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PURPOSE OF THE SCOPING MEETING

On April 16, 2008, the City of Roseville and the U.S. Army Corps of Eagineers held a joint
public scoping meeting regarding the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, for the following pusposes:

¢ Inaccordance with Public Resources Code Section 21083.9, the City solicited public
comments on the project’s Bnvironmental Impact Report, Annexation, Sphere of
Influence Amendment, and General Plan Amendment.

o ‘The Corps of Engineers solicited public comments on the project under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act. 'The Sierra Vista Specific Plan project has applied for a
Department of Army Permit uader Section 404 for the discharge of dredged or fill
material in waters of the United States,

Three documents were released to the public on March 28, 2008, noticing the process and
announcing the public scoping meeting;

1. Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Meeting on the Sierra Vista Specific Plan,
Annexation, Sphere of Influence Amendment, and General Plan Amendment
project, issued by the City of Roseville on March 28, 2008, (Appendix A)

2. Notce of Intent T'o Prepare an Envisonmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Sierra Vista Specific Plan Project, Corps permit Application Number 200601050,
issued by the Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DOD, in the
Federal Register/Vol. 73, No. 61/Friday, March 28, 2008/Notices. (Appendix B)

3. Public Notice Number 200601050, Notice of application for a Depﬁrtment of Army
permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (11S) and Notice of Public Scoping Workshops
for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan project, issued by the US Army Cotps of Fingineers,
Sacramento District, March 28, 2008. (Appendix C)

MEETING PROCESS AND RESULTS

The scoping meeting was noticed in local newspapers and with letters to local agencies and
stakeholders. It took place in Meetings Rooms 1 and 2 at City Hall, City of Roseville, 311
Vernon Street, from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. on April 16, 2008.

The meeting was planned by a staff team from the City of Roseville Planning Department,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Public Affairs office, URS, Cortp., MIG, Inc., and the
Sierra Vista Landowner Group.

The meeting took place in a large conference room that was set up with exhibits consisting
of maps of the proposed project and a flow chart of the environmental process (both State
and Federal). Seating was arranged theater-style facing 2 screen at the front of the room,
Signs on the outside of the building showed attendees where to go within City Hall, A sign-



in table was placed just outside the meeting room. Also on the table were placed the agenda
for the meeting (Appendix D), a process graphic of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and National Bnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes (Appendix ), a
fact sheet about the project (Appendix F), and comment cards (Appendix G). The list of
attendees who signed in is shown in Appendix H (although some attendees declined to sign
in). Angela Kott, a court reporter from Paulson Reporting & Litigation Setvices, was
stationed neatby to take verbal comments privately before and after the formal presentation,
however there wete no comments made at either time.

The following staff team members attended the meeting and were available hefore and after
the formal presentation to talk with meeting attendees: '

City of Roseville
Kathy Pease
Nela Luken

Terri Shirhall
Mark Morse
John Sprague
Kellye McKinney
Chris Kraft

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Nancy Haley
Dave Killam

Channa Jenkins

URS
Denise Heick
Kathy Rushmore

Sierra Vista Landowner Group
Jeff Jones

The meeting started at 5:00 p.m. with an open house. At 5:20 p.m., Nancy Kays of MIG,
Inc., who was the meeting moderator, called the attendees together for the formal
presentation. She explained the purpose of the meeting, briefly covered the agenda and -
introduced the speakers. She said that the comments could be received in several ways: (1)
verbal comments at the scoping meeting, (2) on comment cards to be turned in at the
meeting or sent to URS by April 29, 2008, or (3) to the court reporter after the presentation.

The meeting was then turned over to Kathy Pease of the City of Roseville, who began the
PowetPoint presentation (Appendix I). She reviewed the project application and outlined the
environmental review process. Nancy Haley of the Corps of Engineets then covered the
NEPA Section 404 process for this project, as well as related approvals. Finally, Denise
Heick of URS made a presentation on the CEQA and NEPA processes and the content of
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)
analyses that will be conducted on the project. She also covered the differences between the
two processes and the use of alternatives analysis.



Naney Kays then asked if there were any questions or comments from the attendees. There
was one question, that was answered by Denise Heick (Appendix ] is a transcript). The
tormal portion of the meeting wrapped up with a PowerPoint slide of where to obtain mote
project information.

After the formal presentation, attendees were encouraged to stay to look at the project maps
and discuss them with the stalf members in an open house format.,

The meeting concluded at about 6:45 p.m. No comment cards were turned in at the meeting.

Comments submitted after the meeting but before the April 29 deadline are shown in
Appendices K and 1.



| APPENDIX A.
CITY OF ROSEVILLE NOTICE OF PREPARATION



LE PLANNING & REVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
i A 311 Vernon Sireel, Roseville, CA 95678 (916) 774-5434

Notice of Preparation
and
Public Scoping Meeting

To: Interested Persons

From: City of Roseville

Date: March 28, 2008

Subject: Notice of Public Scoping Meeting and Notice of Preparation of an

Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Sierra Vista Specific
Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence Amendment, and General Plan
Amendment Project

Project Title/File Number; Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence Amendment,
and General Plan Amendment Project

File numbers: SPA-000024, DA-000029, GPA-000034, RZ-000037,
ANN-000002

NOP Comment Period: Written Comments are due no later than April 29, 2008 by 5:00 p.m.

Public Scoping Meeting:  In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21083.9, notice is
hereby given that the City of Roseville will conduct a public scoping
meeting on Wednesday, April 16, 2008 from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. atthe
City of Roseville Civic Center (Meeting Rooms 1 and 2), 311 Vernon
Street, Roseville, California 95678.

Project Location: West of Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road to approximately ¥ mile
west of the intersection of Watt Avenue, and south of the West Roseville
Specific Plan

Project Applicant: Sierra Vista Landowner Group

Lead Agency Contact Kathy Pease, Senior Planner

Person: Planning & Redevelopment Department

City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 955678

(916) 774-5276

Fax: (916) 774-5219

Email: kpease@roseville.ca.us
Website: www.roseville.ca.us/planning

it should be noted that a separate Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for this project.
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1.0 Introduction

The City of Roseville (City} will be the lead agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence (SOI})
Amendment, and General Plan Amendment project (referred to herein as the “proposed
project”), which includes several project approvals listed in Section 4 of this Notice of
Preparation (NOP). This NOP has been issued to notify interested parties that an EIR will be
prepared, and to solicit feedback on the scope and content of the analysis in the EIR.

The proposed project description, vicinity map, and conceptual land use plan are provided in
this NOP. In addition, the City has prepared an Initial Study/Environmental Checklist for the
proposed project to identify potential environmentat impacts. The City has determined that the
proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment; therefore, an EIR is
required. A copy of the Initial Study is attached to this NOP.

NOP Comment Period: Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response to this
NOP must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later than 30 days after March 28, 2008
(the date this notice was first posted). Please submil comments to City of Roseville no later
than April 29, 2008. Please provide written comments to:

Kathy Pease, Senior Planner

Planning & Redevelopment Department
City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Phone: (916) 774-5276

Fax: {916) 774-5219

Email: kpease@roseville.ca.us

Public Scoping Meeting: A Public Scoping Meeting will be held on April 16, 2008 in connection
with the proposed project to receive comments from interested parties regarding the issues that
should be addressed in the EIR. The time and location of the Public Scoping Meeting is
provided on the first page of this NOP.

It should be noted that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be preparing a separate EIS for
wetland permits required for the proposed project in compliance with NEPA. Thé Public
Scoping Meeting will be a joint meeting for both the EIR and E1S. Separate notices will be sent
out regarding the NEPA process.

2.0 Regulatory Background

This document provides notification that an EIR will be prepared for the proposed project. This
NOP has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmenta!l Quality Act (CEQA),
Public Resources Code Division 13 Section 21000 et seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines,
Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. According to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064, an EIR must be prepared if it is delermined there is substantial evidence in light
of the whole record that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment.

This NOP describes the proposed project in Section 3, and project approvals in Section 4. The
probable environmental effects of the proposed project based on the Initial Study and the
proposed scope of analysis for the EIR are identified in Section 5. Section 6 discusses the
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project alternatives analysis, and Section7 discusses the cumulative impacts analysis.
Section 8 references previous studies and reports used in this analysis.

