranch Project, which will include a determination on
whether the Modified Proposed Action meets the requirements of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material and
whether the Modified Proposed Action is contrary to the public interest.

2.2

DESCRIPTION OF THE MODIFIED PROPOSED ACTION
ALTERNATIVE

The Modified Proposed Action alternative was designed to avoid development in all areas intended to be
preserved by the Proposed Action, as well as to preserve additional swales and drainage features in the
southern portion of the project site by changing the northeastern boundary of the Southwest Preserve.
The other two open space areas, i.e., the Southeast Preserve and the North Avoidance Area, would be the
same as they are under the Proposed Action. As a result of the expansion of the Southwest Preserve,
approximately 155 acres, or 23 percent of the 674-acre project site, would be either open space and/or
preserve, compared to approximately 146 acres, or 22 percent of the 674-acre project site, that would be
open space and/or preserve under the Proposed Action. This alternative would preserve approximately
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2.0 Modified Proposed Action Alternative

17.30 acres of jurisdictional waters, which is the preservation of about 50 percent of all jurisdictional
waters on the Amoruso Ranch site.
Due to the expansion of the Southwest Preserve, the area designated for low density residential land use
to the south of Road A would be reduced by about 9.5 acres under this alternative. All other areas of the
project site remain unchanged with respect to land use designations, acreages, and scale of development.
To offset the reduction in land area for residential use and the potential reduction in the number of
dwelling units, the density of residential development within the Village District is increased under this
alternative. Instead of 109 residential units under the Proposed Action, 159 residential units are included
in the Village District under the Modified Proposed Action alternative. As a result, like the Proposed
Action, this alternative would provide a total of 2,826 residential units. Table 2.0-1 presents a summary
comparison of the Modified Proposed Action with the Proposed Action in terms of land development
acreages by type of land use.
Table 2.0-1
Modified Proposed Action Alternative and Proposed Action Land Uses
Modified Proposed
Action Alternative
Land Use

Proposed Action

Acres

No. of
Dwelling
Units

Acres

No. of
Dwelling
Units

Low Density Residential

240

1,252

249

1,302

Medium Density Residential

50

542

50

542

High Density Residential

38

873

38

873

Village District

--

159

--

109

328

2,826

337

2,826

Residential

Subtotal
Commercial
Village District

27

27

Other Commercial

24

24

Subtotal

51

51

Neighborhood Park

22

22

Preserves

117

108

Parks and Open Space

Other Open Space

38

38

Subtotal

177

168

School, Fire Station, etc.

17

17

Subtotal

17

17

Public/Quasi-Public

Roads
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2.0 Modified Proposed Action Alternative

Modified Proposed
Action Alternative
Land Use

No. of
Dwelling
Units

Acres

Proposed Action

Acres

ROW

101

101

Total

674

674

No. of
Dwelling
Units

Note:
du/ac = dwelling units per acre.

The Modified Proposed Action alternative includes the following uses:
•

328 acres of residential uses totaling 2,826 single- and multi-family residential units at buildout;

•

51 acres of commercial and office uses;

•

17 acres of public/quasi-public uses, including a school;

•

22 acres of parks;

•

166 acres of open space (including about 117 acres of Open Space Preserve, 38 acres of General Open
Space/Transition Zone, and 11 acres of paseos); and

•

101 acres of roadways (including the northern portion of Westbrook Boulevard, and 49 acres of rightof-way dedicated to Placer Parkway).

Figure 2-1 presents the land use plan for the Modified Proposed Action alternative. As with the Proposed
Action, the Modified Proposed Action alternative also includes off-site improvements that involve
widening of Sunset Boulevard West along the north side of the project site to provide improved roadway
access and the construction of storm water facilities in the Al Johnson Wildlife Area located to the west of
the project site.
As stated above, the Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of the PRMP and has informed the
USACE that they may utilize the Western Placer County ILF Program to mitigate for unavoidable direct
and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered species habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, final
compensatory mitigation requirements may be met through the use of a Corps-approved mitigation
bank, ILF Program, PRMP, or a combination thereof.
The Applicant’s proposed PRMP, if implemented, would include establishment, restoration, and
preservation of aquatic resources on three adjacent parcels, west of the project site and south of Sunset
Boulevard West.
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2.3

AQUATIC RESOURCE EFFECTS OF THE MODIFIED PROPOSED
ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Figure 2-2 presents the direct effects of the Modified Proposed Action alternative on WOUS. Under the
Modified Proposed Action Alternative, a total of an estimated -13.97 acres of WOUS would be filled,
compared to the filling of approximately 18.70 acres under the Proposed Action.
Table 2.0-2 presents impacts of the Modified Proposed Action alternative on WOUS, and Table 2.0-3
presents a comparison of the Modified Proposed Action alternative to the alternatives analyzed in the
Draft EIS.
Table 2.0-2
Modified Proposed Action Impacts to Aquatic Resources (in Acres)
Aquatic Resource Type

Preserved
WOUS

Avoided
WOUS

Temporarily
Affected WOUS

Filled WOUS

NAPOTS
WOUS1

Total2

Vernal Pool and Seasonal Wetlands
Vernal Pool

5.63

0.49

--

2.93

0.75

9.81

Seasonal Wetland

1.16

0.69

--

2.30

0.67

4.83

Seasonal Wetland Swale

8.68

1.45

<0.01

6.68

2.96

19.76

Farmed Wetland

--

--

--

0.02

--

0.02

Marsh

--

--

1.74

0.08

1.82

Other Waters

Ephemeral Drainage

<0.01

--

--

--

--

<0.01

Intermittent Drainage

1.82

--

0.03

0.06

--

1.92

Seasonal Creek

--

--

0.02

0.02

--

0.04

Stock Pond

--

--

0.23

0.13

0.36

17.29

2.64

13.97

4.60

38.56

Total

0.06

Source: ECORP 2019
Notes:
1. The table reports WOUS within the NAPOTS (Placer Parkway alignment) for completeness. These waters would not be affected by the Proposed
Action.
2. Includes Waters of the U.S. within the West Sunset Boulevard right-of-way and the offsite Al Johnson Wildlife Area improvements area.
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Table 2.0-3
Summary of Estimated Impacts to Aquatic Resources by Alternative (in acres)
Project
Site
WOUS

NAPOTS
WOUS

Avoided
WOUS

Filled
WOUS

No Action

38.56

4.56

34.00

0

Proposed Action

38.56

4.56

15.30

18.70

Modified Proposed
Action

38.56

4.56

19.98

13.97

Alternative 1 Southern
Avoidance

38.56

4.27

19.09

15.20

Alternative 2 Northern
Avoidance

38.58

2.78

13.36

22.44

Alternative 3 Distributed
Avoidance

38.56

2.40

14.32

21.84

Alternative

2.4

COMPARISON OF MODIFIED PROPOSED ACTION TO THE
PROPOSED ACTION AND D R A F T E I S ALTERNATIVES

The Modified Proposed Action alternative is substantially the same as the Proposed Action in
terms of the proposed land uses and scale of development. The one difference is that the
Southwest Preserve is expanded and there is a slight reduction in the acreage (about 9.5 acres)
that would be developed with residential units, although the number of residential units that
would be built would still be the same as the number under the Proposed Action. As noted above
in Section 2.2, to offset the reduction in land area for residential use and the potential reduction
in the number of dwelling units, the density of residential development within the Village
District is increased under this alternative. Instead of 109 residential units under the Proposed
Action, 159 residential units are included in the Village District under the Modified Proposed
Action alternative.
The Modified Proposed Action alternative would have similar or reduced impacts compared to
the Proposed Action in all of the impact areas, as summarized below:
Aesthetics: Although a slightly larger area would be included in preserves, impacts related to scenic
vistas, visual character, and light and glare would be similar to those of the Proposed Action because
the same areas of the project site would be converted to urban uses and the amount and type of land
uses would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Although the Village District would be more
densely developed under this alternative to accommodate an additional 50 residential units, the
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Modified Proposed Action Alternative Land Use Plan

Phased Proposed Project Impacts to
Waters of the U.S.
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Indirect

Open Space Preserve Transition

NAPOTS

I
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Waters of the U.S.
Preserved Avoided Temporary Direct
NAPOTS
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
Seasonal Wetland
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
Seasonal Wetland Swale
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
Vernal Pool
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.328
0.057
6.108
Phase 1
15.659
Ephemeral Drainage
0.002
0.000
0.000
0.000
Farmed Wetland
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.016
Intermittent Drainage
1.823
0.000
0.035
0.061
Marsh
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.699
Seasonal Creek/Stream
0.000
0.000
0.022
0.021
Seasonal Wetland
1.158
0.090
0.000
0.682
Seasonal Wetland Swale
7.131
0.238
0.000
3.230
Stock Pond
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.233
Vernal Pool
5.545
0.001
0.000
1.166
0.044
0.000
3.250
Phase 2
0.000
Marsh
0.000
0.000
0.000
1.042
Seasonal Wetland
0.000
0.018
0.000
0.798
Seasonal Wetland Swale
0.000
0.026
0.000
1.172
Vernal Pool
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.238
1.552
0.000
4.617
Phase 3
0.000
Seasonal Wetland
0.000
0.534
0.000
0.819
Seasonal Wetland Swale
0.000
0.535
0.000
2.274
Vernal Pool
0.000
0.483
0.000
1.524
Total (acres)
15.659
1.925
0.057
13.975
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City of Roseville
Photo Source: City of Roseville, 2017
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Total
Indirect NAPOTS (acres)
0.000
4.324 4.324
0.000
0.664 0.664
0.000
2.907 2.907
0.000
0.753 0.753
1.803
0.000 23.955
0.000
0.000 0.002
0.000
0.000 0.016
0.000
0.000 1.919
0.000
0.000 0.699
0.000
0.000 0.043
0.005
0.000 1.935
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0.000 0.364
0.089
0.000 6.800
0.131
0.000 3.425
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0.000 1.124
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0.000 0.820
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0.000 1.244
0.000
0.000 0.238
0.703
0.000 6.873
0.054
0.000 1.407
0.641
0.000 3.450
0.009
0.000 2.016
2.638
4.324 38.577

Notes:
-Impact calculations are approximate and are based on
the best available informationto date.
-The acreage value for each feature has been rounded
to the nearest 1/1000 decimal.
Summation of these values may not equal the total
acreage reported.
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increase in density in the central portion of the project site would not increase the impacts on scenic
vistas, visual character, and light and glare.
Agricultural Resources: Effects related to conversion of farmland, and compatibility with
adjacent agricultural land uses would be similar to those of the Proposed Action because the
footprint of development would be only slightly less and the distribution of land uses under the
Modified Proposed Action alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
Air Quality: Effects related to construction and operational air pollutant emissions, carbon monoxide
hot spots, exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, and odors would be the same as
those of the Proposed Action because the types of land uses, amount of construction, future vehicle
travel, and operational characteristics under this alternative would be the same as under the Proposed
Action.
Aquatic Resources: The Modified Proposed Action alternative would include a slightly larger
preserved area than the Proposed Action, and more waters of the U.S. would be preserved (See Tables
2.0-2 and 2.0-3). Effects related to loss and degradation of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the
U.S. would be less than those of the Proposed Action but within the range of alternatives considered in
the Draft EIS.
Biological Resources: The Modified Proposed Action alternative would include a slightly larger
preserved area than the Proposed Action, and a slightly smaller area within the Amoruso Ranch
property would be developed with urban uses. Consequently, effects related to take of special-status
species and loss and degradation of habitat would be less but within the range of the alternatives
considered in the Draft EIS.
Climate Change: Effects related to generation of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) during construction
and occupancy/operations, and consistency with a GHG reduction plan would be similar to those of the
Proposed Action because the types of land uses, amount of construction, future vehicle travel, and
operational characteristics of the alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
Cultural Resources: The Modified Proposed Action alternative would include a slightly larger
preserved area than the Proposed Action, and a slightly smaller area would be developed with urban
land uses. Because the footprint of ground disturbance under the Modified Proposed Action alternative
would be slightly smaller, the effects related to potential destruction of or damage to known historic
resources, archaeological sites, or human remains would be less but within the range of the alternatives
considered in the Draft EIS.
Environmental Justice, Population, and Housing: Effects on minority and low-income populations
would be the same as those of the Proposed Action because the amount and types of new residential
and job-generating land uses would be the same. Effects related to population and housing would be the
same as those of the Proposed Action because the same number of residential units would be developed
under this alternative and there would be a similar increase in regional population.
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Geology, Soils, and Minerals: Effects related to seismic ground-shaking, liquefaction, slope failure,
expansive soils, and loss of mineral resources would be similar to those of the Proposed Action because
of the substantially similar footprint of ground disturbance, and the types and amounts of residential
and non-residential land uses that would be developed would be the same as under the Proposed
Action.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Effects related to exposure to existing soil or groundwater
contamination, inadvertent release of hazardous materials, and risk related to use of recycled water
would be the same as those of the Proposed Action because of the substantially similar footprint of
ground disturbance, and the amount and type of construction and new residential and non-residential
land uses that would be developed would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
Hydrology and Water Quality: Effects related to on- and off-site flooding hazard and construction
within a floodplain would be same as those of the Proposed Action because of the substantially similar
footprint of ground disturbance and similar types and amounts of development as the Proposed
Action. Effects on surface water quality during construction and operations and groundwater recharge
would be slightly reduced compared to those of the Proposed Action because of the slightly reduced
area of development and the increased area of wetlands and waters preserved. However, the effects
would be within the range of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS.
Land Use and Planning: Effects related to incompatibility with adjacent land uses, conflicts with the
General Plan and Zoning, and conflicts with SACOG Blueprint and SCS would be the same as those of
the Proposed Action because the distribution of land uses within the project site, and the types and
amounts of new residential and non-residential land uses would be the same as under the Proposed
Action.
Noise: Effects related to vibration and exposure of on- or off-site noise-sensitive uses to noise, including
traffic noise construction noise, aviation noise, or noise from on-site activities, would be the same as
those of the Proposed Action because the amount and types of new residential and non-residential land
uses, and related traffic volumes, would be same as under the Proposed Action.
Public Services: Effects related to fire protection, fire flow, police protection, and school facilities would
be the same as those of the Proposed Action because the amount and type of new residential and nonresidential land uses would be same as under the Proposed Action.
Transportation and Traffic: Effects related to increased peak-hour and daily traffic volumes on City of
Roseville intersections, Placer County intersections and regional highways; construction traffic; and
increased demand for alternative modes of transportation would be the same as those of the Proposed
Action because the location, amount and types of new residential and non-residential land uses, would
be same as under the Proposed Action. Further, the roadway network throughout the site and the
connections to the regional roadway network would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
Utilities and Service Systems: Effects related to increased demand for water supplies (including
groundwater) and on- and off-site water conveyance, storage, and treatment facilities would be the
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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same as those of the Proposed Action because the amount and types of new residential and nonresidential land uses would be same under this alternative.
Effects related to wastewater collection and conveyance facilities; wastewater treatment plant facilities;
solid waste disposal; electrical, natural gas, and communications facilities and infrastructure; and energy
demand would also be the same as those of the Proposed Action because the amount and types of new
residential and non-residential land uses would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
The Modified Proposed Action alternative differs from the Proposed Action primarily in the amount of
direct effects to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and the size of the preserved area, with the same land
uses, the same number of residential units, the same amount of job-generating and other non-residential
land uses, and a substantially similar development footprint as the Proposed Action. The USACE has
determined that the Modified Proposed Action alternative does not result in substantial changes to the
Proposed Action that are relevant to environmental concerns and does not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the Proposed Action
or its impacts, and therefore a supplemental Draft EIS is not necessary.

2.5

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE OF AQUATIC RESOURCE EFFECTS

As discussed in the Draft EIS, the effects on aquatic resources are identified as “potentially significant,” as
sufficient information regarding compensatory mitigation had not been received at the time of the Draft
EIS for the USACE to determine if mitigation measures would reduce the effects to less than significant.
In order to reduce these potentially significant effects to less than significant, the Applicant submitted a
draft Permittee-Responsible Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (PRMP) for review and approval
by the USACE. The Applicant’s Draft PRMP is attached as Appendix B. The Applicant believes that
implementation of the PRMP will reduce all effects to the aquatic environment to less than significant.
The Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of the PRMP and has informed the USACE that the
Applicant may utilize the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF Program) to mitigate for
unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered species habitat
As stated in the Draft EIS, the final mitigation could be the use of a mitigation bank, ILF, or PRMP, or a
combination thereof. In the event that the Applicant decides to pursue the use of the PRMP, a Final PRMP
must be submitted and reviewed by the USACE to determine if sufficient compensatory mitigation is
proposed to reduce the loss and degradation of USACE jurisdictional vernal pools and other wetland
habitats and other waters of the U.S. to a less–than-significant level.
The USACE will make a decision regarding the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative,
required compensatory mitigation, and compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material in the ROD
following a review of all comments on the Final EIS, completion of consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, receipt of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification or waiver, and completion
of coordination with the Applicant. The USACE will issue a permit for the Modified Proposed Action
alternative only if the following determinations are made:

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE SPK-2004-00888

2.0-10

Amoruso Ranch Project Final EIS
December 2019

2.0 Modified Proposed Action Alternative

1) The Modified Proposed Action alternative is in compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (USEPA’s) Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. To be in compliance with the Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines, the USACE must be able to make the following determinations:
a) It has been demonstrated that there are no practicable nor less damaging alternatives which
could satisfy the action’s overall project purpose.
b) The proposed activity would not violate applicable State water quality standards or Section 307
prohibitions or effluent standards.
c)

The proposed activity would not jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed
threatened or endangered species or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat.

d) The proposed activity would not violate the requirements of a federally designated marine
sanctuary.
e) The activity would not cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of the U.S.,
including adverse effects on human health; life stages of aquatic organism’s ecosystem
diversity, productivity and stability; and recreation, aesthetic, and economic values.
f)

All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to minimize potential adverse effects of
the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

2) The Modified Proposed Action alternative is not contrary to the public interest after taking into
account the following:
a) The relative extent of the public and private need for the proposed structure or work.
b) Where there are unresolved conflicts as to resource use, the practicability of using reasonable
alternative locations and methods to accomplish the object of the proposed structure or work;
and
c)

The extent and permanence of the beneficial and/or detrimental effects which the proposed
structure or work is likely to have on the public and private uses to which the area is suited.