3.0 Project Description

The Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) is a proposed specific plan project encompassing
approximately 2,178 acres in western Placer County. The proposed project would include
development of a mix of land uses, including residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public,
and open space uses, and parks. Details regarding the project are provided below.

3.1 Project Location

The 2,178-acre proposed SVSP site (or project site) is in unincorporated Placer County
immediately west and south of the City of Roseville’s existing City limits. The project site is
located approximately 6 miles west of Interstate 80 and State Route 65, 10 miles northeast of
the City of Sacramento, 10 miles east of State Route 99, 5 miles west of downtown Roseville,
and 4 miles east of the Sutter County line. Figures 1 and 2 provide a vicinity map and
topographic map of the project site, respectively.

The proposed projebt site is west of Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road to approximately
2 mile west of the intersection of Watt Avenue, and south of the West Roseville Specific Plan area,

The maijority of the proposed project site is within the City’s Sphere of Influence (S01), which
was expanded in 2004 as part of the West Roseville Specific' Plan (WRSP) annexation.
Concurrent with the WRSP annexation, the City's SOl was amended to align with the boundary
of the 5,500-acre Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Transition Area between the City and
Placer County. The MOU Transition Area was established in 1997 to foster cooperative land
use planning, and applies to the area 2 miles west of Fiddyment Road and north of Baseline
Road {Figure 1). The approval by the Local Agency Formation Commission {(LAFCO) of the
S0l expansion constituted recognition by both the City and Placer County that the remainder of
the MOU Transition Area was a likely future growth area for the City. The MOU sets forth
additional requirements for processing project approvals, including submittal of certain
information, input by the Placer County Board of Supervisors regarding annexations, adherence
to minimum development standards, and mitigation of traffic impacts. Approximately 487 acres
of the SVSP are west of the City’'s MOU and SOI boundary, and therefore, one action of the
proposed project would also include a SOI amendment. Figure 1 is a map showing the City's
current boundary as well as the SOl and MOU boundary as it pertains to the SVSP site.

The assessor parcel numbers for the project site include:

017-150-001 (portion), 017-150-002, 017-150-008, 017-150-009, 017-150-011 (portion),
017-150-012, 017-150-019, 017-150-020, 017-150-023, 017-150-024, 017-150-025,
017-150-026, 017-150-027, 017-150-029, 017-150-030, 017-150-031, 017-150-032,
017-150-033, 017-150-034, 017-150-035, 017-150-036, and 017-150-039

3.2 Project Setting

The majority of the proposed project site is undeveloped and has historically been used for
agricultural or grazing activities. Current land uses include four large-iot single-family
residences, generally in the central and southwestern portion of the project site, and other
smaller structures along Baseline Road associated with ongoing dry farming agricultural

RA08 Sierra Vista\ANQP_IS.doc -3-



production activities. In addition, strawberry fields are present in two small areas of the project
site along Baseline Road.

The Placer County General Plan currently = designates most of the site as
Agriculture/Timberland, 80-acre minimum, although a few parcels have a 20-acre minimum
designation. The project site is characterized by gently rolling topography and large, open
annual grassland areas. The site’s natural features include Curry Creek, which traverses the
southern portion of the site in a westerly direction, crossing south of Baseline Road for a
distance, and ultimately crossing back north, traversing the western edge of the project site,

Seasonal wetlands, including vernal pools and seasonal drainages, are aiso scattered
throughout the site. A number of trees (approximately 80) are present on the project site. The
majority of the trees are primarily along the Curry Creek corridor in the southwestern portion of
the project site. Most of these trees are cottonwoods and willows, with the exception of five
interior live oaks regulated by the City's Tree Ordinance.

The Western Area Power Administration (WAPA} and Sacramento Municipal Utility District have
a combined 375-foot-wide easement (WAPA corridor) that generally extends in an east-west
direction through the center of the project site. Several constraints are present within this
corridor, including multiple high-tension power lines and associated towers. These structures
are significant manmade features on the project site and will remain as part of WAPA's northern
California energy transmission infrastructure system. In addition, there is a 50-foot-wide
electrical easement that extends in a north-south direction through a portion of the project site.
These two transmission line carridors are shown on Figure 2.

The California Department of Conservation classifies the project site as Farmland of Local
Importance. '

3.3 Surrounding Land Uses

Land uses east and north of the project site include urbanized areas of newly developing and
planned development projects consisting of residential units of varying densities with mixed-use,
commercial, employment, open space, and public uses, and parks. The following are
development projects adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the project site.

= North Roseville Specific Plan Phase 2 (approved, built) — Directly east of the
project site. Consists of a 160-acre low-density residential (716 units) commiunity
with an elementary school, 9-acre park, and an electrical substation that supports
loca) electric service. '

. West Roseville Specific Plan (approved, under construction) — Directly north of
the project site. Consists of a 3,100-acre residential community supplemented
by a mix of support and employment uses (8,500 dwelling units, 200 acres of
commercialloffice development, and 980 acres of public facilities including open
space). The City is currently considering an amendment to the West Rosevilie
Specific Plan that could add approximately 1,200 dwelling units, raising the
Plan’s buildout to 9,700 dwelling units.

. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan — Within unincorporated Placer County, directly south

of the project site. This was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in June
2007, though the proponents have not yet obtained the federal permits they need to
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develop. Consists of a proposed 5,230-acre development that would include
approximately 14,132 residential units, 422 acres of employment centers, 140 acres
of retail commercial centers, and 930 acres of new parks and open space.

. Regional University Specific lan {proposed) -- Northwest of the project site.

' Consists of a proposed 1,136-acre development project that would support
‘development of a university campus and an adjoining community. The university
is planned to accommodate approximately 6,000 students, and the community
would include 3,232 residential units of varying densities with mixed-use,
commercial, employment, open space, and public uses, and parks.

. Creekview Specific Plan (proposed for annexation to the City of Roseville) —
West of the City of Roseville and north of project site. Consists of a proposed
o70-acre project with approximately 2,700 residential units and mixed
commercial uses. The project would also include a Sphere of Influence
Amendment for a portion of the City’'s Reason Farms Pan Handle, which could
accommodate a university or job center in the future.

Given its proximity to existing urban areas, jobs, and infrastructure, the SVSP is consistent with
the Blueprint Project Preferred Growth Scenario adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) in December 2004. In June 2005, the City of Roseville embraced
SACOG's preferred Blueprint growth scenario by adopting implementation Strategies to guide

both infill and greenfield development projects in Roseville, consistent with SACOG's vision for
the region.

3.4 Project Applicant

The proposed project Applicant is the Sierra Vista Landowner Group. The Sierra Vista
Landowner Group consists of the following entities: CGB Investments; D.F. Properties, Inc.;
Mourier Land Investment, Corporation; Mourier investments, LLC; KT Cormmunities: Richland
Planned Communities, Inc.; and Westpark LR, LLC. In addition, one 40-acre parcel in the
western portion of the project site is owned by a nonparticipating landowner and is not
controlled by the Applicant. With approval of the proposed project, this particular parcel would
be annexed hy the City and would be designated as Urban Reserve. When the owners of the
40-acre parcel decide to develop, they would be required to go through the zoning and
entitlement process and separate project-level environmental review.

3.5 Project Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the proposed project is to implement a large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density
master planned community in the City in accordance with the City's Guiding Principies related to
new development west of Roseville and Implementation Strategies to Achieve Blueprint Project
Objectives.  The proposed project is intended to provide for the orderly and systematic
- development of a mix of residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, and nonresidential uses.

The following objectives apply to the proposed project:

1. Complete Comprehensive Planning for a Portion of the SOl Area: Formulate
a specific plan and related land use planning documents and approvals for a
portion of the City’s current SOl as a means of expanding the City in an orderly
manner to accommodate Roseville's share of future regional population growth.
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10.

1.

Mix of Land Uses: Provide for a mix of land uses within the SVSP to create a
palanced community with approximately 9,995 residential units; 281 acres of
commercial, commercial mixed use, and business professional uses; along with
supporting public/quasi-public, open space and urban reserve uses, and parks.
This mix of uses shouid be tailored to anticipated market conditions not only for
housing product types, but also for nonresidential square footage.