3) The Modified Proposed Action alternative is in compliance with all other applicable Federal laws
and requirements, including Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and Section 401 of the Clean
Water Act.
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3.0
3.1

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) received
comments from federal and local agencies and the Applicant on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft EIS). All comments on the Draft EIS received have been numbered, and the numbers
assigned to each comment are indicated on the written communications that follow. All agencies and
entities who commented on the Draft EIS are listed in Table 3.0-1, Index to Comments, below. The
comments and the USACE’s responses to those comments are also included in this chapter.
Table 3.0-1
Index to Comments
Comment Letter

Letter Date

Agency/Individuals

Federal Agencies
A

March 18, 2019

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Connell Dunning

Regional/Local Agencies and Individuals

3.2

B

March 15, 2019

County of Placer, Gregg McKenzie

C

March 7, 2019

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Michael W. Luken

D

March 18, 2019

City of Roseville, Charity Gold

E

March 18, 2019

Remy Moose Manley LLP, Brian J. Plant (on behalf of Brookfield Sunset, LLC)

RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the Draft EIS for the Amoruso Ranch 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 ST ATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Letter A

REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

March 18, 2019
Leah M. Fisher
Senior Regulatory Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street
Sacramento, California 95814-2922
Subject:

EPA Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Amoruso Ranch
Project, Placer County, California (EIS #20180329)

Dear Ms. Fisher:
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document. Our
review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section
309 of the Clean Air Act. The Amoruso Ranch Project would construct a 674-acre mixed-use
community in western Roseville. The Applicant's Preferred Alternative, which is also the Draft EIS
Proposed Action, would require a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit from USACE to fill
approximately 19 acres of waters of the United States (WOUS) on the project site, and would avoid
roughly 15 acres of on-site WOUS. EPA provided scoping comments on the project on August 4, 2016
and provided further feedback following our review of an Administrative Draft EIS. We have also
coordinated with USACE regarding the CWA Section 404 permitting process.
We appreciate that the Draft EIS is consistent with several recommendations expressed in our previous
comments, including consideration of an alternative that expands the Southwest Preserve in a
northeasterly direction to avoid additional clay flat wetlands (Alternative 1) and incorporation of
Westbrook Boulevard as part of the project. We also acknowledge that the Draft EIS addresses some of
our comments on the Administrative Draft EIS, including additional information about clay flat
wetlands, a brief discussion of additional indirect effects to wetlands in northern open space areas under
the Proposed Action, and confirmation regarding where affordable residential units would be located.
We appreciate the USACE's efforts to minimize impacts to waters on the project site and recognize the
efforts to protect other waters in the region. We hope to continue to coordinate with USACE as the
project design is further refined and as mitigation is prepared.
Through the attached detailed comments, EPA recommends that US ACE work with the Applicant to
maximize the southern preserve areas while further minimizing indirect impacts to preserved wetlands
in order to demonstrate compliance with the CW A Section 404(b )( 1) Guidelines and identify the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). EPA also recommends that USACE
develop a Mitigation Plan that is consistent with the 2008 Mitigation Rule. We also suggest that USACE
encourage the Applicant to ensure that the project reduces air quality impacts to the fullest extent

Letter A
feasible, given that the project would be located within a nonattainment area for two National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Please note that effective October 22, 2018, EPA no longer includes ratings in our comment letters.
Information about this change and EPA' s continued roles and responsibilities in the review of federal
actions can be found on our website at: https://www.epa.gov/nepa/epa-review-process-under-section309-clean-air-act
We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft EIS. Please send a copy of the Final EIS
when it becomes available to this office at the address above (mail code ENF-4-2). If you have any
questions, please contact me at 415-947-4161, or Morgan Capilla, the lead reviewer for this project, at
415-972-3504 or capilla.morgan@epa.gov.
Sincerely,

g, ~
C~
Environmental Review Section

Enclosure:

EPA's Detailed Comments

Electronic copy:
Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Mike Luken, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency
Chris Carroll, Caltrans
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$SSOLFDQW¶V3UHIHUUHG$OWHUQDWLYH 3URSRVHG$FWLRQ $OWHUQDWLYH6RXWKHUQ$YRLGDQFH$OWHUQDWLYH
1RUWKHUQ$YRLGDQFHDQG$OWHUQDWLYH'LVWULEXWHG$YRLGDQFH7KHDFWLRQDOWHUQDWLYHVGLIIHU
SULPDULO\EDVHGRQDYRLGDQFHDSSURDFKDQGSRWHQWLDO3ODFHU3DUNZD\DOLJQPHQWV7KH1R)HGHUDO
$FWLRQ$OWHUQDWLYHDQG$OWHUQDWLYHZKLFKZRXOGIRFXVDYRLGDQFHRQKLJKTXDOLW\FOD\IODWZHWODQGVLQ
WKHVRXWKHUQSURMHFWDUHDZRXOGUHGXFHRYHUDOOGLUHFWSURMHFWLPSDFWVWRDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVFRPSDUHGWR
WKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6LGHQWLILHVWKDWIRU$OWHUQDWLYHWRSRJUDSKLFFRQVWUDLQWV
H[LVWLQWKHVRXWKHUQSURMHFWDUHDWKDWZRXOGUHTXLUHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDGUDLQDJHGLWFKWKURXJKWKH
6RXWKZHVW3UHVHUYHWRFRQYH\VWRUPZDWHUUXQRIIWR8QLYHUVLW\&UHHN S 7KH'UDIW(,6GRHVQRW
SURYLGHHQRXJKLQIRUPDWLRQWRGHWHUPLQHLIGHVLJQFKDQJHVWRWKHGUDLQDJHGLWFKRURWKHUGUDLQDJH
VROXWLRQVZHUHFRQVLGHUHGLQRUGHUWRUHGXFHWKHVLJQLILFDQWGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVWRZHWODQGVWKDW
DUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHGUDLQDJHGLWFK


Recommendations:
x ,QFOXGHD&:$6HFWLRQ E  $OWHUQDWLYHV$QDO\VLVLQWKH)LQDO(,6WRGHPRQVWUDWH
WKDWWKHSURMHFWDYRLGVDQGPLQLPL]HVLPSDFWVWRZDWHUVRIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV :286 WR
WKHPD[LPXPH[WHQWSUDFWLFDEOHDQGLVLQWKHFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH*XLGHOLQHV(3$LV
DYDLODEOHWRDVVLVWWKH$UP\&RUSVRI(QJLQHHUV 86$&( DQGWKH$SSOLFDQWLQ
GHWHUPLQLQJFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH*XLGHOLQHV,GHQWLI\WKH/HDVW(QYLURQPHQWDOO\
'DPDJLQJ3UDFWLFDEOH$OWHUQDWLYH /('3$ DV86$&(¶V3UHIHUUHG$OWHUQDWLYHLQWKH
)LQDO(,6
x )RU$OWHUQDWLYH(3$UHFRPPHQGVWKDW86$&(H[DPLQHOHVVHQYLURQPHQWDOO\
GDPDJLQJVROXWLRQVWRDFFRPSOLVKWKHGUDLQDJHUHTXLUHPHQWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH
$OWHUQDWLYH7KLVFRXOGLQFOXGHDQDQDO\VLVRIIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVWRUPZDWHUFRQYH\DQFH
DSSURDFKHV HJFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDVXEVXUIDFHFRQYH\DQFHXQGHURUDURXQGWKHSUHVHUYH
UHGLUHFWLQJVWRUPZDWHUWRWKHVRXWKHDVWHUQVWRUPZDWHURXWIDOO RURQVLWHUHWHQWLRQRI
VWRUPZDWHU,QIRUPDWLRQIURPWKLVDQDO\VLVVKRXOGEHLQFOXGHGLQWKH)LQDO(,6
o ,IQRDOWHUQDWLYHPHDQVRIVWRUPZDWHUFRQYH\DQFHIRU$OWHUQDWLYHLVGHWHUPLQHG
WREHSUDFWLFDEOH(3$UHFRPPHQGVWKDW86$&(PRGLI\WKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQLQD
ZD\WKDWPD[LPL]HVWKHVRXWKHUQSUHVHUYHDUHDVZLWKRXWUHTXLULQJWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
RIDGUDLQDJHGLWFK3OHDVHLQFOXGHVXFKGHVLJQPRGLILFDWLRQVLQWKH)LQDO(,6
Indirect Effects on Aquatic Resources
:KHQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDSURMHFWDOWHUQDWLYHLVWKH/('3$WKHLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRIDGLVFKDUJHRQ
:286±VXFKDVLPSDFWVUHVXOWLQJIURPDOWHUHGK\GURORJ\VKDGLQJRUZDWHUTXDOLW\±VKRXOGEH
FRQVLGHUHGDVZHOODVGLUHFWHIIHFWV&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6GLVFXVVHVWKHDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHHIIHFWVRI
HDFK$OWHUQDWLYHLQWZRFDWHJRULHVGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRIFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVDQGORQJWHUP
LQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRQDYRLGHGDQGSUHVHUYHGZDWHUV,WLVQRWFOHDUKRZZDWHUVVXEMHFWWRLQGLUHFWHIIHFWV
ZHUHTXDQWLILHGIRUHDFKFDWHJRU\DQGWKHPHWKRGRORJLHVXVHGIRUWKHWZRFDWHJRULHVDSSHDUWREH
LQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKHDFKRWKHUDVZHOODVZLWKWKHPHWKRGRORJ\XVHGWRFDOFXODWHLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVLQWKH
$SSOLFDQW¶VSURYLGHG3HUPLWWHH5HVSRQVLEOH0LWLJDWLRQ3ODQ 3503$SS[ 
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Letter A
:KLOHWKH'UDIW(,6GRHVQRWH[SODLQKRZLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVUHVXOWLQJIURPFRQVWUXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVZHUH
FDOFXODWHGLWDSSHDUVDVWKRXJKWKH\ZHUHFDOFXODWHGDVWKHVXPRIWKHDUHDVRIDOODTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVRQ
WKHSURMHFWVLWHQRWGLUHFWO\LPSDFWHG S 7KHVHFWLRQGHVFULELQJORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWHIIHFWV
GRHVQRWDSSHDUWRTXDQWLI\WKHVHLPSDFWVDQGVWDWHVWKDWQRORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRQDTXDWLF
UHVRXUFHVDUHH[SHFWHGXQGHUWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQRURWKHU$OWHUQDWLYHVDQDO\]HG$V$OWHUQDWLYH
ZRXOGUHTXLUHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHRIDGUDLQDJHGLWFKFXWWLQJWKURXJKWKHSUHVHUYHDQGDOO
$OWHUQDWLYHVZRXOGUHVXOWLQDOWHUHGFDWFKPHQWK\GURORJ\DQGLQFUHDVHGH[SRVXUHWRDQWKURSRJHQLF
GLVWXUEDQFHWKH)LQDO(,6VKRXOGEHXSGDWHGWRUHIOHFWDVXPPDU\RIWKHVHORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRQ
DTXDWLFUHVRXUFHV7KHGLVFXVVLRQLQWKHVHVHFWLRQVUHIHUHQFHQXPHURXVORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVZLWK
SRWHQWLDOWRRFFXUDVDUHVXOWRIWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQDQG$OWHUQDWLYHVVXFKDVLOOHJDOGXPSLQJRIWUDVK
LQFUHDVHGLPSHUYLRXVVXUIDFHLQZHWODQGFDWFKPHQWVLPSHGLPHQWVWRZLOGOLIHPRYHPHQWDVZHOODV
QXPHURXVK\GURORJLFDODQGRWKHUHGJHHIIHFWVWRZHWODQGVLQWKH1RUWKHUQ$YRLGDQFH$UHD

Recommendations:
x ,QWKH)LQDO(,6LGHQWLI\DQGGLVFORVHKRZLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVRQDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVDUH
FDOFXODWHGIRUHDFK$OWHUQDWLYH&RQILUPWKDWPHWKRGRORJLHVXVHGWRFDOFXODWHERWKVKRUW
WHUPDQGORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVDVZHOODVWKRVHXVHGWRHVWLPDWHPLWLJDWLRQ
UHTXLUHPHQWVDUHFRQVLVWHQW
x ,QFOXGHDUHYLVHGDVVHVVPHQWRIORQJWHUPLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVWRDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVLQWKH
)LQDO(,6LQFOXGLQJFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDOOSRWHQWLDOGLVWXUEDQFHVOLNHO\WRLQGLUHFWO\DIIHFW
DTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVVXFKDVFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHRIWKHVWRUPZDWHUGUDLQDJHGLWFK
IRU$OWHUQDWLYHDQGIRUDOO$OWHUQDWLYHVDOWHUDWLRQVWRFDWFKPHQWK\GURORJ\LQFUHDVHG
H[SRVXUHWRDQWKURSRJHQLFGLVWXUEDQFHLQFUHDVHGLPSHUYLRXVVXUIDFHVLPSHGLPHQWVWR
ZLOGOLIHPRYHPHQWDQGDOOHGJHHIIHFWVLQWKH1RUWKHUQ$YRLGDQFH$UHD
Compensatory Mitigation
(3$DSSUHFLDWHVWKHLQFOXVLRQRIDGGLWLRQDOGHWDLOVRQSURSRVHGFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQLQ$SSHQGL[
RIWKH'UDIW(,6:KLOHDGHWDLOHGGLVFXVVLRQRIFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQZRXOGEHSUHPDWXUHJLYHQ
WKHDEVHQFHRID/('3$GHWHUPLQDWLRQDQGIXOODVVHVVPHQWRISURMHFWLPSDFWVRQDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVZH
QRWHWKDWFHUWDLQDVSHFWVRIWKH3503ZRXOGUHTXLUHDGGLWLRQDOUHILQHPHQW:HRIIHUWKHIROORZLQJ
SUHOLPLQDU\IHHGEDFNWRDVVLVW86$&(DQGWKH$SSOLFDQWDVWKH\ZRUNWRGHYHORSD0LWLJDWLRQ3ODQ
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH0LWLJDWLRQ5XOH 0LWLJDWLRQ5XOH  

7KH0LWLJDWLRQ5XOHHVWDEOLVKHVDSUHIHUHQFHIRUPLWLJDWLRQEDQNDQGLQOLHXIHH ,/) FUHGLWVRYHU
SHUPLWWHHUHVSRQVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQEDVHGRQUHGXFHGXQFHUWDLQW\DQGULVNDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVHWKLUGSDUW\
IRUPVRIPLWLJDWLRQ:KHQGHWHUPLQLQJFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWVFUHGLWVDYDLODEOHDW
H[LVWLQJPLWLJDWLRQEDQNVDQG,/)SURJUDPVVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGEHIRUHSHUPLWWHHUHVSRQVLEOH
PLWLJDWLRQ>&)5 E @7KHUHDSSHDUWREHILYHPLWLJDWLRQEDQNVDQGRQH,/)SURJUDPFXUUHQWO\
DYDLODEOHWRSURYLGHFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQIRUYHUQDOSRROLPSDFWVDWWKH$PRUXVRSURMHFWORFDWLRQ

7KH3503FDOFXODWHVUHTXLUHGPLWLJDWLRQIRUWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQXVLQJUDWLRVGHULYHGIURPDGUDIW
YHUVLRQRIWKH3ODFHU&RXQW\&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQ 3&&3 DUHJLRQDOFRQVHUYDWLRQLQLWLDWLYHZKLFKLVVWLOO


&RPSHQVDWRU\0LWLJDWLRQIRU/RVVHVRI$TXDWLF5HVRXUFHV)LQDO5XOH´DW&)53DUW$YDLODEOHDW
KWWSVZZZHSDJRYVLWHVSURGXFWLRQILOHV
GRFXPHQWVBBBZHWODQGVBZHWODQGVBPLWLJDWLRQBILQDOBUXOHBBBSGI

5HJXODWRU\,QOLHX)HHDQG%DQN,QIRUPDWLRQ7UDFNLQJ6\VWHPKWWSVULELWVXVDFHDUP\PLODFFHVVHG0DUFK
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Letter A
XQGHUGHYHORSPHQW$VWKH3&&3KDVQRW\HWEHHQDSSURYHGSURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQUDWLRVVKRXOGEH
LQGHSHQGHQWO\MXVWLILHGXVLQJWKHIDFWRUVDOORZHGXQGHUWKH0LWLJDWLRQ5XOH>&)5 I @

7KH3503DOVRODFNVDGHWDLOHGGHVFULSWLRQRISURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQZHWODQGVEXWHVWLPDWHVWKDWYHUQDO
SRROFRPSOH[HVFRXOGEHUHHVWDEOLVKHGRQDWRWDORIDFUHVDFURVVWKHWKUHHSURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQ
SURSHUWLHV $SS[7DEOH KRZHYHU7DEOHGUDPDWLFDOO\RYHUHVWLPDWHVWKHDFUHDJHRIYHUQDOSRROV
WKDWFRXOGEHFUHDWHGDWWKHPLWLJDWLRQVLWHVDVDFUHV±WKHPD[LPXPDUHDRIYHUQDOSRROFUHDWLRQ
WKDWZRXOGEHFRPSOLDQWZLWKWKH3&&3¶VSHUFHQWGHQVLW\OLPLWIRUYHUQDOSRROPLWLJDWLRQVLWHV:KLOH
LWPLJKWEHFRPSOLDQWZLWKWKH3&&3¶VGHQVLW\OLPLWWKLVDPRXQWRIYHUQDOSRROFUHDWLRQZRXOG\LHOG
FRPSOH[HVDVGHQVHDVSHUFHQWZHWODQGV 6NRYHUSURSHUW\ ±IDUGHQVHUWKDQQDWXUDOV\VWHPV6XFK
FRPSOH[HVZRXOGEHKLJKO\XQOLNHO\WRUHSOLFDWHQDWXUDOYHUQDOSRROZHWODQGV)XUWKHUPRUHUHYLHZRI
WKHDUHDVGHVLJQDWHGDVVXLWDEOHIRUYHUQDOSRROKDELWDWFUHDWLRQDWERWK0RXULHUSURSHUWLHV $SS[
)LJV VXJJHVWWKDWPDQ\RIWKHVHDUHDVDUHQRWLQIDFWVXLWDEOHIRUYHUQDOSRROFUHDWLRQDVVHYHUDO
DUHDVDUHORFDWHGZLWKLQRUDGMDFHQWWRH[LVWLQJYHUQDOSRROFRPSOH[HVSURSRVHGIRUSUHVHUYDWLRQRU
RYHUODSZLWKWKH\HDUIORRGSODLQ

Recommendations:
x ,QWKH)LQDO(,6HYDOXDWHWKHSRWHQWLDORIPLWLJDWLRQEDQNDQG,/)FUHGLWVWRFRPSHQVDWH
IRUXQDYRLGDEOHLPSDFWVWRDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSUHIHUHQFHKLHUDUFK\DW
&)5 E -XVWLI\DQ\GHYLDWLRQIURPWKHSUHIHUHQFHKLHUDUFK\EDVHGRQULJRURXV
VFLHQWLILFDQGWHFKQLFDODQDO\VLVDVVSHFLILHGDW&)5 E  
x 3URYLGHDGGLWLRQDOGHWDLOUHJDUGLQJFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWVLQWKH)LQDO
(,6LQFOXGLQJLQGHSHQGHQWMXVWLILFDWLRQIRUFRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQUDWLRVXVLQJWKH
IDFWRUVDOORZHGXQGHUWKH0LWLJDWLRQ5XOHDW&)5 I IXQFWLRQDORU
FRQGLWLRQDODVVHVVPHQWVRILPSDFWHGDQGPLWLJDWLRQDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVPHWKRGRI
FRPSHQVDWRU\PLWLJDWLRQOLNHOLKRRGRIVXFFHVVWHPSRUDOORVVRIDTXDWLFUHVRXUFH
IXQFWLRQVGLIILFXOW\RIHVWDEOLVKLQJZHWODQGIXQFWLRQVDQGWKHGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQLPSDFWV
DQGPLWLJDWLRQ
x ,QWKH)LQDO(,6UHYLVHHVWLPDWHVRISRWHQWLDOYHUQDOSRROUHHVWDEOLVKPHQWDFUHDJHWR
UHIOHFWYHUQDOSRROGHQVLWLHVIRXQGLQQDWXUHXVLQJUHIHUHQFHYHUQDOSRROFRPSOH[HVIURP
VLPLODUJHRPRUSKLFDQGK\GURORJLFDOVHWWLQJV
x ,QWKH)LQDO(,6UHYLVHDQGMXVWLI\HVWLPDWHVRIDUHDVVXLWDEOHIRUYHUQDOSRROUH
HVWDEOLVKPHQW,QFOXGHKLVWRULFDODHULDOSKRWRV3URYLGHGHSWKWRUHVWULFWLYHOD\HUHVWLPDWHV
XVLQJJURXQGSHQHWUDWLQJUDGDUDQGRUVRLOSLWV5HJDUGOHVVRIWKHSUHVHQFHRIDUHVWULFWLYH
OD\HURUHYLGHQFHRIKLVWRULFDOYHUQDOSRROSUHVHQFHDUHDVORFDWHGZLWKLQWKH\HDU
IORRGSODLQDQGDUHDVORFDWHGZLWKLQRUDGMDFHQWWRH[LVWLQJYHUQDOSRROFRPSOH[HVDUHQRW
VXLWDEOHIRUYHUQDOSRROUHHVWDEOLVKPHQW)RUWKH0RXULHUSURSHUWLHVGHYHORSD
TXDQWLWDWLYHZDWHUEDODQFHIRUHDFKSURSRVHGPLWLJDWLRQSRRODQGSUHVHUYHGSRROXQGHU
GU\DYHUDJHDQGZHW\HDUVFHQDULRV
Relationship between the Proposed Action and the Placer Parkway
7KH3ODFHU3DUNZD\LVDPLOHDUWHULDOIUHHZD\WKDWZRXOGWUDYHUVHURXJKO\DFUHVRIWKHQRUWKHUQ
SRUWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWVLWH&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6VWDWHVWKDWLQLWV7LHU3URJUDPPDWLF
(,6(,5IRUWKH3DUNZD\WKH6RXWK3ODFHU5HJLRQDO7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ$XWKRULW\ 6357$ VHOHFWHG
$OWHUQDWLYHDVWKH3UHIHUUHG$OWHUQDWLYH:LWKLQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFKSURMHFWVLWH$OWHUQDWLYHIRUWKH
3ODFHU3DUNZD\LGHQWLILHGDEURDGIRRWZLGHFRUULGRULQZKLFKDQDUURZHUDOLJQPHQWZLWKHLWKHUD
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Letter A
IRRWUDGLXVIRRWUDGLXVRUIRRWUDGLXVZRXOGEHHYDOXDWHGDQGVHOHFWHGGXULQJ
SURMHFWVSHFLILFHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZ7KH$SSOLFDQW¶V3UHIHUUHG$OWHUQDWLYHLQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFK
SURMHFWUHVHUYHVDQDUURZHUIRRWZLGHFRUULGRUIRUWKH3DUNZD\DQGRULHQWVLWVGHVLJQDURXQGWKH
IRRWUDGLXVDOLJQPHQW*LYHQWKDWWKH3DUNZD\VHJPHQWZLWKLQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFKSURMHFWVLWHKDV
QRW\HWXQGHUJRQHSURMHFWVSHFLILFHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZRUUHFHLYHGDSSURYDO86$&(UHTXHVWHGWKDW
WKH$SSOLFDQWDOVRDQDO\]H$OWHUQDWLYHVEDVHGRQWKHIRRWDQGIRRWUDGLLDOLJQPHQWV S
 ZKLFKDSSHDUDV$OWHUQDWLYH1RUWKHUQ$YRLGDQFHDQG$OWHUQDWLYH'LVWULEXWHG$YRLGDQFH
UHVSHFWLYHO\LQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFK'UDIW(,68QGHUHDFK$OWHUQDWLYHWKH3DUNZD\LVDOORFDWHGD
IRRWZLGHFRUULGRUDQGLVGHVLJQDWHGDV³1RWD3DUWRIWKLV6XEGLYLVLRQ´PHDQLQJWKDWLWVLPSDFWVZHUH
QRWDQDO\]HGLQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFK'UDIW(,6

:HDSSUHFLDWHWKHLQFOXVLRQRI7DEOHZKLFKFRQYH\VKRZGLUHFWLPSDFWVWRDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVIRU
WKH$PRUXVR5DQFKSURMHFWDQGWKH3ODFHU3DUNZD\YDU\E\$OWHUQDWLYH,QFRPSDULQJWKHVHLPSDFWVLW
DSSHDUVWKDWWKHIRRWUDGLXVDOLJQPHQWZRXOGHQWDLOIHZHULPSDFWVIRUWKH$PRUXVR5DQFKSURMHFW
EXWJUHDWHULPSDFWVIRUWKH3DUNZD\:HXQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKH$SSOLFDQWHQJDJHGLQHDUO\FRRUGLQDWLRQ
HIIRUWVZLWKUHJXODWRU\DJHQFLHVWRH[DPLQHZD\VWRUHGXFHDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHLPSDFWVIRUERWKSURMHFWV
ZLWKDIRFXVRQDYRLGLQJLPSDFWVWRZHWODQGVLQWKH6RXWKHUQ3UHVHUYHWKH'UDIW(,6KRZHYHUGRHVQRW
DSSHDUWRLQFOXGHLQIRUPDWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKLVFRRUGLQDWLRQ,WDOVRDSSHDUVWRODFNDQH[SODQDWLRQRIWKH
$SSOLFDQW¶VUDWLRQDOHIRUVHOHFWLQJWKHIRRWUDGLXVDOLJQPHQWXQGHUWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6SURYLGHDGHWDLOHGGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHFRRUGLQDWLRQKLVWRU\
EHWZHHQWKH$PRUXVR5DQFKSURMHFWDQGWKH3ODFHU3DUNZD\LQFOXGLQJDQ\FRRUGLQDWLRQZLWK
&DOWUDQV([SODLQZK\WKHIRRWUDGLXVDOLJQPHQWZDVFKRVHQXQGHUWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ
9
,QFOXGHDGHWDLOHGGLVFXVVLRQUHJDUGLQJDQ\LQWHUDJHQF\FRQVXOWDWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVWKDWZDV
XQGHUWDNHQWRDVVLVWERWKSURMHFWVLQUHGXFLQJLPSDFWVWRDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVRQVLWHDQG
LPPHGLDWHO\RIIVLWHLQFOXGLQJZKHWKHUWKHUHZHUHDQ\OLPLWDWLRQVWRVXFKDQDO\VLV

$LU4XDOLW\
7KHSURMHFWZRXOGEHFRQVWUXFWHGZLWKLQDIHGHUDOQRQDWWDLQPHQWDUHDIRUKRXUR]RQH VHYHUH DQG
KRXU30 PRGHUDWH (3$UHFRJQL]HVWKHFRPSUHKHQVLYHDUUD\RIFRQWUROVWKDWZRXOGEHLQFRUSRUDWHG
LQ0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH$4DWRUHGXFHWKHSURMHFW¶VRSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVLQFOXGLQJHQVXULQJWKDWWKH
VLWHGHVLJQPD[LPL]HVDFFHVVWRWUDQVLWOLQHVDQGDFFRPPRGDWHVEXVWUDYHOUHTXLULQJJDUDJHVLQVLQJOH
IDPLO\KRPHVWREHHOHFWULFYHKLFOHUHDG\UHTXLULQJWKHLQVWDOODWLRQRIORZ12[ZDWHUKHDWHUVDQG
HQVXULQJWKDWUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVDUHHTXLSSHGZLWKHQHUJ\HIILFLHQWDSSOLDQFHV7DEOHRIWKH'UDIW
(,6QRWHVKRZHYHUWKDWWKHSURMHFW¶VRSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVZRXOGIDUH[FHHGORFDOVLJQLILFDQFH
WKUHVKROGVIRU52*VDQG12[HYHQDIWHUPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHDSSOLHG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH$4E
ZRXOGDWWHPSWWRDGGUHVVUHVLGXDORSHUDWLRQDODLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWVE\UHTXLULQJWKHDSSOLFDQWWRHLWKHU D 
(VWDEOLVKRQVLWHPLWLJDWLRQ E (VWDEOLVKRIIVLWHPLWLJDWLRQ F 3DUWLFLSDWHLQWKH3ODFHU&RXQW\$LU
3ROOXWLRQ&RQWURO'LVWULFW¶V 3&$3&'¶V 2IIVLWH0LWLJDWLRQ3URJUDPRU G $FRPELQDWLRQRIDERU
F³2SWLRQ&´DQG³2SWLRQ'´ZRXOGHQWDLORIIVHWWLQJHPLVVLRQVWKDWH[FHHGORFDOVLJQLILFDQWWKUHVKROGV
,WLVXQFOHDUZKHWKHUWKH$SSOLFDQWZRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRHQWLUHO\RIIVHWWKHSURMHFW¶VHPLVVLRQVLI³2SWLRQ
$´RU³2SWLRQ%´DUHVHOHFWHG

Recommendations:,QWKH)LQDO(,6FODULI\ZKHWKHURSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVZRXOGEHIXOO\RIIVHW
10
LI2SWLRQ$RU2SWLRQ%DUHVHOHFWHGXQGHU0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH$4E *LYHQWKHDLUTXDOLW\
FKDOOHQJHVLQWKHSURMHFWDUHD(3$UHFRPPHQGVWKDW86$&(ZRUNZLWKWKH$SSOLFDQWWRRIIVHW

□





l□

Letter A
WKHSURMHFW¶VUHVLGXDORSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVWRWKHIXOOHVWH[WHQWIHDVLEOH
Traffic Impacts
&KDSWHULQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFWZRXOGUHVXOWLQVHYHUDOVLJQLILFDQWLQGLUHFWLPSDFWVRQ
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQLQDQGQHDUWKHSURMHFWDUHDLQFOXGLQJLPSDLULQJWKHIORZRIWUDIILFDWLQWHUVHFWLRQVLQ
5RVHYLOOH3ODFHU&RXQW\DQGRQYDULRXVKLJKZD\VHJPHQWV)RU,PSDFW75$QRPLWLJDWLRQLV
SURSRVHG5DWKHUWKH'UDIW(,6DFNQRZOHGJHVWKDWDGGLWLRQDOZLGHQLQJDQGWUDIILFVLJQDOPRGLILFDWLRQV
ZRXOGQRWEHYLDEOHPHWKRGVWRDGGUHVVWKHLPSDFW,PSDFWV75$DQG75$LQFOXGHPLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHVWKDWIRFXVRQIXQGLQJZLGHQLQJDQGWUDIILFVLJQDOLPSURYHPHQWSURMHFWV

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6LGHQWLI\RWKHUPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\
LPSURYHWUDIILFIORZZKLOHPLQLPL]LQJHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVDWDIIHFWHGLQWHUVHFWLRQVDQG
KLJKZD\VHJPHQWV HJSURYLGLQJDGGLWLRQDOIXQGLQJIRUWKHH[SDQVLRQRISXEOLFWUDQVLWVHUYLFHV
VXSSRUWLQJULGHVKDUHSURJUDPVDQGYDQSRROVHUYLFHVHWF 
Cumulative Impacts
(3$DSSUHFLDWHVWKHLQFOXVLRQRIFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQDOHPLVVLRQVHVWLPDWHVIRUQXPHURXVRWKHU
SODQQHGSURMHFWVLQWKLVDUHDLQFOXGLQJSURMHFWVWKDWZRXOGUHTXLUHD86$&(SHUPLW S 
6XFKLQIRUPDWLRQKHOSVFRQYH\WKHLQWHQVLW\RIFXPXODWLYHLPSDFWVDQGPD\KHOSLGHQWLI\RSSRUWXQLWLHV
WRSKDVHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWVLQDPDQQHUWKDWUHGXFHVDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWVZKLFKLVLPSRUWDQW
LQOLJKWRIWKHUHJLRQ¶VDLUTXDOLW\FKDOOHQJHV

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6LQFOXGHDFRPPLWPHQWWRFRRUGLQDWHZLWKDJHQFLHV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUSURMHFWVOLVWHGLQ7DEOHDQG7DEOHDQGWKH3&$3&'WRGHWHUPLQH
ZKHWKHULWZRXOGEHSRVVLEOHWRSKDVHWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHVHSURMHFWVLQDPDQQHUWKDWUHGXFHV
FXPXODWLYHDLUTXDOLW\LPSDFWV
Exposure to Objectionable Odors
&KDSWHURI'UDIW(,6GLVFORVHVVHYHUDOVRXUFHVRIREMHFWLRQDEOHRGRUVWKDWZRXOGEHORFDWHGQHDUWKH
SURSRVHGSURMHFWLQFOXGLQJWKH3OHDVDQW*URYH:DVWHZDWHU7UHDWPHQW3ODQWKH:HVWHUQ5HJLRQDO
6DQLWDU\/DQGILOO :56/ WKH0DWHULDOV5HFRYHU\)DFLOLW\LQGXVWULDOODQGXVHVDQGDJULFXOWXUDOODQG
XVHV3URVSHFWLYHSURSHUW\RZQHUVDQGWHQDQWVZRXOGEHLQIRUPHGRIWKHLUSUR[LPLW\WRRGRUVRXUFHV
ORFDWHGZLWKLQ3&$3&'UHFRPPHQGHGEXIIHUV S 7KH'UDIW(,6QRWHVWKDWUHVLGHQWVFDQILOH
FRPSODLQWVWKURXJK:56/DQG3&$3&'ZHEVLWHVDQGWKDWWKH3&$3&'DOVRRIIHUVDFRPSODLQW
KRWOLQH

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6LQFOXGHDFRPPLWPHQWWRLQIRUPSURVSHFWLYHSURSHUW\
RZQHUVDQGWHQDQWVRIDYDLODEOHPHWKRGVWRILOHFRPSODLQWVUHJDUGLQJREMHFWLRQDEOHRGRUVVXFK
DVWKHRQOLQHUHVRXUFHVDQGKRWOLQHUHIHUHQFHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6
1RLVH
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH12,6(EVWDWHVWKDWVHJPHQWVRI6XQVHW%RXOHYDUG:HVWDQG3OHDVDQW*URYH5RDG
ZRXOGEHUHSDYHGZLWK2SHQ*UDGHG$VSKDOW&RQFUHWH 2*$& WRDGGUHVVLQFUHDVHVLQWUDIILFQRLVH
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSURSRVHGSURMHFW3DJHKRZHYHUVWDWHVWKDWWKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHLV
XQOLNHO\WREHLPSOHPHQWHGE\WKHWLPHUHFHSWRUVH[SHULHQFHWKLVLPSDFWEHFDXVH³XVHRI2*$&«ZRXOG
QHHGWREHLPSRVHGDQGHQIRUFHGE\3ODFHU&RXQW\'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF:RUNV´7KH([HFXWLYH
6XPPDU\DSSHDUVWRSURYLGHFRQIOLFWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQVWDWLQJWKDWWKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHZRXOGEH
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Letter A
HQIRUFHGE\WKH&LW\RI5RVHYLOOH³GXULQJGHVLJQUHYLHZDQGEHIRUHWKHDSSURYDORIDOOSODQV«´ S(6
 

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6SURYLGHDPRUHGHWDLOHGH[SODQDWLRQDVWRZK\LWLVXQOLNHO\
WKDW0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH12,6(EZRXOGEHLPSOHPHQWHGDQGHQIRUFHGE\WKHWLPHWKHLPSDFW
RFFXUV&RQILUPZKHWKHUWKH$SSOLFDQWKDVFRRUGLQDWHGZLWKWKH3ODFHU&RXQW\'HSDUWPHQWRI
3XEOLF:RUNVDQGRUWKH&LW\RI5RVHYLOOHWRLPSOHPHQWWKLVPHDVXUHLQDPRUHWLPHO\IDVKLRQ,I
LWLVQRWSRVVLEOHWRLPSURYHWKHWLPLQJRIWKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHUHYLVHWKHGHVFULSWLRQRI
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH12,6(EWRFODULI\WKDWWKLVPHDVXUHLVXQOLNHO\WRRFFXUDWWKHWLPH
UHFHSWRUVH[SHULHQFHWKLVLPSDFWDQGSURYLGHDQHVWLPDWHGWLPHIUDPHIRULWVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQG
DGHVFULSWLRQRILPSDFWVWKDWPD\UHVXOWGXHWRDGHOD\LQLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ

:DWHU6XSSO\
$FFRUGLQJWR&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6GXULQJZHW\HDUVWKH&LW\¶VZDWHUVXSSO\ZRXOGVDWLVI\
URXJKO\RIWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ¶VSRWDEOHZDWHUGHPDQG'XULQJQRUPDODQGGU\\HDUVWKH&LW\¶V
ZDWHUVXSSO\ZRXOGIXOILOODOHVVHUSHUFHQWDJHRIWKHSURMHFW¶VZDWHUGHPDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH87,/
VWDWHVWKDWWKH&LW\ZRXOGHQWHULQWRDQDJUHHPHQWZLWKWKH3ODFHU&RXQW\:DWHU$JHQF\ 3&:$ WR
DFTXLUHXSWRDGGLWLRQDODFUHIHHWSHU\HDU DI\ WRVDWLVI\WKHUHPDLQLQJZDWHUGHPDQG7KH'UDIW
(,6QRWHVWKDW3&:$¶VZDWHUVXSSOLHVDUHDQWLFLSDWHGWREHUHOLDEOHXQGHUDOOK\GURORJLFFRQGLWLRQVDQG
WKDWWKLVPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHLVKLJKO\OLNHO\WREHLPSOHPHQWHG,WLVXQFOHDUKRZHYHUZKHWKHUWKLV
DVVHVVPHQWDFFRXQWHGIRUSURMHFWHGK\GURORJLFFRQGLWLRQVRUZKHWKHULWFRQVLGHUHGLQFUHDVHGZDWHU
GHPDQGIURPRWKHUSODQQHGGHYHORSPHQWQHDUWKHSURMHFWDUHD

Recommendation,QWKH)LQDO(,6GLVFXVVWKHFRRUGLQDWLRQWKDWKDVWDNHQSODFHZLWKWKH
3&:$WRDVVHVVWKHIHDVLELOLW\RIDFTXLULQJDI\WRIXOILOOWKHSURMHFW¶VZDWHUGHPDQG
&RQILUPZKHWKHUWKLVIHDVLELOLW\DVVHVVPHQWFRQVLGHUHGIRUHFDVWK\GURORJLFFRQGLWLRQVDVZHOODV
ZDWHUGHPDQGRIRWKHUSODQQHGGHYHORSPHQWQHDUWKHSURMHFWDUHD'HVFULEHKRZWKH3URSRVHG
$FWLRQDQG$OWHUQDWLYHVZRXOGSURYLGHDQDGHTXDWHVXSSO\RIZDWHULIWKH&LW\LVXQDEOHWRHQWHU
LQWRDQDJUHHPHQWZLWKWKH3&:$'LVFORVHDQ\SRWHQWLDOK\GURORJLFLPSDFWVWKDWPD\UHVXOW
IURPDFTXLVLWLRQRIDGGLWLRQDOZDWHU HJLQFUHDVHGUHOLDQFHRQJURXQGZDWHU DQGLGHQWLI\
DSSURSULDWHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWRDGGUHVVWKHVHLPSDFWV

3URMHFW1HHG
&KDSWHURIWKH'UDIW(,6VWDWHVWKDWWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQZRXOGSURYLGHUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQRUGHU
WRDVVLVWWKHFLW\LQPHHWLQJLWVUHJLRQDOKRXVLQJGHPDQG7KH'UDIW(,6FLWHVWKH6DFUDPHQWR$UHD
&RXQFLORI*RYHUQPHQWV 6$&2* 6XVWDLQDEOH&RPPXQLWLHV6WUDWHJ\ 6&6 DQG
5HJLRQDO+RXVLQJ1HHGV$OORFDWLRQ 5+1$ DVWKHEDVHVIRUWKLVGHPDQG7KH6&6GHWHUPLQHGWKDWWKH
UHJLRQZRXOGQHHGWRDFFRPPRGDWHDGGLWLRQDOSHRSOHE\DQGWKH5+1$SURMHFWHGWKDW
5RVHYLOOHZRXOGUHTXLUHDQDGGLWLRQDOXQLWV S 