Blueprint Consistency: Provide for development that meets the City’s nine

“identified Blueprint Implementation strategies to achieve the Blueprint Principles

adopted by the City Council in June 2005. Achieve project design characteristics
that are reflective of the general policy direction embodied in the City's adopted
General Plan Blueprint Implementation Strategies, including connectivity
belween neighborhoods commercial uses, and schools and parks. By focusing
development on lands adjacent to existing urban areas and infrastructure, the
Blueprint strives to reduce the pressure to urbanize other agricultural or habitat
tands within the greater Sacramento region, and thereby minimize long-term
environmental impacts within the region.

Commercial/Employment Center: Provide for retail/lcommercial and office
opportunities along key sub-regional transportation corridors such as. Baseline
Road and Watt Avenue.

Housing Opportunities: Plan for approximately 9,995 residential units to
provide housing choices in varying densities that respond to all market segments,
including opportunities for rental units and affordable housing consistent with the
City's General Plan.

MixedesewNodesr:wGreatefliva'ble,,n,e,i,ghb,o,r,ho,o,cis within the SVSP, with higher-

density development nodes anchored by commercial mixed-use centers that site
retail, office, and service opportunities in proximity to residential neighborhoods.

Regional Roadways: Provide for an extension of Watt Avenue along the
western portion of the SVSP and develop the frontage with a mixture of land
uses that take advantage of higher-density nodes around potential transit stops.
In addition, develop an easl-west roadway connection through the SVSP that
parallels Baseline Road, which provides an alternative travel route for SVSP
residents and enhances regional transportation systems.

Land Use and Transportation Integration: Provide for a mixture of land uses
along the Watt -Avenue and Baseline Road transportation corridors to take
advantage of higher-density nodes around potential transit stops.

CityWide Park Facilities: Plan for a citywide park facility: within the Plan Area
with compatible adjacent land uses that will support adult and youth sporting
programs.

Bicycle Facilities: Develop a system of Class | bikeway facilities that provide an
alternative transportation mode and connect with planned City bikeway facilities
to the north and east.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections: Provide connections throughout the
community in the east-west direction and north-south direction via a system of open
space and paseos, including connections to the West Roseville Specific Plan.
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12, Linking Public Use Areas: Provide schools and accompanying parks with links
to Plan-wide open spaces and residential neighborhoods.

13. Habitat Conservation; Develop the SVSP, to the extent feasible, consistent
with Placer County’s habitat conservation planning goals.

14. Positive Fiscal Impact: Include commercial and other tax-generating land uses

that will allow the project to have an overall positive fiscal impact on the City and
Placer County.

3.6 Project Overview

The project proposes a mix of land uses, organized in a manner to achieve the project
obiectives, including residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public, and open space uses,
and parks, with associated roads and infrastructure needed to serve these uses. The proposed
project will address all aspects of future development of the project site, including land use,
circulation, infrastructure, public services, implementation, and design characteristics. The
description set forth below reflects the details of the proposed project as of March 2008. |t is
possible that some of these details may change by the time the Draft EIR is issued.

3.6.1 Proposed Land Uses

As shown on Figure 3 and Table 1, SVSP’s conceptual land use plan includes low-, medium-,
and high-density residential uses; commercial mixed use; commercialfoffice mixed use:
community commercial; public/quasi-public; parks and recreation areas, open space, and
paseos; and two urban reserve areas.

At buildout, the proposed project would provide approximately 9,995 dwelling units, generating
approximately 25,219 new residents, and would add approximately 2,419,113 square feet of
retail and office uses, resulting in approximately 5,821 jobs. The project would also provide
sites for construction of four elementary schools, one middle school, and a fire station.

3.6.1.1 Residential Neighborhoods

Although there will be a wide variety of residential types within the SVSP, the units fall into three
density ranges consistent with the residential density ranges in the City of Roseville General
Plan: low, medium and high density. In addition, high-density units are proposed in the SVSP's
commercial mixed-use designation discussed under Section 3.6.1.2 below.

Low-Density Residential

Approximately 636 acres of the SVSP’s land uses are proposed as Low Density Residential
(LDR) (with an average of 5 dwelling units per acre); this accounts for 3,172 dwelling units.
Standard single-family detached housing on conventional iots (4,500 to 6,000 square feet) is the
primary product type, although larger lots (more than 10,000 square feet) are likely. LDR
parcels are generally distributed throughout the SVSP.

Medium-Density Residential

Approximately 398 acres of the project site are proposed as Medium Density Residential (MDR)
(with an average of 10 dwelling units per acre); this accounts for 3,978 dwelling units. MPR
land use provides an opportunity to accommodate a variety of attached and detached housing
types, which could include single-family homes on small lots, cluster housing, zero lot line/zipper
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lot housing, duet housing, townhomes, and other housing types. The incorporation of innovative
housing types is encouraged to provide a variety of housing alternatives, maximize community-
wide open space/recreation opportunities, and enhance the neighborhood environment. MDR
areas are generally clustered around commercial centers and along Watt Avenue and West
Side Drive, establishing retail and service centers to serve the local area in proximity to MDR
neighborhoods.

High-Density Residential

Approximately 114 acres of the project site are proposed as High Density Residential (HDR})
(with an average of 20 to 30 units per acre); this accounts for 2,538 dwelling units. In this
density range, HDR areas would typically accommodate attached mutti-family buiidings such’ as
townhomes, apartments, and condominiums, but could also inciude some detached housing
product types. In addition, this type of multi-family housing provides for a mix of both for-sale
and for-rent units. HDR parcels are primarily clustered around commercial mixed-use nodes,
which concentrate higher-density population areas in proximity to these local-serving retail and
service centers. :

Affordable Housing

Consistent with the City's General Plan affordable housing goal, 10 percent of SVSP’s
residential units will be designated for middle-, low-, and very low-income households. This
housing includes a mix of both purchase and rentai housing made affordable to households in
various income brackets. In accordance with General Plan policy, 20 percent of the affordable
housing units would be made available to middle-income households, 40 percent to low-income
households, and 40 percent to very low-income households. The affordable housing units
within the SVSP would be allocated to specific medium- and high-density residential designated
parcels. The intent is to distribute affordable units throughout the SVSP.

3.6.1.2 Employment and Service Areas

A range of employment and service land uses are proposed within the SVSP; these include
commercial mixed-use, office, and community commercial uses. A majority of the SVSP’s
commercial and employment center uses are sited along-Baseline Road, Watt Avenue, and
Fiddyment Road, taking advantage of the exposure provided by the projected traffic volumes
along these corridors. Smaller neighborhood-level commercial sites are provided in the interior
of the SVSP, including mixed-use development sites intended to provide retail goods and
services in proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The mixed-use areas are typically
provided on smaller sites that can be integrated into the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Conventional commercial sites are provided as well, typically along arterial roadways. The
SVSP's employment and service uses are intended to complement and further diversify the
City's employment, retail, service, and revenue base.

Commercial Mixed Use

Four sites in the SVSP are proposed for mixed-use developments, accounting for approximately
43 acres of the project site. These Commercial Mixed Use (CC/CMU) sites are intended to be
developed as mixed-use centers that could inciude a combination of commercial, residential,
and/or office uses promoting a variety of commercial uses and the flexibility of siting other uses
that are typically considered compatible with commercial development. At full buildout of the
SVSP, the mixed use sites could accommodate up to 146,815 square feet of commercial uses,
45,738 square feet of office uses, and 307 residential units.
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Table 1

Proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan Land Uses

.Apﬁlled-.z'oning i o T R, R L
. Distriets _ Land Use Designation . - | . Acres .. |’ Dwelling Units.
Residential Neighborhoods '
Sé’/DD% LDR  Low Density Residential 635.9 3,172
Eg’,’gg MDR  Medium Density Residential 397.8 3,978
RS HDR  High Density Residential 114.4 2,538
Subtotal - 1,14841 9,688
Employment and Services
CMU/SA CcC Commercial Mixed Use ) 42.5 307
CC/SA CC/BP Commercial/Office Mixed Use 25.8 0
CC & GC CcC Community Commergcial 212.5 0
Subtotal 280.8 307
Open Space/Public |
PIQP P/QP Public/Quasi-Public 831 0
PR PR Parks & Recreation 147.7 0
0S 0S5 Open Space 243.9 0
Qs 0s Paseos 14 0
UR UR Urban Reserve 70.9 0
Subtotal 559.6 0
Landscape Cofridors 44.9 0
Major Roadways 144.4 0
Total , 2,177.8 9,995
Definitions:

DS: Development Standard District {Overlay District)
GC: General Commercial District

R1: Single-Family Residential District

R3: Attached Housing District

RS: Smali Lot Residential District

SA: Special Area District (Overlay District)

Commercial/Office Mixed Use

Two sites in the SVSP are proposed for development of Commercial/Office Mixed Use (CC/BP),
accounting for 26 acres of the project site. These sites could be developed with a mix of both
commercial and professional office uses, or solely commercial or office. This flexibility ensures
that the SVSP’s nonresidential, employment-generating land uses can be responsive to the
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future needs of the market, while providing ample opportunities for both service and
employment uses for the City. At full buildout of the SVSP, up to 83,000 square feel of

commercial uses and 204,906 square feel of office uses could be accommodated on these
sites.

Community Commercial

Ten siles in the SVSP are proposed for development of Community Commercial (CC),
accounting for approximately 213 acres of the project site. The CC land use designation
provides for a broad range of goods and services, with general retail stores and businesses that
could integrate both neighborhood- and regional-serving type uses. The sites that could
generally accommodate neighborhood-serving uses are located at arterial roadway
. intersections to improve their visibility and access to vehicutar traffic. These sites are sized to
allow - development of conventional neighborhood shopping centers. Some CC sites are
designed to accommodate regional-serving uses; they are located along the Baseline Road
corridor to maximize automobile and transit accessibility. These sites are sized for potential
‘large floor-plate” retailers and could function with large shopping centers and commercial
activities such as those found in a modem day “power center.” At fuill buildout, the CC sites

could provide for nearly 1,931,886 square feet of retail, office, restaurant, entertainment, and/or
hotel uses. : '

3.6.1.3 Public, Park, and Open Space Areas

Nearly one-quarter of the land area in the SVSP is designated for different types of public use.
The conceptual land use plan includes sites for Public/Quasi-Public (P/QP}, Parks and
Recreation (P/R), and Open Space (OS) land uses. All open space and public uses have been
designated and sized consistent with General Plan policies and standards, and these land uses
are discussed further below, -

Public/Quasi-Public Sites

Approximately 83 acres of the SVSP are proposed as P/QP, intended for different types of uses
that would benefit or serve future residents in the project. Each P/QP site within the SVSP has
a use type assigned to it, as will be provided for in the Specific Plan document. In the
aggregate, these sites would provide for a fire station, an electric substation, three groundwater
wells, a water treatment facility, a recycled water distribution facility, a solid waste recycling site,
a church, four elementary schools and a middle school. P/QP sites within the project site that
are not designated for school or city facilities, as described in the Specific Plan, could be
developed with olther uses pursuant to the regulations in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

Parks and Recreation

Approximately 148 acres of the SVSP are proposed as P/R, comprising almost 7 percent of the
project site. A combination of active and passive recreational facilities is provided for the
community within two park categories—Neighborhood Parks and Citywide Parks.

Neighborhood parks are larger parks sited throughout the community adjacent to elementary
and middle schools, maximizing joint-use opportunities for outdoor recreation facilities. These
park facilities are typically between 8 and 12 acres. Smaller neighborhood parks are provided in
greater frequency throughout the community to anchor some of the higher-density residential
neighborhoods. Most of the community’s parks are linked to a system of paseos, providing a

comprehensive network of pedestrian and bikeway connections to the SVSP's parks and open
space system.
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A 71-acre citywide “Signature Park” is located in the southwestern corner of the SVSP along the
western edge and Baseline Road, adjacent to a CC/CMU site. The Signature Park is comprised
of one 41-acre parcel and one 30-acre parcel separated by a portion of the Curry Creek open
space corridor. A variety of recreation facilities could be accommodated at this site, including
soccer, baseball, and softball tournaments. In addition, ancillary amenities that complement the
park may be planned, such as a field house, stadium, batting cages, restaurants, and large
outdoor spaces or plazas for fairs and other large events. Recreational and ancillary amenities
may include lighted facilities.

Open Space

Approximately 244 acres of the SVSP are proposed as OS, comprising approximately
11 percent of the total project site acreage. OS land use and zoning is generally applied to
lands that are environmentally sensitive or otherwise significant due to habitat, hazards, natural
features, or man-made features. Open space corridors provide for passive recreation
opportunities, preservation of significant resources, viewsheds, potential flood water
conveyance and retention, resource mitigation, and can improve the interface between uses.
SVSP's open space system has three primary components:

» Creek Corridors — Curry Creek traverses the southern portion of the site in an
east-west direction. This corridor, including associated environmentally sensitive
resources, would be preserved as permanent open space.

. Northwestern Corner — In the northwestern portion of the SVSP, adjacent to and
contiguous with the WRSP open space preserve to the north, SVSP’s existing
drainage and resource areas are included in the project site’s open space
system, mirroring the WRSP preserve to the north.

- WAPA Corridor — A linear open space corridor is designated within the WAPA
power line easement running east-west through the SVSP.  Although
development is limited to a few acres within the easement that include parking,
P/QP, and limited commercial or industrial uses, the corridor also provides a
number of potential benefits for the community, including opportunities to locate
facilities for stormwater drainage, low-impact development features, bikeways,
natural open space, recreation features, and parking lots for neighborhood parks.

3.6.1.4 Paseos

Paseos are landscape corridors within residential neighborhoods or along roadways that are
intended to provide pedestrian and bikeway linkages from the residential neighborhoods to
parks, schools, and open space areas. Approximately 14 acres of paseos are designated within
the SVSP.

3.6.1.5 Urban Reserve

Two areas totaling 71 acres are designated as Urban Reserve. The first area consislts of
31 acres situated along the western edge of SVSP, extending from the southern edge of Placer
County’s Regional University Specific Plan project area southward to the WAPA and Curry
Creek corridors. The purpose of designating this area as Urban Reserve is to help achieve the
General Plan’s growth management policies for the City's western edge by providing a
transitional area between Gity and county lands. Furthermore, this edge would ensure that the
identity and uniqueness of the City would be maintained.
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The second area consists of 40 acres situated between the western property boundary and the
proposed Watt Avenue alignment. This parcel is owned by a nonparticipating landowner. The
intent of designating this area as Urban Reserve is to include in the Specific Plan property that
is not currently participating in the project. When the owners of the 40-acre parcel decide to
develop, they would be required to go through the zoning and entitiement process and separate
project-level environmental review,

3.6.2 Transportation and Circulation

The proposed circulation system includes a hierarchy of roadways, a pedestrian and bikeway
network, and public transit linkages that are designed to connect with existing city and regional
systems. The intent is to create a pedestrian-friendly environment that is both walkable and
accessible by bike, encouraging people to rely less on their automobiles. Traffic signals within

the site would be located and installed as specified in the SVSP Development Agreements, and
as warranted by the City.

The SVSP circulation system includes arterial, collector, and primary and minor residential
roadways. The construction of arterial and collector roadways would be phased as described in
the Specific Plan and the Infrastructure Phasing Plan(s) attached to the Development
Agreements. All public roads would be constructed to City of Roseville standards, consistent
with the design sections illustrated in the Specific Plan. The SVSP planned circulation system
provides for connectivity of streets to adjacent land uses within, as well as outside, the SVSP
with the extension of Watt Avenue, West Side Drive and Market Street to the Piacer Vineyards
Specific Plan and to the WRSP. Road “B” is designed as an east/west facility and shall be
designed so that the ability to accommodate a potential future connection to the Curry Creek
Community Pian area is not preciuded.

3.6.2.1 Arterial Roadways

Arterial roadways are primary circulation routes that provide linkages to the regionat circulation
system, generally carrying large volumes of traffic within and through the City. In the SVSP,
arterials range from four to six lanes, include landscape medians and Class | and Il bike lanes,

and have adjacent sidewalks and landscape corridors. On-street parking on arterials is
prohibited.

Planned arterial roadways within the SVSP include Baseline Road, Watt Avenue, Fiddyment
Road, West Side Drive, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and Road “B." The project would include
the design standards for the ultimate improvement of the SVSP arterial roadways.