Recommendation:,QWKH)LQDO(,6FODULI\ZKHWKHUWKHGHJUHHRIGHYHORSPHQWLQFOXGHGLQWKH
3URSRVHG$FWLRQ QHZXQLWV LVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHDPRXQWRIKRXVLQJWKDWZRXOGEH
QHHGHGWRVDWLVI\WKHFLW\¶VKRXVLQJGHPDQGZKHQFRQVLGHULQJRWKHUFXUUHQWDQGSODQQHG
UHVLGHQWLDOGHYHORSPHQWQHDUWKHSURMHFWDUHD,IDUHGXFWLRQLQWKHQXPEHURIXQLWVLVSXUVXHG
(3$UHFRPPHQGVDJHQHUDOGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOLPSDFWVWKDWZRXOGEHDYRLGHGDVD
UHVXOWRIIHZHUXQLWVFRQVWUXFWHG
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments

Response A-1
The U.S. EPA (USEPA) recommends that the USACE include a CWA Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives
Analysis in the Final EIS to demonstrate that the project avoids and minimizes impacts on WOUS to the
maximum extent practicable. USEPA also asks that the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA) be identified as the USACE’s preferred alternative in the Final EIS. The USACE has
not completed its Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis and a LEDPA has not been identified at this
time. Therefore, a LEDPA cannot be reported in the Final EIS as the USACE’s preferred alternative. The
USACE will complete its Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis prior to the completion of the ROD.
Please also note that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14(e)
state that the alternatives section has to identify the “agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one
or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference.” The USACE cannot identify a preferred alternative,
because as stated in 33 CFR 325, Appendix B(9)(b)(5), the USACE is “neither an opponent nor a
proponent of the applicant's proposal; therefore, the applicant's proposal is identified as the 'applicant's
preferred alternative,' in the final EIS.” Furthermore, in accordance with 40 CFR 1505.2(c), it is the ROD
that needs to “state whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the
alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not.” The ROD also must “(i)dentify all
alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision, specifying the alternative or alternatives
which were considered to be environmentally preferable” (40 CFR 1502.2(b)). Therefore, in this Final EIS,
only the Applicant’s proposal, which is the Modified Proposed Action alternative, is identified as the
Applicant’s preferred alternative.
Response A-2
USEPA recommends that the USACE examine less environmentally damaging solutions to accomplish
the drainage requirements associated with Alternative 1, including an analysis of feasible alternative
stormwater conveyance approaches.
The USACE directed the Applicant to provide feasible alternatives to the drainage in the Southwest
Preserve proposed under Alternative 1. On April 29, 2019, the USACE received information from the
Applicant regarding the feasibility of alternative stormwater conveyance approaches, in a memorandum
dated April 25, 2019, titled Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan – Drainage Alternatives, prepared by Wood
Rodgers (Appendix C). Based on additional information provided by the Applicant, including the
memorandum by Wood Rodgers, the USACE agrees that alternate stormwater conveyance approaches
under Alternative 1 are infeasible due to the following:
1) The proposed stormwater drainage system is a gravity-flow system that conveys stormwater along
the southern development boundary with ultimate discharge into University Creek near the
southwestern corner of the project site via an open channel. The elevations along the Alternative 1
southern preserve boundary do not lend themselves to a gravity flow scenario due to a number of
high and low points along the profile. Therefore, to accommodate stormwater flows, two options
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were considered: (1) install intermediate drainage outlets into the Southwest Preserve; or (2) alter the
ground profile to facility gravity flow in an open channel around the Southwest Preserve boundary.
2) Use of intermediate drainage outlets would require drainage flow being conveyed through and
across the Southwest Preserve and associated environmental resources. With the volume of flow that
would need to be conveyed through these structures, it is considered incompatible with the desired
protection of the Southwest Preserve area.
3) Extending the open channel requires a significant amount of earthwork to recontour the site to allow
for gravity flow. This is because the invert elevation of the on-site development storm drainpipe
system is lower than the minimum allowable invert elevation of the extended channel. An estimated
480,000 cubic yards of fill material would need to be imported in order to provide gravity flow in a
drainage channel along the southern boundary of the preserve. This would add approximately $7.0
million to the cost of the alternative and would also result in potentially significant environmental
issues associated with importing fill material, e.g., greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and traffic.
Notably, this would involve more than 19,000 truck trips from multiple, likely distant, borrow sites.
4) The lack of slope on the project site further precludes construction of subsurface conveyance under or
around the preserve. Subsurface conveyance would require approximately four 8-ft diameter pipes to
convey the anticipated 400-cfs of storm water from the development. To do so, the site elevation
would need to be raised approximately 5.5 feet to accommodate the pipes. Raising the developed site
area an average of one foot would require nearly 900,000 cubic yards of fill. For these reasons,
subsurface conveyance was also eliminated from consideration as part of initial alternative
development.
USEPA recommends that if no alternative means of stormwater conveyance is determined to be
practicable for Alternative 1 other than the proposed open channel, the Proposed Action be modified to
maximize the southern preserve areas without requiring the construction of the drainage ditch.
As described in Chapter 2, the Applicant has modified the Proposed Action to extend the Southwest
Preserve and further reduce direct impacts to WOUS by about 4.73 acres. The Modified Proposed Action
alternative would not require the construction of a drainage channel in the Southwest Preserve.
Once the Final EIS is completed, the USACE will conduct further evaluation of the alternatives pursuant
to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act to identify the LEDPA. The USACE’s final determination will
be included in the ROD, and a decision whether to issue or deny the permit will be made once the ROD is
prepared.
Response A-3
USEPA requests that the EIS identify and disclose how indirect effects on aquatic resources were
calculated for each alternative, and to confirm that the methodologies used to calculate both short-term
and long-term indirect impacts, as well as those used to estimate mitigation requirements, are consistent.
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For both short- and long-term indirect effects, the Draft EIS assumes that all avoided and/or preserved
aquatic resources, including wetlands within the future Placer Parkway project alignment, would be
indirectly impacted under all alternatives (Draft EIS, pp. 3.4-12–3.4-13, 3.4-17–3.4-18).
As described in Chapter 2, the Applicant has modified the Proposed Action to extend the Southwest
Preserve and further reduce direct impacts to WOUS.
Response A-4
Both short-term (construction phase) and long-term (operational/occupancy phase) indirect effects to
aquatic resources are analyzed and presented in the Draft EIS for the Proposed Action and the
alternatives. As the Draft EIS notes, all WOUS within the development area would be directly affected by
the placement of fill. With respect to the WOUS on the project site that would not be filled, those WOUS
are located in three areas – (1) the Northern Avoidance Area which is the area adjacent to the Placer
Parkway alignment, (2) Southeast Preserve, and (3) Southwest Preserve. Alterations to catchment
hydrology from increased impervious surfaces and removal of existing irrigation sources would reduce
the amount of runoff that drains into the avoided WOUS within the North Avoidance Area and result in
indirect effects on those waters. Rather than assuming that those WOUS would continue to function, for
the Proposed Action and the alternatives, it is assumed in the EIS that the functions and services of those
wetlands would be lost, and that compensatory mitigation would be proposed by the Applicant for any
long-term indirect effects. With regard to the WOUS within the two southern preserves, the development
of impervious surfaces and routing of storm water runoff to the west would reduce the size of the three
watersheds that provide runoff to the preserved WOUS. However, there would still be an adequate
amount of watershed remaining to ensure the WOUS would continue to function. Therefore, indirect
effects from altered hydrology and increased impervious surfaces would be avoided. With regard to
indirect effects on the preserved WOUS from anthropogenic disturbance and edge effects, under the
Proposed Action and the alternatives, those effects would be avoided because an open space buffer,
which is 30 to 80 feet wide, is planned between the developed urban uses and the two southern
preserves, and human intrusion into the preserves would not be allowed. With regard to Alternative 1
which includes a drainage channel that cuts across the southern portion of the Southwest Preserve to
discharge into University Creek, long-term indirect effects are generally not expected to occur because
that channel would be part of the preserve and would be fenced so that public access to the channel or
the preserved WOUS within the preserve would not be available. There would likely be a maintenance
road that would run along the length of the channel which would be used by channel maintenance crews.
However, as with such channel maintenance roads, it is expected that its use will be periodic and the
entrance to the roadway would be locked.
As described in Chapter 2, the Applicant has modified the Proposed Action to extend the Southwest
Preserve and further reduce direct impacts to WOUS. The Modified Proposed Action alternative is
identical to the Proposed Action in terms of its land development plan with one exception; it includes a 9acre expansion of the Southwest Preserve. All other short- and long-term indirect effects of this
alternative would be similar to those described above for the Proposed Action.
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Response A-5
USEPA requests that the Final EIS provide more detailed information on how the Applicant will meet the
mitigation requirements. Prior to issuing any permits, the USACE will ensure the Applicant provides
sufficient information for the USACE to determine the adequacy of any compensatory mitigation
proposals. To be determined adequate by the USACE, the Applicant’s Permittee Responsible Mitigation
Plan (PRMP) will need to fully satisfy the requirements of the Mitigation Rule and the South Pacific
Division’s (SPD) Mitigation Ratio Setting Checklist in terms of the mitigation preference hierarchy, types
of mitigation, and ratios. In August 2019, the Applicant submitted an updated draft PermitteeResponsible Wetlands Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (PRMP) to the USACE which the USACE will
review for consistency with the Mitigation Rule and Mitigation Ratio Setting Checklist. The draft PRMP is
included in Appendix B of this Final EIS.
As stated in Chapter 1.0, the Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of the PRMP and has
informed the USACE that they may utilize the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF
Program) to mitigate for unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered
species habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, a final compensatory mitigation proposal may include the use
of a Corps-approved mitigation bank, ILF Program, permittee-responsible mitigation, or a combination
thereof. USACE’s final determination regarding compensatory mitigation will be included in the ROD.
Response A-6
Please see Response A-5 above.
Response A-7
EPA requests that the estimates of potential vernal pool re-establishment acreage be revised to reflect
vernal pool densities found in nature.
The Applicant has submitted an updated draft PRMP to the USACE for its review. Currently, the draft
PRMP proposes to create 17.7 acres of vernal pool complex within 81.6 acres of suitable soil, for a
proposed density of 21.7% on the 241-acre Mourier East property, and create 12.6 acres of vernal pool
complex within 91.4 acres of suitable soil, for a proposed density of 13.8% on the 266-acre Mourier West
property. Also see Response A-5 above, regarding mitigation of aquatic resource and species impacts.
Response A-8
USEPA requests justification for estimates of areas suitable for vernal pool re-establishment. USEPA also
requests depth to restrictive layer estimates using ground-penetrating radar.
To assess the feasibility of vernal pool creation and gain information needed to inform potential vernal
pool creation plans, detailed topographic mapping and soil studies using ground-penetrating radar were
conducted at the mitigation properties. The ground-penetrating radar analysis identified the extent and
depth of the drainage-restricting layers across each site. Results of those studies are included in the draft
PRMP which is presented in Appendix B.
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USEPA requests specific details about off-site mitigation regarding water balance and suitability of
ground for vernal pool reconstruction. The USACE provided comments to the Applicant on the draft
PRMP and is awaiting submittal of a revised PRMP. The USACE will consider the final PRMP during its
review of the Section 404 permit application. The Final PRMP would need to include information for
USACE to make a final determination on whether or not the sites are suitable and the proposed plan is
appropriate to ensure long-term success and that the compensatory mitigation will be successful. A
Department of the Army (DA) permit will only be issued if the USACE determines the plan is compliant
with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines and not contrary to the public interest.
USEPA states areas located within the 100-year floodplain and areas located within, or adjacent to,
existing vernal pool complexes are not suitable for vernal pool re-establishment. USEPA provides no
evidence in support of this statement. Vernal pools can, and do, exist within the 100-year floodplain.
Response A-9
USEPA requests a detailed description of the coordination history between the Proposed Action and
Placer Parkway, including an explanation of why the 5,500-foot radius alignment was chosen under the
Proposed Action.
The 5,500-foot radius for Placer Parkway was included in the Proposed Action by the Applicant following
a series of early coordination meetings that occurred before the Applicant moved forward with local land
use entitlements for the Proposed Action.
In 2011, the USACE participated with other agencies in several early coordination meetings led by the
City of Roseville (City) for the proposed Amoruso Ranch project. The City’s overarching goal of the early
coordination meetings was to identify issues of concern relative to the proposed land use plan, including
the area to be set aside for the future planned Placer Parkway. Several 312-foot wide alignments for the
Parkway through Amoruso Ranch property were introduced by the City and were discussed based on a
5,500-, 6,200-, and 7,300-foot radius, representing a range of possible alignments that were buildable
under current safety standards and other requirements.
After approximately one year and numerous early coordination meetings with the agencies, including the
USACE, information provided by the City showed that the 7,300-foot radius would result in fewer direct
and indirect impacts to aquatic resources than the 5,500-foot and 6,200-foot radii. However, additional
information provided by the City argued that the 5,500-foot radii would be the least damaging alignment
to higher quality clay-flat vernal pools located within the on-site southern preserve area vs. lower quality
wetlands located within the on-site northern open space area. The rationale provided to support this
claim was that the presence of the Placer Parkway in any location within the approved 1,000-foot wide
corridor would negatively affect the hydrology of the northern wetland complex such that the complex’s
long-term viability and integrity would be effectively compromised under any alignment. Additionally,
once the Proposed Action is implemented, regardless of Parkway alignment, the hydrology and
watershed that supports the existing northern wetland complex would be eliminated and thus, the longterm sustainability of the wetlands is questionable. The Applicant’s rationale for using the 5,500-foot radii
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under the Proposed Action is that it allows the Applicant to avoid (and preserve) more high-quality
vernal pools than low quality wetlands under the 7,300-foot radii.
In 2014, after the City’s conclusion of early coordination meetings with the agencies, South Placer
Regional Transportation Agency (“SPRTA”), the lead agency for the Placer Parkway EIR under CEQA,
concurred in writing that the 5,500-foot radius alignment with a 312-foot right-of-way was an acceptable
alignment for the future planned Parkway from an engineering standpoint. Moreover, the City approved of
the 5,500-foot radius alignment in the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan in 2016.
Additionally, the following factors were used in the City’s decision to move forward using the 5,500-foot
radius alignment:
•

The future alignment of Placer Parkway through the project site is subject to a number of constraints
due to adjacent development, some of which has already been approved by the USACE, including
the alignment of Westbrook Boulevard as it enters the project area from the south, as previously
permitted by the USACE as part of the Creekview Specific Plan;

•

Intersections proposed by the Placer Ranch Specific Plan and the City of Roseville’s intersection
spacing requirements;

•

The Placer Parkway alignment as proposed in the Placer Ranch Specific Plan directly east of the
project site; and

•

The Placer Parkway/Westbrook Boulevard interchange analyzed in the Partially Revised Draft Tier 1
EIS/EIS at the request of the USEPA and the USACE.

In 2017, the USACE met with the City of Roseville, Placer County, and USEPA, to discuss the current
status and preparation of a Tier 2 EIS/EIR project level analysis of potential Placer Parkway alignments
through the proposed Amoruso Ranch site. The USACE was informed that neither the City of Roseville,
nor the County, would be funding such analyses, and that this would be the responsibility of each land
owner along the future Parkway alignment to contribute funds collected from the sales of homes and
commercial development for the completion of such environmental analysis.
As discussed in Chapter 2.0 in the Draft EIS, since no project level information or Tier 2 EIS/EIR has been
prepared, and none was included as part of the application for Amoruso Ranch project, regarding the
future Placer Parkway through the proposed Amoruso Ranch project site, the USACE identified and
decided that it would evaluate two additional on-site alternatives that include a 6,200- and 7,300-foot
radii Parkway alignment through the proposed project site: Alternative 2, Northern Avoidance
alternative which includes a 7,300-foot radii alignment and moves the parkway about 640 feet to the
southeast of the alignment under the Proposed Action; and Alternative 3, Distributed Avoidance
alternative which includes a 6,200-foot radii alignment and moves the alignment about 320 feet to the
southeast of the alignment under the Proposed Action. Both alternatives are described and analyzed in
Section 3.0 of the Draft EIS.
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Response A-10
USEPA’s comment is focused on the operational emissions from the development of the Amoruso Ranch
property and USEPA recommends that the USACE work with the Applicant to offset the project’s
residual operational emissions to the fullest extent feasible. As noted in the Draft EIS, USACE’s authority
is limited to air pollutant emissions that would occur during grading and filling activities of the Proposed
Action (or an alternative), and the General Conformity analysis shows that those emissions would be
below de minimus levels. As the USACE has no control over operational emissions, it cannot require the
Applicant to offset the operational emissions to the maximum extent feasible. The mitigation measures
suggested by USEPA are beyond the scope of mitigation that the USACE is authorized to require under
33 CFR Part 320. It is up to the City of Roseville to enforce the mitigation measures identified in the Draft
EIS which are the same as the mitigation measures set forth in the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Final
EIR.
Response A-11
As with air quality, the USACE has no control over operational traffic associated with the Proposed
Action (or an alternative). Therefore, the USACE cannot impose additional mitigation measures such as
those suggested by USEPA Such measures are beyond the scope of mitigation that USACE is authorized
to require under 33 CFR Part 320. Please note that Mitigation Measure AQ-2a in the Draft EIS includes
measures that support and encourage transit use. This mitigation measure is the same as Mitigation
Measure 4.4-2 in the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR and will be enforced by the City of Roseville.
Response A-12
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 asks that the Final EIS
include a commitment for the USACE to coordinate with the agencies responsible for the cumulative
projects and the local air district to phase the construction of the cumulative projects to minimize
construction-phase air quality impacts.
As noted above, the USACE has conducted a General Conformity applicability analysis of the Proposed
Action’s construction emissions and determined that the Proposed Action’s construction emissions
related to activities over which the USACE has jurisdiction are below de minimis levels for the pollutants
for which the air basin is in nonattainment. Given this finding, the USACE is not required to coordinate
with the local air district or local jurisdictions regarding phasing of the construction of cumulative
projects. Furthermore, as described in the Draft EIS, numerous mitigation measures have been imposed
by the City on the construction and operation phases of the Proposed Action (and will be imposed on the
alternatives in the event that an alternative is selected by the USACE) to avoid, minimize, and mitigate air
pollutant emissions, including mitigation measures that involve coordination with the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). Please also note that the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan was
approved by the City in 2016 and data regarding the estimated emissions associated with the planned
development on the Amoruso Ranch property have been available to the PCAPCD since that time, if not
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before. The PCAPCD, therefore, had the information on the project’s emissions for use in the preparation
of the latest air quality plan for the region.
Response A-13
USEPA’s comment is related to the odor effects of existing odor sources on the future residents of the
Amoruso Ranch property. USEPA recommends that the USACE include an additional mitigation
measure to address this indirect effect. As with other air quality and traffic impacts from the operation of
the Proposed Action (or an alternative), the USACE does not have the authority to impose additional
mitigation measures that relate to the occupancy/operations of the Proposed Action. The USACE will
convey USEPA’s recommendation to the City, which may choose to impose the recommended measure
on the planned development. The mitigation measures suggested by USEPA are beyond the scope of
mitigation that USACE is authorized to require under 33 CFR Part 320.
Response A-14
USEPA’s comment is related to the traffic noise impact on nearby receptors. USEPA recommends that the
USACE work with the Applicant to improve the timing of the mitigation measure for this impact or
provide more information as to why the timing cannot be improved. As with air quality and traffic
impacts from the operation of the Proposed Action (or an alternative), the mitigation measures suggested
by USEPA are beyond the scope of mitigation that USACE is authorized to require under 33 CFR Part
320.
As noted in the Draft EIS, the mitigation measure states paving West Sunset Boulevard and Pleasant
Grove Road with OGAC would reduce roadway noise. Both roadways are not within the responsibility
and jurisdiction of the City. Despite the City’s and the Applicant’s commitment to work with the
appropriate agencies, neither the City nor the Applicant have any control or authority over the timing or
implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-3b. It is therefore not reasonable to assume that Mitigation
Measure Noise-3b would be implemented by the time that the impact would occur.
USEPA also requests that the description of Mitigation Measure Noise-3b be revised to clarify that the
measure is unlikely to occur at the time receptors experience this impact and provide an estimated
timeframe for its implementation and a description of impacts that may result due to a delay in
implementation.
The Draft EIS expressly provides that “it is not likely that Mitigation Measure NOISE-3b would be
implemented by the time that the impact would occur (Draft EIS, p. 3.13-20).” Unmitigated noise levels,
i.e., impacts that will occur due to delay in implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-3b are set forth
in Table 3.13-9. At this time, the USACE is unaware of the estimated timeframe for implementation of
Mitigation Measure Noise-3b.
Response A-15
USEPA’s comment is related to a mitigation measure set forth in the Draft EIS for the Proposed Action’s
effect on water supply. The mitigation measure is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.12.1-1 in the
Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR and was fully evaluated by the City for its feasibility under
Impact Sciences, Inc.
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forecast hydrological conditions while accounting for other foreseeable development in the project area.
The City determined the measure to be feasible. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are
required. Further, the USACE does not have the authority to impose additional mitigation measures that
relate to the operations of the Proposed Action because such measures are beyond the scope of mitigation
that USACE is authorized to require under 33 CFR Part 320.
Response A-16
USEPA requests that more information be provided in the Final EIS whether the degree of development
included in the Proposed Action is consistent with the amount of housing needed to satisfy the City’s
housing demand when considering other current and planned residential development near the project
site.
The information presented in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS is the most recent information available
regarding the need for housing in the broader region through 2036 as put forth by the SACOG and by the
City of Roseville through 2021. The Proposed Action includes 2,827 residential units which would be
built in three phases over the next 20 to 30 years. The Proposed Action would address some of the
housing demand in the City of Roseville, when considering other current and planned projects. Please
note that the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan has been approved by the City, which has determined that the
planned housing is needed.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE SPK-2004-00888