3.6.2.2 Collector Roadways

Collector roadways are secondary circulation routes that generally distribute trips from the
artenal street system to the local street system. Collector streets typically carry an average
daily traffic of more than 4,000 vehicles. For the project, Road "A,” Markel Street, and Upland
Drive are planned as collector roadways. The Specific Plan would include the design standards
for the ultimatle improvement of the SVSP colleclor roadways. The City is exploring
opportunities to create modified collectors that would facilitate walkability.

3.6.2.3 Local Roadways

Two local roadway types are planned for residential areas of the SVSP, but are not illustrated
on the land use plan. Local roadways provide direct access to individual dwelling units and
provide connectlions to collector streets. Primary residential streets typically have two lanes and
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are designed to accommodate higher traffic volumes. Minar residential streets also typically
have two lanes, but are designed to cairy lower traffic volumes. In addition, the SVSP would
encourage the use of single loaded roadways adjacent to paseos and open space areas, and
provisions for entry features at intersections with collector or arterial roadways. The proposed
project would include design standards for the improvement of local roadways in the SVSP.

3.6.2.4 Pedestrian and Bikeway Network

A comprehensive system of pedestrian and bikeway paths is proposed throughout the SVSP,
complementing the transportation choices available for the SVSP's residents, employees, and
visitors. This network is an important component in ensuring connectivity and promoting non-
vehicular trave! within the SVSP. Uttimately, this system of pedestrian paths and bikeways
provides off-street linkages throughout the community, connecting to Roseville's existing and
planned facilities to the north and east of the SVSP. The pedestrian and bikeway network
includes a combination of Class | and Class 1A bike paths, and Class II bike lanes, which would
be illustrated in the Specific Plan. :

3.6.3 Public Transit

Public transit in the SVSP could include a combination of bus service systems from Roseville
Transit and Placer County Transit. These services would use the SVSP's circulation systems to
provide local and regional transit connections for community residents. Roseville Transit
provides fixed route and Dial-A-Ride services within the City, as weli as fixed route commuter
services between Roseville and downtown Sacramento. Watt Avenue is planned to
accommodate a future route for bus rapid transit. Bus turnouts and shelters wouid be located
and constructed in accordance with City improvements Standards and as otherwise required by
the Public Works Director for specific projects. The SVSP would be designed to support Bus.
Rapid Transit {(BRT) along the proposed Watt Avenue right-of-way. Two potential bus stops are
ptanned as part of commercial uses at the southerly and northerly ends of the project.

3.6.4 Utilities

The SVSP addresses a variety of public utilities, including potable water, wastewater, recycled
water, storm drainage and flood control, electrical service, street lighting, natural gas,
communications, and solid waste. Each of these is described below.

3.6.4.1 Potable Water

The City of Roseville is responsible for the acquisition, development, treatment, conveyance,
and delivery of potable and irrigation water supplies within the City. Once annexed, the SVSP
would become part of the City’s retail service area. Additional surface water supplies will be
needed to serve the SVSP. Potable water supply would be delivered to the SVSP through
existing City transmission mains to the east and north. Possible other connections from the
south or west may also be required. Onsite components would consist of distribution pipe
networks and onsite storage to meet project demands.

The City is evaluating water supply sources to serve the proposed project. These water
sources could include: '

" Reallocation of water supplies made available through unit water demand factors
based on Roseville water meter data;
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. A surface water contract entitlement from other water purveyor(s), which could
include the San Juan Water District;

. Recycled water supplies for nonpotable use {recycled water for commercial and
multi-family landscaping, medians, and parks); and/or

- Potential future delivery from the Sacramento River Reliability Project
(Sacramento River Diversion).

Water Demands

The City has estimated the project’s water demands based on information derived from the City’s
unit water demand factors and the land uses shown on the SVSP Land Use Plan {Figure 3). Land
use designations, associated acreages and dwelling unit counts, unit demand factors, and peaking
factors were used to calculate the project’'s annual potable water demands. These were calculated
based on either the number of dwelling units in residential parcels or the total acreage for each type
of land use. Unit per acre demand factors and peaking factors were then applied to each individual
parcel’s potable water demands. Based on these calculations, it is estimated that the water demand
for the SVSP area is approximately 5,500 acre-feet per year {AFfyr).

Water Transmission

It is anticipated that SVSP would connect into the City's Pressure Zone 4 to receive its potable
water. The City distribution system would supply water through a total of four points of connection
with Pressure Zone 4 within the City's existing water distribution system. Additional connections
from the south or west may also be required, depending on the water supply analysis.

A future Sacramento River Diversion could also interconnect to SVSP distribution systems,
most likely in Watt Avenue. The current concept includes a blending tank that would be
constructed within SVSP at PQP-5 to treat (e.g., supplemental chlorination if required),
fluoridate, and adjust the pH of the water before it is mixed with potable water in the City's
distribution system. This would be co-located with the tank facilities described below.

Water Storage

According to The Master Waler Study for West Roseville Specific Plan Area, the tank to serve
the WRSP area may be oversized by 4 million gallons (MG) to meet the demands of MOU
areas 1 and 2, which correspond to the proposed Creekview Specific Plan and SVSP. The City
is evaluating the possibility of the WRSP’s water tank providing storage for the entire SVSP
area. Ifthe SVSP must provide its own storage, it would consist of an approximately 6.5-million-
gallon storage tank and associated pumping and treatment facilities, which would be in the
western area of the SVSP. In addition, three onsite injection/extraction groundwater wells would
be part of the water infrastructure system, providing the Gity with an emergency water supply

during dry years or during fire flows, and allowing for the eventual use of a city-wide Aquifer
Storage and Recovery Program.

3.6.4.2 \Wastewater

The City of Roseville provides regional wastewater treatment services to areas within and
outside of the City's boundaries. The City owns and operates two wastewater treatment
plants—the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP) and the Dry Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant—for the benefit of the South Placer Wastewater Authority, an
entity comprised of the City of Roseville, Placer County, and the South Placer Municipal Utility
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District. Al sewer improvements would be consistent with the Regional Waslewaler and
Recycled Water Systems Evaluation Report (Systems Evaluation Report) and the City of
Roseville Improvement Standards.

Wastewater Treatment Capacity and Demand

Wastewater flows from SVSP area would be conveyed to the PGWWTP. The current dry
weather flow capacity in the PGWWTP is 12.0 million gallons per day (MGD) and the wet
weather treatment capacity is 30 MGD. The measured dry weather flow in 2005 was 6.6 MGD.
The ultimate buildout dry weather flow projection as presented in the Systems Evaluation
Report for PGWWTP is 24 MGD.

The SVSP area wastewater generational flow is estimated to be approximately 2.18 MGD,
nased on the unit factors recommended in the Systems Evaluation Report.

Collection and Transmission

Gravity sewer lines within the roadway network would serve the SVSP area. These pipes would
generally flow from south to north and east to west. A-lift station and force main would be
constructed in the southwesterly portion of the SVSP that would direct flows to the east to the
gravity system. Additionally, a lift station and force main would be constructed in the
northwesterly portion of the SVSP that would lift flows into the gravity sewer system.

Proposed pipelines within SVSP ranging in size from 6 to 24 inches would connect to existing
pipelines within the WRSP area.

3.6.4.3 Recycled Water

Recycled water that is tertiary-treated to conform to the California Department of Health
Services requirements for “full unrestricted reuse” is currently produced at both the PGWWTP
and the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant, and is delivered to many users in the city,
including the WRSP area to the north of the project site. The City desires to expand its existing
recycled water distribution system to maximize its use to reduce demands for potable water.

Recycled water would be oblained from the PGWWTP and conveyed through a separate
recycied water system to the SVSP. Itis anticipated that the main supply to the project site
would come from the north in the future extension of Watt Avenue. Recycled water may be
used for landscape irrigation of parks, schools, publicly landscaped areas (e.g., roadway
medians), and commercial, business professional, and multi-family projects within the SVYSP
area. The recycled water demand on a peak day in July (July Day Demand) in the SVSP is
approximately 2.42 MGD. Recycled water conveyance pipelines ranging in diameter from 6 to
30 inches would be installed within public rights-of-way.

Recycled Water Storage

it is anticipated that the recycled waler onsite storage tank and pump station would be located
on a planned parcel in the northwestern portion of the project site. The capacity of the recycled
water storage tank and pump station is based on the size of the distribution system, on recycled
water demands, and the rate at which recycled water is supplied to the tank.

The capacity of the storage tank would be approximately 3.0 MG, which is equivalent to one
peak day of storage plus a 20 percent safety factor. This tank size would provide the City with
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the flexibility to provide recycled water at any time of the day without having to maintain flows at
a constant rate for any specified amount of time.

3.6.4.4 Storm Drainage and Flood Control

The SVSP area is located in the upper portion (headwaters) of the Curry Creek watershed.
Existing drainage runoff flows to Curry Creek and its tributaries. Curry Creek flows from east to
west and is within the southern portion of the SVSP. Curry Creek tributary, which also flows
from east to west, is in the middle portion of the project site. Curry Creek and its tributary were
modeled starting at Fiddyment Road and then to the west boundary of the project. Storm water
model calculations and analysis would be prepared in accordance with the Placer County Storm

Water Management Manual (SWMM), dated September 1, 1990 and the SWMM Addendum 1,
dated October 1997.

Pre-Project versus Post-Project Runoff

Preliminary calculations and hydrologic modeling indicate that onsité detention within the project
would likely be required to attenuate peak flows downstream. Post-project flows are required to
be the eslimaled pre-development peak flow rate, less 10 percent of the difference between the
estimated pre-development and post-development flow rales, and in no case are required to be
less than 90 percent of the pre-project flows. Therefore, delention basins are proposed via
added creek attenuation areas as part of the SVSP. The project proposes that adequate onsite
storage would be incorporated on the property through minor grading of upiand areas along the
margins of Curry Creek. Alternalive onsile storage options may aiso be evaluated. No
structures would be placed within the creek except for the required road and bike trail crossings.
In addition to detention, the SVSP area would participate with the Cily of Roseville in
constructing a regional retention basin to mitigate total storm water runoff volume. The Cily of
Roseville regional retention basin (Reason Farms) would be within the Pleasant Grove
watershed, west of the SVSP on the Reasons Farm Property owned by the City.

Storm Drainage Facilities

Proposed onsile drainage improvements consist of a combination of conventional subsurface
and surface drainage systems, including construction of pipe conveyance syslems and
construction of natural bollom culverts over creek and tributary crossings. Storm water would
be discharged into natural drainage swales through outfalls and ultimately into open space
corridors. Cobble aprons, grassy swales, mechanicai filtration devices, low impact development
(LID) concepts, and other best management practices (BMPs) would be used at pipe outfalls or
other appropriate locations for water quality management and to convey storm water runoff to
receiving waters while minimizing impacts to open space resources.

Drainage facilities would be designed and constructed in conformance with City of Rosevilie
Improvement Standards and the Placer County Flood Control Agency's SWMM.

Runoff Water Quality Best Management Practices

The SVSP drainage system would include water quality BMPs to reduce the types and amounts of
pollutants that may be carried in storm water runoff. These features may include the -detention
basins in the open space parcels, grassy swales and vegetated channels that can be used to
remove polfutants by filtration, drainage filtration improvements, and onsite LID features.

Mechanical filtration systems may be used in commercial, residential, and/or other areas where
practical.
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The specific water quality BMPs that may be used in the SVSP area will conform to the City of
Roseville’s Storm Water Quality Design Manual, which complies with federal and state water
quality requirements. The SVSP area would manage storm water quality through an integrated
approach to achieve effective storm water management. Control measures would consist of
source control, runoff reduction, and treatment control. :

3.6.4.5 Electrical Service

The proposed SVSP is within the service area of Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). If annexed, it
is proposed that Roseville Electric would provide electric service to the SVSP area. Electricity
would be supplied to the SVSP through existing and/or proposed facilities. Pemand for
clectrical service in the SVSP is estimated to average 31 MVA per day, with a peak day demand
of 67 MVA. An electric substation is proposed on a planned PQP-5 parcel, centrally located in
the project site (east of West Side Drive and directly north and adjacent to the WAPA corridor).
Overhead 60-kV transmission lines would run through the project site, extending south on the
cast side of West Side Drive to the planned electrical substation through a recorded 50-foot-
wide power line easement, which includes a portion or all of a public utility easement and a
landscape easement. The proposed 60-kV power line easement would then run east,
paralleling the WAPA corridor and extending outside the SVSP, to connect to the existing
Fiddyment Substation near the intersection of Pleasant Grove Boulevard and Fiddyment Road.
Underground electrical distribution would be extended to individual parcels in conjupction with
roadway improvements.

3.6.4.6 Street Lighting

Street lighting would be provided along all public roadways in the SVSP as part of the roadway
frontage improvements at intervals in accordance with City standards. All electric and street
light facilities would be constructed to the City’s standards.

3.6.4.7 Natural Gas

PG&E would provide natural gas upon request and in accordance with the rules and tariffs of
the California Public Utilites Commission. PG&E’s long-range plans provide for availability of
gas setvice to accommodate increased demand. Delivery of gas service to individual projects in
the SVSP would be reviewed by PG&E when such individual proposals are made. Service
would be provided to the SVSP from existing and planned infrastructure adjacent to the project
site. PG&E maintains a 6-inch high-pressure gas main on the west side of Fiddyment Road.
PG&E's existing facilities in Fiddyment Road may be extended to serve the project site. A high-
pressure gas line is currently proposed to be extended on Baseline Road from the west to

Fiddyment Road and then north to Pleasant Grove to connect with the Roseville Energy Park.
3.6.4.8 Communications

The SVSP is within the service areas of SureWest Communications, AT&T, Comcast, and
WAVE. Together, these providers offer voice, video, and data communication services to all
development within the plan area. Distribution lines to individual parcels would be extended
from existing infrastructure adjacent to the plan area in accordance with the infrastructure
Phasing Plan for dry utilities. The appropriate providers would deliver telephone, cable
television, and high speed data line services to individual projects in the SVSP.
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3.6.4.9 Solid Waste

The City of Roseville would provide solid waste services to the SVSP. Solid waste would be
collected and delivered to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority (WPWMA) facility,
northwest of the city at Athens and Fiddyment Roads. The WPWMA owns a Material Recovery
Facility that receives, separates, processes, and markets recyclable materials removed from the

waste stream. Residual waste is transferred to the WPWMA’s Western Regional Sanitary
Landfill on the same site. '

A community solid waste recycling drop off area is planned within the SVSP on a planned P/QP
parcel located in the western portion of the project site between Road "A” and Road “B.” This

parcel is also designated to accommodate the water treatment facility and one of the three
onsite weills.

3.6.5 Resource Management

Resource Management is intended to ensure that the natural resources of the SVSP area are
conserved and that the impacts associated with urban development are mitigated to the extent
feasible. The plan area has been minimally disturbed through structural development, small
agricuitural operations, and associated grading activities. As a result, areas within open space
corridors of natural habitat have the potential for wildlife diversity. Existing vegetation is
dominated primarity by nonnative annual grassiands. Biological resources within the plan area

include Curry Creek and its associated riparian habitat; wetiand areas with aquatic habitat;
native and nonnative trees; and various mammals, birds, and reptiles.

3.6.5.1 Curry Creek & Wetlands

The SVSP is situated within the Curry Creek watershed. In addition to Curry Creek, small
swales and drainages throughout the SVSP carry water briefly during winter rainfall. Seasonal
wetlands and seasonal wetland swales within the plan area are broad, gently sloping drainages.
The vernal pools are topographic basins with an impermeable or semi-permeable soil layer that
stays inundated during the wet season and can remain inundated until late spring or carly
summer. Outside of the creek and swales, vernal pools and seasonal wetlands are found
primarily within grassland areas. Other seasonally wet areas occur in low-lying depressions and
are wet long enough to support wetland vegetation, but do occur within swales or isolated

basins. The wetland areas include habitat potentially suitable for certain federal and/or state
special-status plant and wildlife species.

Wetland delineations show that 53.19 acres of waters of the United States are present on the
proposed project site. Of the 53.19 acres, approximately 37.74 acres of waters of the United
States would be affected by the proposed project. Offsite mitigation would be a substantial
component of preservation of wetlands/waters of the United States. Development of the SVSP
area will be subject to the appropriate approvals from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and California Department of Fish and Game.