3.0-18

Amoruso Ranch Project Final EIS
December 2019

Letter B

COUNTY ~
OF
~
~

-------

..,-Placer·
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

RESOURCE AGENCY






3ODFHU&RXQW\&RQVHUYDWLRQ3URJUDP
*UHJJ0F.HQ]LH$GPLQLVWUDWRU





0DUFK


/HDK)LVKHU6HQLRU3URMHFW0DQDJHU
86$UP\&RUSVRI(QJLQHHUV
6DFUDPHQWR'LVWULFW
-6WUHHW5RRP
6DFUDPHQWR&$

(PDLO/HDK0)LVKHU#XVDFHDUP\PLO

5H63.$PRUXVR5DQFK'UDIW(,6

'HDU0V)LVKHU

2QEHKDOIRIWKH&RXQW\RI3ODFHUDQGLWV3ODFHU&RXQW\&RQVHUYDWLRQ3URJUDP 3&&3 WKDW
LQFOXGHVD+DELWDW&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQ1DWXUDO&RPPXLW\&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQ&RXQW\$TXDWLF
5HVRXUFHV3URJUDPDQG:HVWHUQ3ODFHU&RXQW\,Q/LHX)HH3URJUDP,RIIHUIRU\RXU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQWKHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWVUHJDUGLQJWKH1RWLFHRI$YDLODELOLW\ 12$ ±'UDIW
(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW6WDWHPHQW (,6 IRUWKH$PRUXVR5DQFK3URMHFW3ODFHU&RXQW\
&DOLIRUQLD

7KH3&&3KDVEHHQDHLJKWHHQ\HDUSODQQLQJHIIRUWFRRUGLQDWHGZLWKWKHVWDWHDQGIHGHUDO
ZLOGOLIHDQGZHWODQGUHJXODWRU\DJHQFLHVLQFOXGLQJERWKWKH86$UP\&RUSVRI(QJLQHHUVDQG
86(3$DORQJZLWK%XLOGLQJ,QGXVWU\$VVRFLDWLRQDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOVWDNHKROGHUVLQFOXGLQJ
WKH6LHUUD&OXEDQG$XGRERQ6RFLHW\7KH3&&3ZLOOSURYLGHDQHIIHFWLYHIUDPHZRUNWRSURWHFW
HQKDQFHDQGUHVWRUHWKHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVLQVSHFLILFDUHDVRIZHVWHUQ3ODFHU&RXQW\ZKLOH
VWUHDPOLQLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOSHUPLWWLQJIRU&RYHUHG$FWLYLWLHV&RYHUHG$FWLYLWLHVLQFOXGH
DQWLFLSDWHGIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWDQGJURZWKZLWKLQWKH&LW\RI/LQFROQDQGXQLQFRUSRUDWHG3ODFHU
&RXQW\3ODFHU&RXQW\:DWHU$JHQF\FDSLWDODQGPDLQWHQDQFHPDQDJHPHQWSURMHFWVDVZHOODV
WKH6RXWK3ODFHU5HJLRQDO7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ$XWKRULW\¶VKLJKZD\DQGURDGLPSURYHPHQWSURMHFWV
$VGHVFULEHGEHORZWKH3&&3LQFOXGHVWZRVHSDUDWHEXWFRPSOHPHQWDU\FRPSRQHQWVZKLFK
VXSSRUWWZRVHWVRIVWDWHDQGIHGHUDOSHUPLWV

7KHILUVWFRPSRQHQWLVWKH:HVWHUQ3ODFHU&RXQW\+DELWDW&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQDQG1DWXUDO
&RPPXQLW\&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQUHIHUUHGWRDVWKH+&31&&3RU³3ODQ´7KH3ODQZLOOSURWHFW
ILVKDQGZLOGOLIHVSHFLHVDQGWKHLUKDELWDWVDQGIXOILOOWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH)HGHUDO
(QGDQJHUHG6SHFLHV$FW (6$ WKH&DOLIRUQLD(QGDQJHUHG6SHFLHV$FW &(6$ DQGWKH
&DOLIRUQLD1DWXUDO&RPPXQLW\DQG&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQQLQJ$FW 1&&3$FW 

&RXQW\&HQWHU'U$XEXUQ&DOLIRUQLD  )D[  
ZZZSODFHUFRQVHUYDWLRQFRPJDPFNHQ]#SODFHUFDJRY


Letter B
7KHVHFRQGFRPSRQHQWLVWKH:HVWHUQ3ODFHU&RXQW\$TXDWLF5HVRXUFHV3URJUDPUHIHUUHGWRDV
WKH&$53WKDWZLOOSURWHFWVWUHDPVZHWODQGVDQGRWKHUZDWHUUHVRXUFHVDQGIXOILOOWKH
UHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKHIHGHUDO&OHDQ:DWHU$FWDQGVWDWHODZVDQGUHJXODWLRQVLQFOXGLQJD
SURJUDPPDWLF6HFWLRQ&HUWLILFDWLRQDQGSURJUDPPDWLF6HFWLRQSHUPLWV7KH&RUSVKDV
GHYHORSHGD3&&33HUPLWWLQJVWUDWHJ\LQFOXGLQJDGUDIW3URJUDPPDWLF*HQHUDO3HUPLW/HWWHURI
3HUPLVVLRQ3URFHGXUHVVWUHDPOLQHGVWDQGDUGSHUPLWDQGD5HJLRQDO/HDVW(QYLURQPHQWDOO\
'DPDJLQJ3UDFWLFDEOH$OWHUQDWLYHV /('3$ $QDO\VLVGHYHORSHGE\WKH86(3$

7KH3&&3ZLOODOORZWKHSDUWLFLSDWLQJDJHQFLHVWRLQWHJUDWHUHJXODWRU\DFWLRQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
HQGDQJHUHGVSHFLHVDQGZHWODQGVZLWKWKHLUORFDOHQWLWOHPHQWSURFHVVLQJ7KH3&&3ZLOODOVR
DOORZIRUPRUHHIILFLHQWSODQQLQJDQGSHUPLWWLQJIRUORFDOLQIUDVWUXFWXUHSURMHFWV/DVWO\WKH
3&&3ZLOOKHOSPHHWWKH&RXQW\¶VFRQVHUYDWLRQJRDOVE\GHYHORSLQJDODUJHPDQDJHGDQG
PRQLWRUHGUHVHUYHV\VWHPWKDWZLOOSURYLGHZHWODQGVWUHDPV\VWHPRSHQVSDFHDQGDJULFXOWXUDO
FRQVHUYDWLRQLQSHUSHWXLW\.
3ODFHU&RXQW\RIIHUVWKHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWVIRU\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ

6HFWLRQ/RFDWLRQDQG6HWWLQJ
7KHSURMHFWVLWHLVORFDWHGZLWKLQDQGFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH3&&3¶V3ODQQHG)XWXUH*URZWK$UHD
GHVLJQDWLRQ7KLVLVWKHDUHDDQWLFLSDWHGWREHFRQYHUWHGIURPQDWXUDODQGVHPLQDWXUDOODQGFRYHU
W\SHVWRXUEDQODQGFRYHUW\SHVGXULQJWKHWHUPRIWKH+&31&&3DQGUHODWHGSHUPLWV:KLOHWKH
SURMHFWKDVEHHQLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRWKHQRQSDUWLFLSDWLQJ&LW\RI5RVHYLOOHLWLVGHVLJQDWHGDVD
3&&33DUWLFLSDWLQJ6SHFLDO(QWLW\VLQFHWKHVLWHZDVLQXQLQFRUSRUDWHG3ODFHU&RXQW\DQGWKH
SURMHFW¶VHIIHFWVUHVXOWLQJIURP3&&3FRYHUHGDFWLYLWLHVLQFOXGLQJZHOWDQGDQGFRYHUHGVSHFLHV
HIIHFWVZHUHHYDOXDWHGDQGLQFOXGHGZLWKLQWKH3&&3¶VZHWODQGDQGVSHFLHVSHUPLWHIIHFWOLPLWV

7KHSURMHFW¶VRIIVLWHPLWLJDWLRQSURSHUWLHVDUHORFDWHGZLWKLQDQGFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH3&&3¶V
5HVHUYH$FTXLVLWLRQ$UHDFULWHULD7KHVHSURSHUWLHVDUHGHVLJQDWHGIRULQFOXVLRQZLWKLQWKH
IXWXUH3&&35HVHUYH6\VWHPDVWKH\LQGLYLGXDOO\DQGFROOHFWLYHO\FRPSULVHDFUHDJHZHWODQG
W\SHVDQGUHODWHGVSHFLHVRFFXSDQF\DQGKDELWDWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH3&&3¶V
FRQVHUYDWLRQVWUDWHJ\

6HFWLRQ5HTXLUHG3HUPLWVDQG$SSURYDOV
7KHSURSRVHGSURMHFW¶VHIIHFWVWRZHWODQGVDQGOLVWHGVSHFLHVZLOOUHTXLUHVWDWHDQGIHGHUDO
SHUPLWVLQFOXGLQJ6HFWLRQDQG6HFWLRQRIWKH6WDWHDQG)HGHUDO(QGDQJHUHG6SHFLHV$FWV
DQG6HFWLRQDQGRIWKH)HGHUDO&OHDQ:DWHU$FWDVQRWHGLQWKLVVHFWLRQ+RZHYHU
JLYHQWKHORFDWLRQRIWKHVLWHDQGGHVLJQDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWDVD3&&33DUWLFLSDWLQJ6SHFLDO
(QWLW\WKHDQDO\VLVVKRXOGQRWHLWDVVXFKDQGWKHVWDWXVRIWKHSXEOLFUHYLHZGUDIW3&&3
DQGUHODWHGSURJUDPVDQGSHUPLWVGHVFULEHGDERYH

7KH$PRUXVRSURMHFW¶VSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKH3&&3ZRXOGSURYLGHIRULQFLGHQWDOWDNHSHUPLWWLQJ
IRUVSHFLHVILOORIZDWHUVDQGRWKHUUHODWHGSHUPLWVDQGSURFHVVHVDVSDUWRIDODQGVFDSHVFDOH
FRQVHUYDWLRQSURJUDPUDWKHUWKDQRQDSURMHFWE\SURMHFWEDVLVZLWKWKHJRDORIPRUHHIIHFWLYH
DQGHIILFLHQWDYRLGDQFHPLQLPL]DWLRQDQGPLWLJDWLRQ7KHSURSRVHGRIIVLWHPLWLJDWLRQODQGV
DUHZHOOVXLWHGWRPLWLJDWHIRUSURMHFWHIIHFWVSXUVXDQWWRWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH3&&3DQG

□
1

□
2

Letter B
VKRXOGEHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRWKH3&&35HVHUYH6\VWHPIRUFRPSUHKHQVLYHDQGFRQVLVWHQWORQJ
WHUPPDQDJHPHQW

7KDQN\RXIRU\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHVHFRPPHQWV

6LQFHUHO\

Original On-File - Email Submittal Only

*UHJJ0F.HQ]LH
3&&3$GPLQLVWUDWRU

FF
86)LVK :LOGOLIH6HUYLFH&RQVHUYDWLRQ3ODQQLQJ%UDQFK

&$'HSDUWPHQWRI)LVK :LOGOLIH5HJLRQ
(&253&RQVXOWLQJ$SSOLFDQW5HSUHVHQWDWLYHV

□
2

3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments

Letter B

County of Placer, Community Development Resource Agency, Gregg
McKenzie, Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) Administrator, dated
March 15, 2019

Response B-1
The comment related to the consistency of the Proposed Action and the Applicant’s proposed mitigation
sites with the PCCP is noted. The Draft EIS notes on pages 3.4-13 and 3.4-15 that the Amoruso Ranch
Project is identified as a Participating Special Entity in the draft PCCP and is a Covered Activity within
Placer County’s land use authority. The proposed mitigation sites are within the reserve area identified in
the PCCP and are central to the PCCP’s conservation strategy.
Response B-2
The comment related to permitting of projects under the PCCP is noted. As noted above, the USACE is
aware of the fact that the project is a Participating Special Entity under the PCCP and will require various
federal and state authorizations. However, the PCCP is currently in draft form and has not been adopted.
Therefore, at the request of the Applicant, the USACE is proceeding with formal consultation under
Section 7 of the ESA in order to continue processing the Applicant’s permit application for an individual
DA permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
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March 7, 2019

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District, Regulatory Division
Leah M. Fisher- Senior Regulatory Project Manager
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, California 95814-2922
Dear Ms. Fisher:
I submit this letter on behalf of the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA).
SPRTA is a joint powers authority comprised of the Cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, Roseville, and the
County of Placer for the purpose of implementing a regional transportation fee program to
provide funding for transportation projects-including Placer Parkway.
We have reviewed the Amoruso Ranch Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
SPRTA supports the development of the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan as described in the Final
Environmental Impact Report certified and approved by the City of Roseville and as the
Proposed Action in the DEIS. During project development, the applicant shared with SPRTA the
alignment and screening constraints used to develop and analyze conceptual alignments for
Placer Parkway-as part of the early consultation process with the Corps of Engineers, US Fish
and Wildlife Service, US Environmental Protection Agency, the City of Roseville and Placer
County. In February 2014, SPRTA submitted a letter to the City of Roseville supporting the
alignment for the future Placer Parkway identified in the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan and Final
EIR, which were adopted by City Council Resolution on June 15, 2016.
As you are aware, SPRTA in partnership with FHWA prepared a Tier 1 EIS/Program EIR for
identification and preservation of a corridor for future Placer Parkway. The Proposed Action
and the Parkway alignment as described in the Draft EIS is consistent with the corridor
identified as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) in the Tier 1
EIS/Program EIR approved by SPRTA and FHWA. All impacts associated with the Parkway will
be fully mitigated at the time of construction and both the Tier 1 and Placer County
Conservation Plan (PCCP) address both the level of impact and mitigation requirements. It is
further acknowledged that the specific impacts associated w ith the Parkway will be analyzed
via a Tier II process prior to time of construction. Placer Parkway is an important link
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Leah M. Fisher - Senior Regulatory Project Manager
March 7, 2019
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connecting some of the region's fastest growing communities while improving access to t he IS corridor and downtown Sacramento.
Preservation of right-of-way for the future construction of Placer Parkway is imperative due to
the need to relieve traffic congestion on Highway 65 and Interstate 80. The Amoruso Ranch
Specific Plan is designed to accommodate Placer Parkway and we therefore support approval
of the Proposed Action, inclusive of the proposed location of the Parkway, as identified and
analyzed in the DEIR.
Thank you for consideration of our comments.