3.6.5.2 Wildlife and Vegetation

The predominant vegetation community within the SVSP is annual grassland dominated by
nonnative naturalized Mediterranean grasses. |In addition, other herbaceous species in the
annual grassland community are present on site. Cultivated portions of the project site are
dominated by wheat. Tree cover on site is limited to areas around rural residences and along
drainages and fence lines. The ditches/canals, intermitlent and perennial drainages, and
perennial streams are largely unvegetated due to scouring during rain events. In areas where
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vegetation has become established, the dominant species include creeping spikerush, Vasey's
coyote thistle, soft rush, iris-leaf rush, and broad-leaf water plantain. Tree species along the
edges of the intermittent and perennial drainages include blue gum.

Emergent marsh vegetation associated with Curry Creek is comprised of broad-leaf cattail,
ryegrass, and hairy willow herb. Species composition in the riverine seasonal wetland,
seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales vary according to the level of historic
disturbance. Features with a higher lével of disturbance (e.g., high-density cattle grazing) are
dominated by nonnative species, such as ryegrass, mannagrass, and Mediterranean barley.
Eeatures with minimal disturbances are comprised of Carter's buttercup, hyssop loosestrife,
toad rush, slender popcorn flower, and bractless hedgehyssop.

Scattered wetland features are dotted throughout the project site. Species composition in the
vernal pools varies according to the level of grazing and farming activity. Vernal pools with a
higher level of disturbance {(e.g., high-density cattle grazing) are dominated by nonnative
grasses including Mediterranean barley, mannagrass, and ryegrass. Vernal pools with minimal
disturbances are comprised of predominantly native species, including slender popcorn flower,
Vasey's coyote thistle, Carter's buttercup, bractiess hedgehyssop, double-horn downingia,
creeping spikerush, and annual hairgrass.

3.6.5.3 Cultural Resources

Eleven culturai resources have been identified on the project property. These consist of eight
sites and three isolates. The eight sites include three refuse deposits (P-31-1255, CA-PLA-
1898H, and GA-PLA-1989H), a site with two privies (CA-PLA-1900H), a farmstead with standing
structures and associated dispersed material {CA-PLA-1897H), a house and barn foundation
(CA-PLA-1988H), a windmill foundation (P-31-2873), and the WAPA transmission lines (P-31-
3280). The three isolates are farm equipment (P-31-2876), a generator and well pump {P-31-
2877), and a burned red brick fragment (P-31-2878). Each of these sites was evaluated for
significance using the criteria for eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). None of the
11 cultural resources within the project boundary appears to be gligible for inclusion in the
NRHP or CRHR.

3.6.6 Offsite improvements

Offsite utility improvements may include the extension of water, wastewater, storm drainage,
and recycled water infrastructure, as well as dry utilities. Offsite circulation improvements, such
as the widening of existing roadways and/or intersections within the city or Placer County, may
be needed depending on the findings of the SVSP traffic study.

3.6.7 Public Services
3.6.7.1 Police Services

The Roseville Police Department would serve the SVSP. The Roseville Police Department
provides all operations and patrols out of its central station on Junction Boulevard,
approximately 3 miles from the eastern boundary of the project site. The SVSP would comply
with Roseville Police Department recommendations regarding safety and security. '
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3.6.7.2 Fire Protection Services

The Roseville Fire Department would provide fire protection, fire suppression, emergency
medical service, and hazardous materials management services to the SVSP.

A fire station site on a planned P/QP parcel is designated within the central portion of the SVSP
along West Side Drive. This station would provide first response within the project site. Timing
of construction and staffing of the fire station wouid be consistent with the Fire Department
Standards of Response Coverage Study. Existing fire Stations #2 and #5, east of the project
site, would provide interim and secondary response. ' .

3.6.7.3 Schools

The proposed project includes several school sites to serve the residents of the SVSP. The
SVSP is within the boundaries of three school districts; Center Unified School District (K-12),
Roseville City School District (K-8), and Roseville Joint Union High School District {9-12). To
meet the future demand for new schools generated by the residential development within the
SVSP, four elementary school sites and one middle school site are provided on the land use
plan. One of these four elementary schools is on a 10-acre site within the Roseville City School
District in the northern portion of the SVSP. The remaining three elementary school sites
{(approximately 12 acres each), and an approximately 21-acre middle school are located within
the Center Unified School District boundaries in the southern portion of the project -site.  All

school sites are adjacent to neighborhood parks to maximize opportunities for joint use
recreation facilities.

3.6.7.4 \lLibraries

The City operates a public library syslem that currenlly has three branches. With locations in
the downtown Roseville area, Maidu Regional Park, and Mahany Park, these branches provide
traditional library services to City residents. The Martha Riley Community Library in Mahany

Park is coupled with a utility education center to provide services to the western portion of the
City, inciuding the SVSP.

4.0 Project Approvals

On March 29, 2007, a formal application for the pfoposed project was submitted to the City,
initiating the City's official review process. Il is anticipated that the following project approvals
would be required of the City for the proposed project:

" SOl Amendment request to amend the City of Roseville SOl to include
approximately 487 acres on the western and southern boundaries of the project
site;

n Request for annexation to the City of Roseville;

LR General Plan Amendment to update the General Plan from 2020 to 2025 and

- including amendment of the City's land use map, figures, and text;

Ll Development agreements;

n Pre-zoning of Annexation Area;

" Rezoning;
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) Specific Plan;

Ll Specific Plan design guidelines;

= Tree permits;

" Large lot tentative map;

= Tentative subdivision maps (small lot);

. Utility service area annexation; and

= Potentiai amendments of public utility service area boundaries (PG&E, Pacific

Beli, waslewater, Placer County Water Agency Zone 5 boundary, California
Department of Forestry).

The EIR for the proposed project would address the approvals and entitiements required by the
City. The EIR will also serve as the environmental document for the construction of required
onsite and offsite public improvements, which may include roadways, bikeways, and trails;
water, wastewater, recycled water, and storm drainage infrastructure; and dry utilities.

The EIR will analyze construction and operalion of the proposed project on a project-specific
level (CEQA Guidelines Section 15161). Any future residential projects that are consistent with
the project could be considered exempt from further environmental review {Government Code
Section 65457, CEQA Guidelines Section 15182). The project-level analysis in the EIR will also
provide the basis for CEQA compliance for subsequent non residential approvals for the SVSP,
such as tree permits, use permits, design review permits, and other discretionary permits issued
by the City.

If the City Council approves the project, the applicants and the City will request Placer County
LAFCO to amend the City'’s SO! and approve annexation of the project site into the Cily's
corporate boundaries. Placer County LAFCO will use this EIR during its review of the
annexation request and the SOl amendment request. Therefore, the EIR will address
consistency with applicable LAFCO policies.

In addition to the above-described City approvals and entitlements, implementation of the
project could require approval of the following permits from federal, state, and local agencies
prior to construction. The list below is not inclusive, as additional permits may be identified
during preparation of the EIR:

= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit to fill wetland areas;

" Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement for work in any
water courses; '

n State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit, issued by the Regional
Water Quality Contro! Board,

" Regional Water Quality Control Board permits retated to the control of non-point
source runoff pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit requirements, and approvai for the recycled water deliveries for
nonpotable use;
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= Department of Health Services approval of groundwater extraction wells for

potable use;
= Roseville Union School District and Center School District approvals for the
construction of schools;
] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation: and
= Placer County Air Pollution Control District Fugitive Dust Prevention and Control

Plan coordination.

Because the proposed project is a "project of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance,” the
project is subject to the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21092.4, which
requires a lead agency, such as the City, to consult with “transportation planning agencies and
public agencies which have transportation facililies within their jurisdictions that could be
affected by the project.” For the proposed project, these other agencies would include, at a
minimum: Placer, Sacramento,.and Sutter Counties; Caltrans; Placer County Transportation
Agency; the cities of Rocklin and Lincoln; and SACOG. For the purposes of Section 21092 4,
“transportation facilities’ includes major local arterials and public transit within 5 miles of the
project site and freeways, highways, and rail transit within 10 miles of the project site.” Thus,
although public agencies with such affected facilities may not have approval power over any
aspect of the project, they are nevertheless entitled to offer input regarding how the EIR should
address impacts on their transportation facilities, as defined.