Executive Director
ML:ss
c:
Dominick Casey, City Manager, City of Roseville
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Letter C

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Michael W. Luken, Executive
Director, dated March 2019

Response C-1
South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) expresses support for the Proposed Action,
including the proposed alignment of the Placer Parkway as reflected in the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan.
The comment is noted.
Note that the Modified Proposed Action alternative, which is described in Chapter 2.0, is now the
Applicant’s preferred alternative. That alternative is substantially the same as the Proposed Action in
terms of the land development plan and includes the same 5,500-foot radius alignment for the Placer
Parkway as the Proposed Action.
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$OWHUQDWLYH  ZRXOG UHTXLUH D *HQHUDO 3ODQ $PHQGPHQW 6SHFLILF 3ODQ $PHQGPHQW 5H]RQH
'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQW$PHQGPHQWV DQG DGGLWLRQDO HQYLURQPHQWDO UHYLHZXQGHU WKH &DOLIRUQLD
(QYLURQPHQWDO 4XDOLW\ $FW &(4$  ZKLFK ZRXOG UHTXLUH &LW\ &RXQFLO DSSURYDO  7KH &LW\ KDV
LQGLFDWHGLQSUHYLRXVFRUUHVSRQGHQFHWKDWWKHUHPRYDORIUHVLGHQWLDOODQGLQ$OWHUQDWLYHZRXOGPDNH
WKHSURMHFWILVFDOO\QRQYLDEOHDQGLVQRWOLNHO\WREHDSSURYHG*LYHQWKHVHIDFWVWKH&LW\VXSSRUWV
SHUPLWWLQJWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQZKLFKLVILVFDOO\YLDEOHDQGUHVXOWVLQIHZHULPSDFWVWROLVWHGVSHFLHV
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7KHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWVDGGUHVVVSHFLILFVHFWLRQVLQWKH'(,6
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ 3DJH
7KHWKLUGSDUDJUDSKUHTXLUHVDQXSGDWHWRFRUUHFWWKHVWDWXVRIWKH DQQH[DWLRQ7KHWD[VKDUH
DJUHHPHQW EHWZHHQ WKH &LW\ DQG &RXQW\ ZDV DSSURYHG E\ WKH 3ODFHU &RXQW\ %RDUG RI
6XSHUYLVRUV LQ 1RYHPEHU  DQG WKH DQQH[DWLRQ RI WKH SURSHUWLHV ZLWKLQ WKH $PRUXVR
5DQFK 6SHFLILF 3ODQ DUHD ZDV DSSURYHG E\ WKH /RFDO $JHQF\ )RUPDWLRQ &RPPLVVLRQ
/$)&2 LQ1RYHPEHUDQGEHFDPHHIIHFWLYHLQ'HFHPEHU
 ([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\3DJH(6
7KHODVWSDUDJUDSKUHTXLUHVDQXSGDWHWRFRUUHFWWKHVWDWXVRIWKHDQQH[DWLRQ7KHSDUDJUDSK
VKRXOGVWDWHWKDWWKHSURSHUW\ZDVDQQH[HGLQWRWKH&LW\RI5RVHYLOOHHIIHFWLYH 'HFHPEHU
 ([HFXWLYH6XPPDU\ 3DJH(6
&)56HFWLRQVWDWHVWKDWWKHVXPPDU\RILVVXHVWREHUHVROYHGVKRXOGLQFOXGHWKH
FKRLFH DPRQJ DOWHUQDWLYHV  7KHUHIRUH 6HFWLRQ (6 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be
Resolved SDJH(6 VKRXOGLQFOXGHDEULHIVWDWHPHQWUHJDUGLQJWKH&LW\¶VLVVXHVUHODWHGWRWKH
IHDVLELOLW\RIDQ\RIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVWKDWGHYLDWHIURPWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ DVGHVFULEHGLQWKH
OHWWHUIURPWKH&LW\0DQDJHUGDWHG1RYHPEHU $WWDFKPHQW 
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 3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ3DJH
'HVFULSWLRQRISODQQHGXVHVVKRXOGEHXSGDWHG7KHODQGLPPHGLDWHO\QRUWKRIWKH$563LV
ZLWKLQ DQDUHDWKDW 3ODFHU&RXQW\ SURSRVHVWRLQFRUSRUDWHLQWRWKH6XQVHW$UHD3ODQ7KLVDUHD
LV GHVLJQDWHGDV ,QQRYDWLRQ&HQWHU ,& RQLWVGUDIWODQGXVHGLDJUDP
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 3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ 3DJH
6HFWLRQMeasures Adopted by the City of Roseville RU6HFWLRQ Required Permits and
Approvals VKRXOGGLVFORVHWKDWDQ\DOWHUQDWLYHWRWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQZRXOGUHTXLUHOHJLVODWLYH
DFWLRQE\WKH&LW\&RXQFLO *HQHUDO3ODQ$PHQGPHQW6SHFLILF3ODQ$PHQGPHQWDQG5H]RQH
DQGDGGLWLRQDOHQYLURQPHQWDOUHYLHZXQGHU&(4$
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 3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ3DJH
7DEOH LQGLFDWHV WKDW$OWHUQDWLYH ZRXOG UHVXOWLQDDFUH UHGXFWLRQ RIGLUHFWLPSDFWVRQ
:2867KLV DFUHGLIIHUHQWLDO LV WKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQDILVFDOO\LQYLDEOHSURMHFWDQGWKH
3URSRVHG$FWLRQZKLFKLVILVFDOO\YLDEOH
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Letter D
$PRUXVR5DQFK'(,6&RPPHQWV±0DUFK
3DJHRI

 %LRORJLFDO5HVRXUFHV3DJHDQG
$VVKRZQLQ7DEOHDQG7DEOHWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQDQG$OWHUQDWLYHDUHHTXLYDOHQW
LQWHUPVRIGLUHFWHIIHFWVWROLVWHGYHUQDOSRROLQYHUWHEUDWHKDELWDWZLWKERWKLPSDFWLQJDFUHV
+RZHYHU$OWHUQDWLYHZLOOUHVXOWLQDGGLWLRQDODFUHVRILQGLUHFWHIIHFWVWRWKLVKDELWDW:KLOH
ERWKWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQDQG$OWHUQDWLYHUHVXOWLQVLJQLILFDQWGLUHFWDQGLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVLWVKRXOG
EHQRWHGWKDWWKHLQGLUHFWHIIHFWVIURP$OWHUQDWLYHH[FHHGWKRVHIURPWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQ
 /DQG8VH3DJH
,PSDFW/8 Conflict with General Plan and Zoning Code VWDWHVWKDWWKHDQDO\]HGDOWHUQDWLYHV
ZLOO QRW FRQIOLFW ZLWK WKH &LW\¶V *HQHUDO 3ODQ EHFDXVH WKH\ DUH FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH DOORZDEOH
GHQVLW\UDQJHVIRUWKHSURSRVHGODQGXVHVDVGHILQHGLQWKH&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQ+RZHYHUWKH
*HQHUDO3ODQGHQVLW\UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUWKH$PRUXVR6SHFLILF3ODQDUHGHWDLOHGRQWKH*HQHUDO
3ODQ±/DQG8VH0DSDQGDUHUHSUHVHQWHGE\IL[HGGHQVLW\DPRXQWVZLWKLQIL[HGODQGXVH
SRO\JRQV$Q\DOWHUQDWLYHWKDWLVQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH/DQG8VH0DSLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
WKH &LW\¶V *HQHUDO 3ODQ DQG ZRXOG UHTXLUH D *HQHUDO 3ODQ $PHQGPHQW 6SHFLILF 3ODQ
$PHQGPHQW 5H]RQH DQG DPHQGPHQWV WR WKH H[LVWLQJ 'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQWV  7KHVH
DPHQGPHQWVDUH VXEMHFWWRDSSURYDOE\WKH&LW\&RXQFLO$VVWDWHGLQWKHDWWDFKHGOHWWHUIURP
WKH&LW\0DQDJHULWLVXQOLNHO\WKDWWKH&LW\¶V3ODQQLQJ 'LYLVLRQ ZRXOG VXSSRUWQRUZRXOGWKH&LW\
&RXQFLODSSURYHPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKH$563 DVSUHVHQWHGLQWKH'(,67KHUHIRUHWKLVVHFWLRQ
LQDFFXUDWHO\VWDWHVWKDWWKHSURSRVHGDOWHUQDWLYHVZRXOGQRW FRQIOLFWZLWKWKH&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQ
 &XPXODWLYH,PSDFWV3DJH
7KH&LW\FRQFXUVZLWKDQGLQFOXGHVIRUHPSKDVLVWKHWKLUGSDUDJUDSK WKDW VWDWHV³%HFDXVHDOO
DFWLYLWLHVLQSRWHQWLDO:286LQFOXGLQJWKH3URSRVHG$FWLRQPXVWFRPSO\ZLWKWKHQRQHW ORVVRI
DTXDWLF UHVRXUFH IXQFWLRQV DQG VHUYLFHV SROLF\ DQG WR WKH H[WHQW WKHUH DUH VPDOO ORVVHV RI
ZHWODQGV VXFK VPDOO ORVVHV ZRXOG QRW UHSUHVHQW D VXEVWDQWLDO FXPXODWLYH ORVV RI ZHWODQGV
)XUWKHUPRUH WKH 3URSRVHG $FWLRQ¶V FRQWULEXWLRQ ZRXOG QRW EH VXEVWDQWLDO ZLWK WKH
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQRI0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH$5DZKLFKZRXOGHQVXUHFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH86$&(
UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUPLWLJDWLRQRIDTXDWLFUHVRXUFHVLPSDFWV,QDGGLWLRQWKH86$&( ZLOOLPSRVH
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUH&80$5RQIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWLQWKHVWXG\DUHDWRIXUWKHUPLQLPL]HWKH
ORVVRISRWHQWLDO:286´
,I\RXKDYHDQ\TXHVWLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKH$PRUXVR5DQFK6SHFLILF3ODQSOHDVHFRQWDFWPHDW  
RUFJROG#URVHYLOOHFDXV
6LQFHUHO\

&KDULW\*ROG
$VVRFLDWH3ODQQHU
$WWDFKPHQW&RUUHVSRQGHQFHGDWHG1RYHPEHU
&F

0LNH,VRP&LW\RI5RVHYLOOH
-RKQ1RUPDQ%URRNILHOG5HVLGHQWLDO

   Fax  TDDSODQQLQJGLYLVLRQ#URVHYLOOHFDXVZZZURVHYLOOHFDXVSODQQLQJ
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments

Letter D

City of Roseville, Development Services Department, Charity Gold, Associate
Planner, dated March 19, 2019

Response D-1
As shown in Table 3.0-2 below, the City is correct in noting that the direct effects on Waters of the U.S.
(WOUS) would be reduced by 3.5 acres under Alternative 1 when compared to the Proposed Action, and
the indirect effects on vernal pool species habitat would be greater by about 2.3 acres. The USACE will
consider this information in its evaluation of the Proposed Action and Alternative 1.

Table 3.0-2
Comparison of Proposed Action and Alternative 1 Effects on WOUS and Listed Species (in Acres)
WOUS
(Direct)

WOUS
(Indirect)

Vernal Pool
Species (Direct)

Vernal Pool
Species
(Indirect)

Proposed Action

18.70

19.86

16.40

8.15

Alternative 1

15.20

23.36

16.40

10.45

Difference

-3.50

+3.5

0

+2.3

Alt

The City’s support of the Proposed Action and opposition to Alternative 1 is noted.
Response D-2
The text on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIS has been corrected to reflect that the project site has been annexed
to the City. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response D-3
The text on page ES-5 of the Draft EIS has been corrected to reflect that the project site has been annexed
to the City. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response D-4
The text on page ES-8 of the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect the City’s issues with regard to
alternatives that deviate from the Proposed Action. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Note that the Modified Proposed Action, which is described in Chapter 2.0, is now the Applicant’s
preferred alternative. That alternative is substantially the same as the Proposed Action in terms of the
land development plan and the amount of residential and non-residential development that the plan
allows for. The City has noted that the Modified Proposed Action alternative would meet the City’s
objectives related to providing residential units to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation.
Response D-5
The text on page 2.0-4 of the Draft EIS has been updated based on the information provided by the City.
Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
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Response D-6
The text on page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIS has been updated based on the information provided by the City.
Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response D-7
The City’s comment regarding the fiscal viability of the Proposed Action and the non-viability of
Alternative 1 is noted.
Response D-8
The City reiterates its comment regarding Alternative 1 that it would indirectly affect more vernal pool
species habitat than the Proposed Action. The comment is noted.
Response D-9
As stated in the Draft EIS, all of the alternatives would construct a large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density
urban community on the project site similar to the Proposed Action. In addition, the densities of
residential uses (Low Density Residential – 5.0 dwelling units/acre, Medium Density Residential – 11.0
dwelling units/acre, High Density Residential – 23.0 dwelling units/acre) would be within the allowable
ranges of residential densities established in the City’s General Plan (Low Density Residential – 0.5 to 6.9
dwelling units/acre, Medium Density Residential – 7.0 to 12.9 dwelling units/acre, High Density
Residential – 13.0 dwelling units/acre and above). Additionally, development under the alternatives
would comply with all development standards contained in the City’s zoning code. For all of these
reasons, the Draft EIS concluded that the alternatives would not conflict with the City of Roseville
General Plan or Zoning Code. However, the USACE acknowledges that the City may need to amend its
General Plan, the Specific Plan, Rezone, and/or amend development agreements to authorize the
implementation of some of the alternatives to the Proposed Action.
With regard to the Modified Proposed Action alternative, the City has noted that the Modified Proposed
Action alternative would meet the City’s objectives related to providing residential units to meet the
City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation.
The City will need to amend its General Plan, the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan, Rezone, and amend the
development agreements to authorize the implementation of this alternative.
Response D-10
The City reiterates the text from page 4.0-13 of the Draft EIS to emphasize that with mitigation, the
Proposed Action would not result in a significant cumulative effect on WOUS. The comment is noted.
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Letter E

RMM
REMY

I

MOOSE

MANLEY
I. LP

Brian J. Plant IOf Counsel
bplant@rmmenvirolaw.com
Sabrina Teller
steller@rmmenvirolaw.com

March 18, 2019

VIA E-Mail Only: leah.m.fisher@usace.army.mil
Ms. Leah Fisher
Senior Regulatory Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922
Amoruso Ranch Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SPK-200400888)

Re:

Dear Ms. Fisher:
We submit the following comments on behalf of our client, Brookfield Sunset,
LLC regarding the above referenced Amoruso Ranch Project ("Project") and related
Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"). As you are aware, Brookfield Sunset,
LLC is the applicant seeking a Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit for the Project, in
support of which the DEIS has been prepared.
1.

Mitigation Measures AR-la and AR-lb

Mitigation ~easure AR-1 a requires the development of a permittee-responsible
mitigation and monitoring plan to be developed prior to approval of the Record of
Decision ("ROD") for the Project. (DEIS, p. 3.4-29.) Similarly, prior to approval of the
ROD, Mitigation Measure AR-1 b requires the approval of "a specific and detailed
preserve management plan for the on- and/or off-site preservation areas." (Ibid.)
As you know, the proposed mitigation for Project impacts will be achieved through
preserving, restoring, and enhancing waters of the U.S., including habitat for federally
protected vernal pool fairy shrimp species and upland habitats across three mitigation
properties at ratios compatible with the Placer County Conservation Program ("PCCP").
The Project will be constructed in three phases with mitigation occurring as Project
build-out occurs. Therefore, a finalized mitigation and monitoring plan for the entire
Project prior to issuance of the ROD would be premature and infeasible.
The ROD, inter alia, must "(s]tate whether all practicable means to avoid or
minimize environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if
not, why they were not." (40 C.F.R. § 1505.2(c).) It does not require that a final
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mitigation plan be approved or adopted. Moreover, nothing in the National
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) prohibits the issuance of
a ROD prior to approval of detailed mitigation plans. (See Robertson v. Methow Valley
Citizens Council (1989) 490 U.S. 332.) In Methow Valley, the Forest Service EIS for a
special use permit for a ski resort was challenged because the Forest Service did not
adopt a detailed mitigation plan. The Supreme Court held that although NEPA requires
an EIS to contain a reasonably complete discussion of mitigation measures that could be
implemented, the statute does not require a final mitigation plan before the agency issues
a ROD . (See Id. at p. 353; City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. U.S. Dept. of Transportation
(9th Cir. 1997) 123 F.3d 1142 [EIS upheld where mitigation plan was "conceptual"
only].) In fact, applicable case law holds that even a decision to issue a Section 404
permit may be upheld even where one aspect of the mitigation plan is not yet finalized.
(Bering Strait Citizens for Responsible Resource Development v. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (9th Cir. 2008) 524 F.3d 938, 950- 951.)

□
1

The Corps is aware that this Project will be developed in phases. The applicant
has previously submitted to the Corps as part of its Section 404 permit application, a
mitigation plan as well as a phased mitigation proposal describing the general sequencing
of Project impacts and mitigation-which has been developed using the PCCP mitigation
strategy. A discussion of the mitigation and sequencing set forth in these documents
satisfies NEPA. Fully-developed and approved mitigation plans are not required.
Requiring a final mitigation plan would be inconsistent with the phased nature of
the Project and its phased plan for mitigation, with which the Corps has previously
indicated concurrence. A discussion of the mitigation and sequencing set forth in these
documents satisfies NEPA. Fully-developed and approved mitigation plans are not
required.

2.

Alternative No. 1

As part of its permit application, the applicant submitted information to the Corps
regarding potential on- and off-site alternatives under the CWA Section 404(b)(l)
procedures. Multiple on-site alternatives were identified- one of which is analyzed in the
DEIS as Alternative 1.
Alternative 1 includes impacts associated with a required drainage facility within
the southwest preserve to convey stormwater runoff-which is not needed as part of the
Proposed Action. The DEIS acknowledges that Alternative 1 would result in greater
long-term indirect effects than the Proposed Action. (DEIS, p. 3.4-21.) The DEIS also
fails to specifically address construction impacts such as noise and air quality due
construction of the drainage channel required as part of Alternative 1. Furthermore, the
DEIS fails to analyze operational impacts associated with the drainage channel.

□
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Moreover, the City of Roseville (the local land use authority) has completed a
fiscal analysis and found that Alternative 1 would impracticable as it fails to meet the
City's established fiscal metrics. Similarly, the applicant has demonstrated that
Alternative 1 is impracticable given financial and cost considerations.
3.

□
2

Additional Comments

The remainder of our comments are set forth in the table below and are generally
provided for the purposes of accuracy and clarification.
General

General

DEIS, p. 1.0-2

DEIS, p. 1.0-2

DEIS, p. 2.0-11

Each impact chapter indicates that it
summarizes applicable regulations and
policies, but there is no corresponding
discussion of regulatory framework in any
chapter.
The distinction between direct and indirect
impacts is unclear. For example, the DEIS
classifies aesthetic impacts as indirect
impacts, and simply states that no direct
impacts have been identified. (DEIS, pp.
3.1-3 to 3.1-7.) In contrast, the loss of
important farmland is identified as a
significant direct effect. (DEIS, pp. 3.2-10
to 3.2-12.) It is unclear whether these
impacts are identified as "indirect" because
they are associated with the project as a
whole, and not the federal "action
(issuance of the CWA 404 permit). We
believe the impact is actually direct and
that there is no discernible indirect impact.
(See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.)
Regarding the reference to the application
for annexation, the Project parcels have
been annexed.
Under Project Purpose and Need, the
DEIS indicates the Project will provide
2,827 dwelling units. DEIS, pp. 1.0-1 and
2.0-4 provide state that it will be 2,826
units. If the urban reserve parcel is
excluded the correct number is 2,826
dwelling units.
The discussion regarding Placer Parkway
identifies an interchange at Westbrook
Boulevard. Westbrook will be an at-grade
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DEIS, p. 3.2-7

DEIS, pp. 3.2-10 to 3.2-11

DEIS, p. 3.2-11

DEIS, p. 3.3-20

DEIS, p . 3.4-3

intersection until Placer Parkway come
through, and it will be raised over
Westbrook.
The Al Johnson Wildlife Area is zoned
open space with no active agricultural uses.
The DEIS indicates that the current use as
rural land will be maintained. That area is,
however, planned to have large detention
basins in the future.
Table 3.2-5 (and corresponding text)
indicates the Proposed Action would result
in conversion of 51 7 acres of farmland to
urban use. This does not appear consistent
with the Environmental Impact Report
("BIR") for this Project, which indicates
636 acres of agricultural land would be
converted.
DEIS, p. 3.2-10 indicates the applicant will
preserve 317 acres of agricultural grazing
land. The Administrative DEIS stated that
the applicant would preserve 294 acres. We
are not aware of any information to support
this change in acreage. Mitigation Measure
4.1-1 discussed in the EIR for the Project
and adopted by the City of Roseville
requires the applicant to preserve a
minimum of 636 acres of open space to
mitigate for the loss of agricultural and
grazing lands.
The DEIS provides that Alternatives 1, 2,
and 3 would convert approximately 484 to
529 acres of Important Farmland. In
contrast, the Administrative DEIS states
that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would convert
461 to 506 acres. We are not aware of any
information to support a change in acreage.
The DEIS concludes that air emissions
from Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 will exceed
significance thresholds after mitigation. It
then concludes that there will be no direct
effect.
The DEIS indicates that the Mourier West
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DEIS, p . 3.4-12 to 3.4- 13

DEIS, p. 3.4-13

D EIS, p . 3 .4-15

D EI S, p . 3.4-15

D EI S, p. 3.4-16

DEIS, p. 3.4-17

Property "may have historically supported
a number of wetlands." T he 2014 report
cited definitively establishes the presence of
wetlands on that property.
The discussion of the P roject impacts
indicates that all waters not directly
impacted will be indirectly impacted due to
altered to hydrology. While this may be
technically accurate, it is worth clarifying
that any loss of aquatic function due to
indirect impacts will be mitigated.
Footnote 3 of Table 3.4-3 should be
revised to clarify that waters within the
Placer Parkway alignment will not be filled.
T he second sentence of the first full
paragraph should be revised as follows:
According to the draft PRMP, the
Applicant proposes to preserve
approximately 38.89 acres a minimum of
24.6 1 acres of existing aqu atic resources,
both on and off site, and restore up to -1-8.9
28.06 acres of aquatic resources within the
three off-site mitigation properties.
With respect to the subsection titled "OffSite P reservation and Restoration" the 70.1
acres of wetlands identified in the DE IS. is
conservative because the Skover property
will likely include additional waters of the
U.S. once it has been converted from active
rice.
The title of Table 3.4-4 seems
unnecessarily confusing. Suggest changing
the title of Table 3 .4-4 to "P roposed
Action Impacts and Mitigation Summary
(in Acres)"
T he totals for preserved waters appear to
differ from those identified in the
Administrative D EIS. We are aware of no
new information that would support this
change.
The fourth sentence in the second
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DEIS, p . 3.4-21

DEIS, p. 3.5-20

DEIS, p. 3.6-13

DEIS, pp. 3.6-14 to 3.6- 15

DEIS, p . 3.11-10

DEIS, p. 3.12-5

DEIS, p. 3.13-20
DEIS, p . 3.16-20

paragraph on DEIS, p. 3.4-17 should be
revised to clarify that the waters in the
avoidance area would have a more limited
30-foot buffer.
The preferred alternative was designed with
a 50 ft. setback for all wetlands. In
contrast, EIS Alternative 1, including the
required drainage channel, cannot be
designed to include this setback.
There is no suitable nesting habitat for
western yellow-billed cuckoo on the project
site, on the mitigation sites, along
University Creek or within the West Sunset
off-site improvement area. Table 3.5-4
should be updated to reflect that the
potential for yellow-billed cuckoo to occur
is absent as suitable habitat is not presen_t._
In addition to discussion of Assembly Bill
32, the DEIS Climate Change analysis
should also discuss Senate Bill 32, which
sets state-mandated reduction targets in
greenhouse gas ("GH G") emissions.
The DEIS indicates that Mitigation
Measure AQ-2a would not reduce the
effect of GHG emissions. This statement is
unclear. Perhaps it is inten ded to mean that
it won't reduce the effect to a less-thansignificant level?
The second to the last sentence in the first
full paragraph on this page should be
revised as follows:
Thus, the No Action alternative would not
change the overall amount of water in the
system, although it would alter when and
where it enters the creek.
The PCAPD recommended buffer of 2
miles from WWTP is intended to be used
as a screening tool. It is not a significance
threshold.
Consider defining the term "negligible" as
used in Mitigation Measure Noise-3b.
The second full sentence reads "T he
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DEIS, p. 4.3.1

.

amount of banked groundwater ob tained
through fallowing Reason Farms is
estimated to be 296,194 acre-feet (banking
assumed to occur in 94 years of 100 years
for a total of 3,151 acre-feet banked)." It
appears that is meant to mean 3, 151 acrefeet banked per year.
Under the P CCP, the replacement for lost
waters of the U.S. will be higher than 1:1.
Any waters filled would be more than
compensated. Therefore, net loss is
extremely conservative and does not reflect
what is being proposed by the applicant

We appreciate your consideration of our comments on the DEIS for the Project.
Should the Corps need further clarification from the Project applicant regarding any
aspect of the Project please do not hesitant to contact us.

Very truly yours,

Brian J. Plant

cc:

Kathy Pease, Management Advisory Services
Gregg McKenzie, Placer County
John Norman, Brookfield Sunset, LLC
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3.0 Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments

Letter E

Remy Moose Manley, LLP, Brian J. Plant, dated March 18, 2019

Response E-1
Mitigation Measures AR-1a and -1b have been revised to state that a final permittee-responsible
compensatory mitigation plan will be required prior to making a permit decision with respect to the
Proposed Action or an alternative. See Chapter 4.0, Errata.
The USACE notes that the Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of their PRMP and has informed
the USACE that they may propose the use of the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF
Program) to mitigate for unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered
species habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, a final compensatory mitigation proposal may include the use
of a Corps-approved mitigation bank, ILF Program, permittee-responsible mitigation, or a combination
thereof.
Response E-2
Long-term indirect impacts of Alternative 1, including those associated with the drainage channel, are
discussed in the Draft EIS. Note that long-term indirect effects are generally not expected to occur
because that channel would be part of the Southwest Preserve and would be fenced so that public access
to the channel or the preserved WOUS within the preserve would not be available. A maintenance road
that would run along the length of the channel will be required, which would be used by channel
maintenance crews. However, as with such channel maintenance roads, it is expected that its use would
be periodic and the entrance to the roadway would be locked. Regarding short-term construction air
quality and noise impacts from the construction of the drainage channel, text on page 3.4-21 of the Draft
EIS has been revised to acknowledge that there would be temporary construction-phase impacts on air
quality and noise. See Chapter 4.0, Errata.
The City’s fiscal analysis and the Applicant’s information regarding the practicability of Alternative 1 will
be considered by the USACE as it completes its Section 404(B)(1) alternatives analysis. The results of the
analysis will be documented in the Record of Decision (ROD).
Response E-3
The text referring to the applicable laws and regulations was inadvertently left in the impact chapters,
although the applicable laws and regulations were moved to Table 1.0-1 in Chapter 1.0, Introduction in
the Draft EIS. The commenter is referred to the table.
Response E-4
The definitions of direct and indirect effects are presented on page 3.0-3 in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIS.
As defined there, a direct effect is an effect caused by the action that occurs at the same time and place;
and an indirect effect is an effect that is caused by the action and occurs later in time or in a different
location than the action, but is still reasonably foreseeable. Since the Proposed Action is the authorization
to fill WOUS, all effects associated with the grading and filling of the WOUS are analyzed as direct effects
whereas effects that result from the construction of project buildings are considered indirect.
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Note that the Draft EIS text has been corrected for two effects. The grading and filling of WOUS would
result in a significant direct effect on the visual character of the site, because even if the rest of the
construction of the project did not occur, the grading and filling of WOUS would alter the visual
character of the project site as it would no longer display vernal pool vegetation during spring. Text on
page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIS has been revised. Please see Chapter 4.0 Errata.
The text related to the loss of important farmland on Draft EIS pages 3.2-10 through 3.2-12 has been
corrected to state that it would be a significant indirect effect. Please see Chapter 4.0 Errata.
Response E-5
The text on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIS has been corrected to reflect that the project parcels have been
annexed. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-6
The text on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIS has been corrected to reflect the right number of dwelling units.
Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-7
The text on page 2.0-11 describing the Placer Parkway project has been corrected per the comment. Please
see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-8
The construction of storm water detention facilities within the Al Johnson Wildlife Area would reduce the
area available for grazing, but it is anticipated that the upland areas would continue to be used for cattle
grazing.
Response E-9
As stated in the Draft EIS (page 3.2-9), “Impacts were assessed based on information contained in a
variety of sources. Farmland status of the project site and the mitigation sites was obtained from the
California DOC’s FMMP. As noted above, the entire 674-acre project site qualifies as Farmland of Local
Importance under the FMMP. Although development of the Proposed Action is anticipated to occur over
a period of time, this analysis assumes that ultimately all farmland within the development footprint of
each alternative would be eventually converted to non-agricultural uses. The development footprint of
the Proposed Action, and each alternative, was superimposed on the FMMP map for the project site to
estimate the acres of farmland that would be converted to urban uses.” Based on that methodology, the
Draft EIS concluded that 517 acres of farmland would be converted to urban uses.
Note that the project site is 674 acres, including 49 acres set aside for the Placer Parkway. The Proposed
Action includes approximately 337 acres of residential uses, 51 acres of commercial uses, 17 acres of
public/quasi-public uses (such as schools), 22 acres of parks, 38 acres of open space, and 52 acres of
roadways right–of-ways and landscape corridors for a total of 517 acres. About 108 acres of the site
would be preserved and the preserves would continue to be grazed. The USACE was unable to
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determine how the City of Roseville estimated in its EIR that the Applicant’s proposed project would
convert 636 acres of farmland.
With regard to the change in the numbers reported in the Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS) versus the
Draft EIS, the USACE’s consultant conducted a final check of the acreage that would be developed versus
acreage that would be preserved and not developed and revised the numbers accordingly.
Response E-10
Please see Response E-9 above.
Response E-11
Impact AQ-2 refers to the effect of the operational emissions that would result from the Proposed Action
and alternatives. Since the USACE’s approval would be limited to the filling of WOUS, the emissions that
would result from the occupancy of the developed site are considered indirect emissions and the effect of
those emissions is characterized as an indirect effect of the Proposed Action. Accordingly, the Draft EIS
notes that the Proposed Action’s effect related to these operational emissions would be a significant,
indirect effect.
Response E-12
The comment regarding the presence of wetlands on the Mourier West property is noted.
Response E-13
The Draft EIS does acknowledge that compensatory mitigation will be provided for WOUS that are
indirectly affected by the Proposed Action. Table 3.4-4 shows the acres of WOUS that would be indirectly
affected and corresponding compensatory mitigation to offset those effects, as proposed by the Applicant.
Response E-14
The footnote to Table 3.4-3 has been revised to clarify that the WOUS within the future Placer Parkway
alignment would not be filled by the Proposed Action. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-15
The text on Draft EIS page 3.4-15 has been revised as requested in the comment. Please see Chapter 4.0,
Errata.
Response E-16
The comment is noted. USACE has determined that no change to the Draft EIS is needed.
Response E-17
The comment is noted. USACE has determined that no change to the table title in the Draft EIS is needed.
Response E-18
Table 3.4-7a in the ADEIS showed that 15.29 acres of WOUS would be avoided and/or preserved. The
Draft EIS shows that 13.59 acres would be preserved. The difference is due to the 1.71 acres of WOUS in
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the Northern Avoidance Area, which are considered “avoided,” rather than “preserved,” because the
Northern Avoidance Area would not be preserved under a conservation easement.
The text in the second paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.4-17 has been revised per the comment. Please see
Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-19
The channel path under Alternative 1 was designed to carry stormwater to University Creek while
maintaining a downhill slope and minimizing impacts to aquatic resources. This alignment could not be
designed to keep all permanent structures 50 feet from existing wetlands within the proposed preserve.
Response E-20
Draft EIS Table 3.5-4 has been revised to indicate that yellow-billed cuckoo is unlikely to occur as suitable
habitat is not present. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-21
References to SB 32 have been added to the text on page 3.6-13 of the Draft EIS. Please see Chapter 4.0,
Errata.
Response E-22
The Draft EIS notes that despite mitigation, there would be a significant indirect impact related to
greenhouse gas emissions.
Response E-23
The text on page 3.1-10 has been revised in response to the comment. Please see Chapter 4.0, Errata.
Response E-24
The USACE acknowledges that the 2-mile buffer from a wastewater treatment plant is not a significance
threshold but a screening tool set forth by the PCAPCD. The USACE is not using the suggested buffer as
a significance threshold but is finding that due to the reduced distance between the wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) and the project site, there is a potential that a land use conflict could result as the reduced
distance makes it more likely that the project site residents would be exposed to odors from the WWTP.
Please note that both the EIR prepared by the City and the Draft EIS section on air quality impacts
conclude that there would be a significant odor impact on the project site residents due to the proximity
of the WWTP and the regional landfill.
Response E-25
The term “negligible,” as used on Draft EIS page 3.13-20 to describe the traffic noise effect after
mitigation, is the equivalent of the term “less than significant.” After mitigation, the increase in traffic
noise on Sunset Boulevard due to project traffic would be less than 0.4 dB which would not be a
perceptible increase.
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Response E-26
The text on page 3.16-20 of the Draft EIS has been revised per the comment. Please see Chapter 4.0,
Errata.
Response E-27
Based on a cumulative impact analysis conducted by the USACE of past, present and reasonably
foreseeable development projects within the portion of Placer County covered by the PCCP, the USACE
concluded that there would be a net loss of 126 acres of waters, primarily due to inadequate mitigation
provided by past permitted projects. The Draft EIS is not suggesting that the net loss would be due to the
implementation of the PCCP. The USACE acknowledges that the replacement ratios in the PCCP are
higher than 1:1. The Draft EIS notes that based on the Applicant’s 2018 draft PRMP, the proposed
compensatory mitigation ratio for vernal pool preservation would be 1.36:1 and restoration would be
1.5:1, and the compensatory mitigation ratio for all other restoration of aquatic resources would be 1.5:1,
mirroring the ratios proposed in the PCCP. According to the Applicant’s updated September 2019 draft
PRMP, the proposed mitigation ratios for direct impacts range from 1.83:1 to 3.8:1 for Phase 1 impacts
and 1.13:1 to 2.6:1 for future phases of project impacts.
The USACE notes that the Applicant has further evaluated the feasibility of their PRMP and has informed
the USACE that they may propose the use of the Western Placer County In-Lieu Fee Program (ILF
Program) to mitigate for unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to aquatic resources and endangered
species habitat. As stated in the Draft EIS, a final compensatory mitigation proposal may include the use
of a Corps-approved mitigation bank, ILF Program, permittee-responsible mitigation, or a combination
thereof.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE SPK-2004-00888

3.0-42

Amoruso Ranch Project Final EIS
December 2019

4.0
4.1

ERRATA

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS

This chapter shows revisions to the Draft EIS, subsequent to the document’s publication and public
review. The revisions are presented in the order in which they appear in the Draft EIS and are identified
by page number in respective chapters. These revisions are shown as excerpts from the Draft EIS.
Strikethrough (strikethrough) text indicates deletions and underlined (underlined) text indicates
additions.

ES

Executive Summary

The last paragraph on page ES-5 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows:
The land use assessment addresses the potential for conflict with adopted local plans under the Proposed
Action and each of the alternatives. Since the project site will be annexed into the City of Roseville, tThe
applicable plans are the City of Roseville General Plan; the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) Blueprint; and, the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS).
Section ES-5 on page ES-8 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows:
Areas of Controversy
NEPA regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.12) require that a summary of an EIS identify areas of
controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. During the
public comment period for the Notice of Intent, with the exception of a comment letter from the USEPA,
no comment letters were received regarding the project. There are no areas of potential controversy
known to the Corps or the Applicant.
The August 4, 2016, letter from the USEPA contained comments requesting a comprehensive alternatives
analysis, in compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. USEPA also requested a detailed analysis of the
Proposed Action’s effects on water supply, groundwater, biological resources, air quality, traffic, and
climate change. All of USEPA’s comments were considered in the preparation of this Draft EIS.
Acting as a cooperating agency, the City of Roseville submitted a letter to the USACE on November 18,
2018 stating that Alternative 1, which would modify the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan to reduce the area
of development and the number of dwelling units and commercial development on the site, would have
a significant impact on the City in terms of revenue, and time and costs involved in processing the
entitlements, as well as affect other stakeholders and their planning efforts. That alternative would not be
supported or approved by the City.

1.0

Introduction

The third paragraph on page 1.0-2 is revised as follows:
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The City of Roseville (City), acting as the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), completed an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan (ARSP) in
June 2016. The application for annexation of project parcels to bring the proposed development within
City limits was submitted to the Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) in 2016.
The City and County are in the process of finalizing approved the tax share agreement before annexation
can occur in November 2018, and annexation was approved by LAFCO in November 2018 and became
effective in December 2018.
The last paragraph on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows.
The Proposed Action is defined as a “large scale” master-planned community project because it would
develop approximately 674 acres of land and provide up to 2,827 2,826 dwelling units. The Proposed
Action is proposed as a “mixed-use” community as it comprises not only residential but also commercial
uses, public and quasi-public uses, parks, and open space. The residential component of the project,
which includes a range of housing types and residential densities, is proposed to help meet the
foreseeable regional housing demand based on Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG’s)
projections in the February 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that the region will add 811,000
people by 2036. The Proposed Action is designed to help serve the diverse housing needs of the region
and assist the City of Roseville (City) in planning for its share of housing. The State of California
mandates that communities prepare a plan to meet their “regional housing needs allocation” or (RHNA).
An important component of the City’s General Plan Housing Element is the identification of sites for
future housing development and an evaluation of the adequacy of these sites in fulfilling the City’s share
of the RHNA.

2.0

Project Description

The text on page 2.0-4 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows:
Land uses surrounding the project site consist mainly of agricultural lands located in unincorporated
Placer County. The majority of the land adjacent to the project site has been either planned for
development within the City of Roseville or is currently being planned for urban development within the
County. Unincorporated agricultural land and a rural subdivision (Toad Hill Ranches) are located
directly to the north of the project site. The land immediately north of the project site is within an area
that Placer County proposes to incorporate into the Sunset Area Plan. Unincorporated land located
directly to the to the east that is currently utilized for grazing is planned for development (pending Placer
Ranch Specific Plan including a California State University, Sacramento campus for approximately 30,000
students and Sunset Area Plan update). The Gleason Property, an unincorporated parcel that is actively
used for cattle grazing, is located directly to the west. Within the City of Roseville, the Al Johnson
Wildlife Area, which is owned by the City and planned for future regional storm water retention, is
located to the southwest while lands proposed for development under the Creekview Specific Plan (CSP)
and West Roseville Specific Plan (WRSP) are located to the south and southeast, respectively.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE SPK-2004-00888

4.0-2

Amoruso Ranch Project Final EIS
December 2019

4.0 Errata

The text on page 2.0-11 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows:
•

Placer Parkway – Placer Parkway is a planned limited access 15-mile highway that would
provide an east/west connection between Highway 65 near Roseville and Highway 99 near the
Sacramento International Airport (SMF). Although separately funded and not a part of the
Proposed Action, the alignment of Placer Parkway extends through the northern portion of the
project site, encompassing approximately 49 acres. Within the project site, both Westbrook
Boulevard and Road G are proposed to cross Placer Parkway. Road G, a two-lane residential
roadway, is proposed to be an underpass to Placer Parkway, and Westbrook Boulevard would be
an interchange at-grade intersection until at Placer Parkway is constructed, at which time it
would become an underpass to the parkway. Land has also been set aside for a potential future
grade separated interchange between Placer Parkway and Westbrook Boulevard. Other than the
potential interchange, the remainder of the alignment of Placer Parkway through the project site
would be at grade.

The text on page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows:
2.4.7

Required Permits and Approvals

Permits and approvals that are or may be required to construct and operate the Proposed Action, or an
alternative to the Proposed Action, are summarized below. The text below also identifies the sections of
the EIS where additional information regarding these permits and approvals can be found.
Federal Approvals
•

Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit from the Corps (see Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and
Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).

•

Endangered Species Act, Section 7 and/or Section 10 consultation and authorization from USFWS
(see Section 3.4, Biological Resources).

State Approvals
•

Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).

•

Clean Water Act, Section 402 coverage under NPDES Construction General Permit from
CVRWQCB (see Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).

•

Master Reclamation permit for recycled water delivery and use from PGWWTP (see Section 3.13,
Public Services, and Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems).

•

California Endangered Species Act/California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 take
authorization from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (see Section 3.4,
Biological Resources).

•

California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW
(see Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).

Local Approvals (for an alternative other than Proposed Action)
•

General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Rezone and additional CEQA review
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3.1

Aesthetics

The discussion of direct and indirect effects on visual character from construction activities associated
with Proposed Action on Draft EIS page 3.1-5 is revised as follows:
Proposed

The Proposed Action, as well as Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, would substantially degrade

Action, Alts. 1,

the visual character of the site by constructing large-scale, mixed-use master planned

2, 3

communities on the project site that would increase the amount of land developed on
the project site by 57 to 72 percent, compared to the No Action alternative. These
alternatives would set aside less open space acreage (92 to 142 acres) than the No Action
alternative, resulting in a substantially greater build-out of the project site. Based on the
significance criteria listed above, and for the same reasons discussed under the No
Action alternative, the indirect effect on the visual character of the site would be
significant. No feasible mitigation measures are available that would reduce the effect
to a negligible level. Thus, a significant indirect effect to the visual character of the site
would occur under the Proposed Action, or Alternative 1, 2, or 3. No direct effects to the
visual character of the site were identified. The Proposed Action and Alternatives 1, 2,
and 3 would also result in a direct effect on the visual character of the project site
because the grading and filling of the WOUS would eliminate vernal pool vegetation
which blooms in spring and contributes to the aesthetic character of the site. This would
be a significant direct effect on the visual character of the site for which no mitigation
is available.
As noted above, the construction of seasonal wetlands and/or wildlife habitat within the
mitigation sites may provide the public with a beneficial long-term effect on the visual
character of the area, such that the constructed, enhanced, and/or restored habitat may
display aesthetically and visually pleasing seasonal wetland flora and fauna at certain
times of the year. Although there could be some short-term visual direct and indirect
effects as a result of grading activities associated with mitigation construction, those
would be limited in extent and temporary. Thus, direct or indirect effects related to the
visual character of the mitigation sites would be negligible.

3.2

Agricultural Resources

The text on page 3.2-4 of the Draft EIS has been corrected as follows:

3.2.2.6

Project Site – Existing Agricultural Uses

The project site is currently undeveloped and consists of annual grassland with areas of scattered
ephemeral wetlands. There are approximately 140 120 acres of irrigated pasture present in the
northeastern corner which consist of three 40-acre parcels that are rotated between irrigation, vacant
growth cycle, and grazing. Approximately 50 to 100 head of cattle currently graze on the project site. The
DOC classifies types of farmland by examining the farming use of the land and the area’s suitability for
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farming based on soil rating and classifies the entire 694.4 674-acre project site as Farmland of Local
Importance, which signifies land of importance to the local agricultural economy (see Figure 3.2-1,
Farmland Classification – Project Site) (DOC 2016). However, according to the NRCS land capability
system, soils on the project site range from Class III to Class IV, indicating moderate to severe limitations
that restrict the choice of crops and require moderate to careful management considerations. In addition,
the Storie Index rating for a majority of the soils on the site is Grade 3 (fair) and Grade 4 (poor) (City of
Roseville 2016).
The discussion of direct and indirect effects on agricultural resources on Draft EIS pages 3.2-10 through
3.2-12 is revised as follows:

Impact AG-1
No Action Alt.

Conversion of Agricultural Land
The soils within the project site are classified as Class III and IV soils based on the NRCS
land capability classification system, which have severe limitations for agricultural
production (NRCS 2016). Similarly, based on the NRCS Storie Index, a majority of the
project site consists of Grade 4 soils, which are poorly suited for agriculture (NRCS 2016).
Because of the limitation of the site soils, the project site is almost entirely used for cattle
grazing and is not suitable for agricultural production. However, the entire project site is
classified as Farmland of Local Importance under the FMMP. Farmland of Local
Importance qualifies as Important Farmland.
The No Action alternative would develop 317 acres of land on the site with urban uses and
preserve about 308 acres as open space; thus, this alternative would result in the
conversion of approximately 317 acres of Important Farmland to urban uses. Lands
preserved as open space would continue to be used as grazing land. While the project site
does not provide opportunities for prime agricultural production due to its poor soils, the
No Action alternative would preclude any grazing or agricultural use of about 317 acres in
the future. The loss of this Important Farmland would be a significant indirect effect.
Mitigation Measure AG-1 would require the Applicant to preserve one acre of open space
within Placer County for each acre of agricultural/grazing land impacted within the project
site. This shall be accomplished through the recordation of conservation easements that
result in the formation of preserve lands (each a “mitigation property or “preserve site”
and collectively, “mitigation lands” or “preserve lands”). This measure is essentially the
same as Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 in the ARSP EIR and is highly likely to be imposed and
enforced by the City of Roseville to reduce this effect. Pursuant to this mitigation measure,
the Applicant would preserve 317 acres of agricultural/grazing land, at an off-site location,
to reduce adverse effects to agricultural resources. No indirect effects on agricultural
resources were identified.
As no wetland mitigation would be necessary under the No Action alternative, there
would be no temporary or permanent impact on agricultural resources at the three wetland
mitigation sites. No direct or indirect effects related to agricultural resources were
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identified for the mitigation sites.
Proposed

The Proposed Action would construct a large-scale, mixed-use development on the project

Action

site and would convert 517 acres of Farmland of Local Importance to urban use and
preserve about 108 acres of open space. Based on the significance criteria listed above, and
for the reasons discussed under the No Action alternative; indirect effects to agricultural
resources under the Proposed Action would be significant.
Mitigation Measure AG-1, as discussed above, is the same as Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 in
the ARSP EIR and has been imposed on the Proposed Action by the City. This measure
requires the Applicant to compensate for converting Important Farmland by preserving
one acre of open space within Placer County for each acre of agricultural/grazing land
impacted within the project site. Pursuant to this measure, the Applicant would preserve
517 acres of agricultural/grazing land, at an off-site location, to reduce adverse effects on
agricultural resources under the Proposed Action. No indirect effects on agricultural
resources were identified.
The construction of seasonal wetlands and/or wildlife habitat within the mitigation sites
would involve grading and land modification activities. After construction, grazing would
occur on each of the mitigations sites, which is a requirement under the Applicant’s draft
permittee-responsible compensatory wetlands mitigation plan. As result, each of the
mitigation sites would retain its farmland classification although the farmland
classification on the Skover site may change from Unique Farmland to Farmland of Local
Importance as rice production would cease on the site. For this reason, no direct or indirect
effects related to agricultural resources were identified for the mitigation sites.

Alts. 1, 2, 3

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would also construct large-scale, mixed-use developments on the
project site and convert approximately 484 to 529 acres of Important Farmland to urban use
and preserve about 92 to 142 acres of open space. Based on the significance criteria listed
above, and for the same reasons discussed under the No Action alternative, this indirect
effect would be significant.
Mitigation Measure AG-1, as discussed above, is highly likely to be imposed and enforced
by the City of Roseville to reduce this effect of Alternatives 1 through 3. It would require
the Applicant to compensate for converting Important Farmland by preserving one acre of
open space within Placer County for each acre of agricultural/grazing land impacted
within the project site. Pursuant to this measure, the Applicant would preserve 484 to 529
acres of agricultural/grazing land, at an off-site location, to reduce adverse effects on
agricultural resources under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. No indirect effects on agricultural
resources were identified.
The construction of seasonal wetlands and/or wildlife habitat within the mitigation sites
would involve grading and land modification activities. Based on the significance criteria
listed above, and for the same reasons discussed under the No Action alternative, no direct
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or indirect effects related to agricultural resources were identified for the mitigation sites.

3.4

Aquatic Resources

Footnote 3 in Table 3.4-3 has been revised as follows:
Table 3.4-3
Proposed Action Impacts to Aquatic Resources (in Acres)

Aquatic Resource Type

Preserved
WOUS

Avoided
WOUS

Proposed Action
Affected WOUS

NAPOTS
WOUS

Total1

Vernal Pool and Seasonal Wetlands
Vernal Pool

5.57

0.19

3.01

1.04

9.82

Seasonal Wetland

1.16

0.20

2.91

0.56

4.83

Seasonal Wetland Swale

5.02

1.31

10.48

2.96

19.77

--

--

<0.01

--

<0.01

Other Waters
Farmed Wetland
Marsh

1.82

--

1.82

Ephemeral Drainage

<0.01

---

--

--

<0.01

Intermittent Drainage

1.84

--

0.08

--

1.92

Seasonal Creek

--

--

0.04

--

0.04

Stock Pond

--

--

0.36

--

0.36

13.59

1.71

18.70

4.56

38.56

Total

Source: ECORP 2018
1 The acreage value for each feature has been rounded to the nearest 1/100 decimal. Summation of these values may not equal
the total potential Waters of the U.S. acreage reported.
2. Includes Waters of the U.S. within the West Sunset Boulevard right-of-way and the offsite Al Johnson Wildlife Area
improvements area.
3. The table reports WOUS within the NAPOTS (Placer Parkway alignment) for completeness. These waters would not be
affected filled by the Proposed Action.

The text of the first full paragraph on page 3.4-15 of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows:
Table 3.4-4, Summary of Proposed Mitigation, presents acres of aquatic resources that
would be affected under the Proposed Action and acres of aquatic resources that would
be preserved, restored, and/or re-established under the Applicant’s draft PRMP.
According to the draft PRMP, the Applicant proposes to preserve approximately 38.89 a
minimum of 24.61 acres of existing aquatic resources, both on and off site, and restore up
to 18.6 28.06 acres of aquatic resources within the three off-site mitigation properties.
Components of the draft PRMP are described below.
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The text of the second paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.4-17 has been revised as follows:
Long Term Indirect Effects
As noted above, the Proposed Action includes the Northern Avoidance Area and two
Open Space Preserves in the southern portion of the project site. The Northern
Avoidance Area is located adjacent to the Placer Parkway alignment in the northeastern
portion of the project site and is not designated a preserve. Although the 1.71 acres of
WOUS present within this avoidance area would not be filled by the proposed
development, the WOUS would experience indirect effects because of changes in the
hydrology of these WOUS that receive runoff from irrigated pasture located in the
northeastern portion of the project site, a source that would be removed once that area is
developed. Furthermore, the WOUS within the avoidance area would not be buffered
have a limited 30-foot buffer from proposed development adjacent to the avoidance area
and would therefore experience edge effects. Lastly, the WOUS in this area would also
experience indirect effects during and following the construction of Placer Parkway.
The discussion of direct and indirect effects from construction activities associated with Alternative 1 on
Draft EIS pages 3.4-18 and 3.4-19 is revised as follows:
Alt. 1
(Southern
Avoidance)

Direct and Indirect Effects from Construction Activities
Alternative 1 (Southern Avoidance) is generally similar to the Proposed Action in
terms of its development footprint and the location of the planned Parkway
alignment (5,500-foot radii) through the project site. However, it differs from the
Proposed Action in two key respects: it does not include a North Avoidance Area in
the vicinity of the Parkway alignment; and, it expands (to the north) both the
Southwest and Southeast Preserves. As a result, additional clay flat vernal pool swale
complex would be avoided and not filled under this alternative. Therefore, compared
to the Proposed Action, direct and indirect effects on aquatic resources would be
reduced; although, when compared to the No Action alternative, effects to aquatic
resources would be greater.
As shown in Table 3.4-5, Alternative 1 Impacts to Aquatic Resources, this alternative
would involve filling approximately 15.20 acres of aquatic resources within the
project boundary, including off-site areas. Figure 3.4-2, Alternative 1 – Aquatic
Resources Impacts, shows the affected potential WOUS. Although the existing
aquatic resources have been historically disturbed, the discharge of dredged and/or
fill material into them and permanent loss of aquatic resource functions and services
would be a significant direct effect.
Additionally, indirect effects on aquatic resources are likely to occur as a result of
adjacent ground disturbing activities; specifically, activities and/or structures that
adversely affect water quality or alter the hydrology of the micro-watershed. This
could result in impairment and/or degradation of the functions and services of
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avoided and/or preserved aquatic resources, especially existing vernal pool
invertebrate habitat. Approximately 23.35 acres of preserved and/or avoided WOUS
within the project site could be indirectly affected in this manner under this
alternative.
As this alternative would involve the construction of a drainage channel across the
southern portion of the Southwest Preserve, there would be temporary air quality
and noise impacts from the construction activities associated with the channel. These
temporary indirect effects would not occur under the Proposed Action or the No
Action alternative.
As with the Proposed Action, the Applicant would put forth a draft PRMP which
may be used to compensate for unavoidable impacts on aquatic resources under this
alternative; however, the proposal is not final and may not fully compensate for both
direct and indirect impacts under this alternative. Mitigation Measure AR-1a would
be implemented, which requires compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to
aquatic resources, and ensures authorized activities result in no net loss of aquatic
resource functions and services.
As with the Proposed Action, there could be temporary impacts to aquatic resources
on the mitigation sites during the wetland restoration activities. However, any such
short term effects would be offset by the preservation and restoration of aquatic
resources on the mitigation sites.
The text of Mitigation Measures AR-1a and 1b on Draft EIS page 3.4-29 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure AR-1a:

Compensatory Mitigation for the
Unavoidable Loss of Potential Waters of the
U.S., including Wetlands
(Applicability – Proposed Action and
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3)

Prior to the approval of the Record of Decision the Corps making a permit decision for the
Proposed Action or an alternative, and in order to mitigate for the unavoidable loss of potential
waters of the U.S., including wetlands, the Applicant, in accordance with the mitigation
preference hierarchy outlined in 33 CFR § 332.3(b), shall purchase compensatory mitigation
credits from a Corps approved mitigation bank or In-lieu Fee (ILF) Program, and/or develop a
permittee-responsible mitigation and monitoring plan, consistent with Title 33 CFR § 332.4-7
and presented in the format of current guidance (e.g., Regional Compensatory Mitigation and
Monitoring Guidelines for the South Pacific Division, dated January 12, 2015, and Regulatory
Guidance Letter, dated October 10, 2008). Compensatory mitigation shall be implemented
prior to or concurrent with the occurrence of impacts. The Corps approved mitigation bank or
ILF Program shall be located within Placer County and shall include the project site within its
service area. In addition, in order to reduce cumulative impacts on aquatic resources within the
Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE SPK-2004-00888

4.0-9

Amoruso Ranch Project Final EIS
December 2019

4.0 Errata

watershed, the Applicant shall attempt to identify and utilize a mitigation bank located within
the same watershed as the proposed impacts. The Applicant shall provide written justification
demonstrating why the use of permittee-responsible compensatory mitigation is
environmentally preferable to a mitigation bank or ILF Program if the proposed impact site is
within the service area of a Corps approved mitigation bank or ILF Program, and the
mitigation bank and ILF Program has the appropriate number and type of aquatic resource
credits available (33 CFR § 332.3(b)). The permittee-responsible compensatory wetlands
mitigation plan may be developed using the PCCP mitigation strategy.
Within the Record of Decision for the Proposed Action or an alternative, the Corps shall
document its determination regarding the appropriate amount and type of compensatory
mitigation required to ensure no net loss of aquatic resource functions and services, based on a
number of factors, including: the functions of the resources being impacted; the difficulty of
replacing the specific resource; uncertainty and risk of failure; and, indirect impacts and
temporal loss.
Mitigation Measure AR-1b:

Preservation of On-Site and Off-Site
Wetlands and Other Potential Waters of the
U.S.
(Applicability – Proposed Action and
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3)

Avoided wetlands and other potential waters of the U.S., including vegetated buffers, within
the Southeast and Southwest Preserves on the project site shall be placed into separate
“preserve” parcels prior to commencing authorized activities. Prior to the Record of Decision
the Corps making a permit decision for the Proposed Action or an alternative, the Applicant
shall develop and submit to the Corps, for review and approval, a specific and detailed preserve
management plan for the on- and/or off-site preservation areas. The plan shall describe in detail
any activities that are proposed within the preserve areas and the long term funding and
maintenance and monitoring of each of the preserve areas. The Applicant shall install
temporary fencing around preserved wetlands to avoid inadvertent impacts from ongoing
construction near preserved wetlands. No roads, utility lines, outfalls, trails, benches,
firebreaks or other structures shall be constructed within the on- and/or off-site preserve areas,
unless specifically approved in writing by the Corps. Any preserve areas, located within the
City of Roseville, shall be subject to management by the City of Roseville in accordance with
the City’s OSPOMP.
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3.5

Biological Resources

The row corresponding to Western yellow-billed cuckoo in Draft EIS Table 3.5-4 has been revised as
shown below:
Common and
Scientific Names

Western yellowbilled cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

3.6

Status
Federal/
State/ Other

Habitat
Require
ments

Potential
to occur
on Project
Site

Potential to occur on off-site
Mitigation Properties

FT/CE/BCC

Dense
riparian
corridors

Absent;
suitable
habitat
not
present
on-site

Low potential; surveys or
habitat assessment not
conducted Absent; suitable
habitat not present on-site

Climate Change

The text on page 3.6-13 and -14 of the Draft EIS have been revised to include references to SB 32.
The estimated energy emissions in Table 3.6-7 do not account for reductions that will
result from future regulatory changes in California pursuant to AB 32 and SB 32. The
estimate of these emissions is not discounted to reflect the alternative-energy mandate of
SB 107, which requires electric utilities to provide at least 20 percent of its electricity
supply from renewable sources by 2010 and 30 percent by 2020. Because Roseville
Electric is still procuring enough renewable energy to meet this goal, the estimated rate
of GHG emissions from electricity is expected to decrease between now and 2020. In
addition, SB 1368 requires more stringent emissions performance standards for new
power plants, both in-state and out-of-state, that will supply electricity to California
consumers. Thus, implementation of SB 1368 would also reduce GHG emissions
associated with electricity consumption.
Further reductions are also expected from other regulatory measures that would be
developed under the mandate of AB 32 and SB 32. In general, the Scoping Plan focuses
on achieving the state’s GHG reduction goals with regulations that improve the
efficiency of motor vehicles and the production (and consumption) of electricity. Thus,
even with the implementation of no project-specific mitigation, the rate of GHG
emissions from development on the project site are projected to decrease in subsequent
years as the regulatory environment progresses under AB 32, SB 32, and other state laws
and regulations.

3.11

Hydrology and Water Quality

The text in the first full paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.11-10 is revised as follows:
The No Action alternative would result in less peak flows than the Proposed Action due
to its smaller development size and reduced amount of impervious surfaces. However,
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similar to the Proposed Action, off-site flooding or siltation would not occur during a
100-year, 24-hour event, but off-site flooding or siltation could occur during 2-year and
10-year events under the No Action alternative. This is a result of the deliberate routing
of water away from the Gleason property and Toad Hill Ranches, which is intended to
remediate flooding outside the 100-year floodplain, such as that which occurs in a 2- or
10-year storm event. Under pre-project conditions, this water would eventually drain to
University Creek downstream from the proposed location. Thus, the No Action
alternative would not change the overall amount of water in the system, although it
would alter when and where it enters the creek. These small increases in peak flow from
the 2- and 10-year events reflect the addition of flows that would normally negatively
impact off-site properties to the north.

3.16

Utilities and Service Systems

The text on Draft EIS pages 3.16-20 and -21 is revised as follows:
Similar to the No Action alternative, there is potential for the Proposed Action to use
groundwater during dry years. It is assumed that of the 17 years out of 100 that would
require some level of conservation, only 10 years would require groundwater pumping
after a 20 percent conservation level had been achieved. The estimated amount of
groundwater per year needed to augment surface water supplies would range from 0 to
16,226 afy, with 16,226 afy 1 of groundwater needed to meet demands in a zero BoR
delivery year with 20 percent demand reduction in force. Conservatively assuming the
City would need the maximum amount of groundwater supplies for all 10 years, the total
groundwater demand would be 162,260 acre-feet for the 100-year analysis period. The
amount of banked groundwater obtained through fallowing Reason Farms is estimated
to be 296,194 acre-feet (banking assumed to occur in 94 years of 100 years for a total of
3,151 acre-feet banked per year). After subtracting both the amount of groundwater used
for emergency backup, if recycled water supply is not available, and the amount used in
dry years from the amount of banked groundwater, 133,714 acre-feet would remain in
the groundwater basin. Additionally, with the abandonment of the three existing wells
onsite, the actual amount of water banked each year would be greater. Based on the
significance criteria listed above, and as discussed under the No Action alternative, no
direct or indirect effects on groundwater under the Proposed Action were identified.

1

31,500 afy (amount of CVP supply available at buildout with 0 percent USBR supply)- 47,726 afy (20 percent of
59,657 afy [normal demand]) = -16,081 afy
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