5.0 Probable Environmental Effects and Scope of the EIR

The EIR for the proposed project will analyze the project-related impacts to resources in the
project area within the following resource areas:

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Alr Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Public Safety
Hydrology and Water Quality

l.and Use and Planning

Noise

Population, Employment and Housing
Public Services

Recreation

Transportation and Circulation
Utilities and Service Systems

Climate change relaled to greenhouse gas emissions and water supply will be evaluated in the
cumulative seclion of the EIR. The Initial Study attached to this NOP provides further
descriplion regarding potential impacts of the project to these resource areas.

R:\08 Sierra Vista\NOP_IS.doc -25-



6.0 Project Alternatives

As required by CEQA, the EIR will evaluate alternatives to the proposed project. As stated in
Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in
an EIR is that “the range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.” Although the effects of the proposed
project have yet to be identified, significant impacts are expected to result from two aspects of
the project: converting undeveloped agricultural land (which contains biological and other
natural resources) to urban uses; and increasing the population and employment activity in the
South Placer County area. Therefore, it can be anticipated that, at a minimum, the alternatives
will address a no project alternative, a reduction in the amount of development, and a reduction
in the amount of acreage that is converted.

7.0 Cumulative Analysis

As required by CEQA, the EIR will evaluate the cumulative impacts of the proposed project. As
stated in CEQA Section 15065(a)(3), projects should be evaluated to determine whether the
impacts are “cumulatively considerable,” which means that the “incremental effects of an
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”

8.0 Previous Studies/Reports

The following documents that relate to the project have been prepared and are available for
review at the Roseville Planning & Redevelopment Department (311 Vernon Street, Roseville,
California, 95678):

1. Sierra Vista Specific Plan Feasibility Analysis (March 2007)

2. City of Roseville’s 2020 Transportation System Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) Update {current CIP, 2007}

3. West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence Amendment Area

Environmental Impact Report (approved 2004)
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)\ 2 ‘
ROSEYILLE PLANNING & REVELOPMENT DEP ARTMENT
CALIFORTNIGA 311 Vernon Sireel, Roseville, CA 95678 [918) 774-5434

INITIAL STUDY & ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Project Titie/File Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence

Number Amendment, and General Plan Amendment Project
File numbers: SPA-000024, DA-000028, GPA-000034, RZ-000037,
ANN-(00002

Project Location West of Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road to approximately -
mile west of the Intersection of Watt Avenue, and south of the West
Roseville Specific Plan

Project Applicant Sierra Vista Landowner Group

Lead Agency Contact Kathy Pease, Senior Planner

Person Planning & Redevelopment Department

Phone Number (816) 774-5434

This initial study has been prepared to identify the anticipated environmental impacts of the
above described project application, - The document refles on previous environmental

documents and site-specific studies prepared to address in detail the effects or impacts
associated with the project.

This document has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),

{Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 &t seq.).

In reviewing the information provided for this project, the City of Roseville has analyzed the
potential environmental impacts created by this project and determined that at least one impact
is considered to be potentlally significant. Therefore, on the basis of the following initial

evaluation, we find that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment,
and an Environmental Impact Report will be required.

Prepared by: 7&&:@\ ‘Pwé, oAgl.  Date: M@@%
Kathy Peaase, AICP,
Senior Planner
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Project Description

The Sierra Vista Specific Plan {SVSP) is a proposed development project encompassing
approximately 2,178 acres in western Placer County (the County). Approximately 1,691 acres
of the site are located within the City of Roseville’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) and within an area
subject to a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Placer County. The remaining
487 acres of the project site are situated west of the City’s MOU Transition Area and SOI. The
site encompasses twelve different properties under separate land ownership. Current land uses
include approximately four large-lot, single-family residences generally located in the central
and southwestern portion of the project site, as well as other smaller structures associated with
ongoing dry farming agricultural production activities along Baseline Road. Two small areas of
the project site are currently in use as strawberry fields.

The Applicant is proposing to develop the site for residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-
public (schools, fire stations, etc.), and open space uses, and parks, as well as urban reserves.
In addition, the proposed project would include roads and infrastructure needed to serve these
uses. The Notice of Preparation provides further details on the proposed project description.

City of Roseville Mitigating Ordinances, Guidelines, and
Standards

CEQA ailows the use of uniformly applied, previously adopted development policies or
standards as mitigation for the environmental effects of future projects when those standards
have been adopted by the City, with findings based on substantial evidence that the policies or
standards will substantially mitigate environmental effects. The City’s Zoning Ordinance, Noise
Ordinance, Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Construction Standards, Improvement
Standards, Tree Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, and Community and Specific Plan Design
Guidelines include standards and policies that are uniformly applied to development projects
throughout the City. In March 2003, the City of Roseville adopted Findings of Fact confirming
that certain environmental impacts for the following issue areas are mitigated by the uniform
application of the above ordinances, guidelines, and standards (Resolution 03-169):

Flooding

Urban Form/Aesthetics

Tree Impacts

Cultural Resources impacts
Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Water Quality

Drainage

Traffic

The City’s mitigating ordinances, guidelines and standards are referenced, where applicable, in
this Initial Study Checklist. They will be considered in the full environmental review to be
conducted for the proposed project, but are not intended to limit the scope of such
environmental review. :
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Initial Study Checklist

The initial study checklist recommended by the CEQA Guidelines is used to describe the
potential impacts of the proposed project on the environment.

I. Aesthetics

Would the project:

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporated

" Less Than
Significant

Impact

Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista®?

X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual
't character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d) Creale a new source of substantial light or
glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Discussion:

a, b} No formally designated scenic vistas or scenic highways are within or adjacent to the
project site. Therefore, the proposed project is expected to have a less-than-significant

impact on these resources.

¢, d) The proposed project would result in development of an area that is currently rural. This
development will change the visual character of the area and increase the amount of light
and glare in the area. Therefore, these impacts are considered potentially significant and
will be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will include a visual analysis to identify, map, and
photo-document key scenic features and important view corridors in the existing

landscape, and identify potentially sensitive offsite viewing locations.

Conceptual

simulations will be developed for the proposed project from key sensitive viewpoints.
Using the simulations, the EIR will evaluate aesthetic impacts from the proposed project
on existing conditions and identify mitigation measures, if feasible and if needed, to

minimize these impacts.
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Il. Agricultural Resources

Would the project:

Potentially | Potentially Significant | Less Than-
: Significant Unless Mitigation Significant { No
-Environmental Issue Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland X
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to
nonagricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act X
contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to nonagricultural use?

Discussion:

a, ¢) The project site does not include any Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance,

b)

Unique Farmland, or Grazing Land as shown in the Farmiand Mapping and Monitoring
Program prepared by the Califomia Department of Conservation — Division of Land
Resource Protection. However, the project site does contain Farmland of lLocal
Importance, and the project site has supported agricultural activities in the past, including
dry farming as well as periods of irrigated rice farming. Currently, the majority of the site is
not actively farmed, with the exception of two small strawberry fields near the northwestern
comer of the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road.

The California Department of Conservation categorizes soils by their potential use as
agricultural land. Farmland of Local Importance comprises farmlands not covered by the
categories of Prime, Statewide Importance, or Unique. They include lands zoned for
agricutture, dry farmed lands, irrigated pasture, and other agricuitural lands of economic
importance or that have a potential for irrigation.

The project would change existing land in the study area to nonagricultural uses, including
residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public, parks, open space, and urban
reserves. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project are considered potentially
significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

None of the properties located within the project area are encumbered by a California
Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contract. However, the project site currently has
two applicable Placer County zoning designations, which are Farm-Building-Site-20 acre
minimum and Farm-Building-Site-80 acre minimum. The proposed project may conflict
with this zoning of the project area, and therefore, impacts from the proposed project are
considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. For additional
discussion of designated land use and zoning consistency, please refer {o Section IX,
Land Use and Planning, part (b), of this Initial Study.
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Il Air Quality

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
: Significant | Mitigation. Significant No
Environmental Issue Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Conflict with or ebstruct implementation

of the applicable air quality plan? X

b) Viclate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or X
projected air quality violation?

¢) Resultin a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria for which the
project region is nonattainment under an
applicabie federal or state ambient air X
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d} Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

e} Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Discussion:

a, b) The City of Roseville is located in southern Placer County within the Sacramento Valley Air
Basin (SVAB). Under the California Clean Air Act, the SVAB has been designated as a
nonattainment area for ozone and PM, (particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter). Under the federal Clean Air Act, the SVAB is designated as a “serious”
nonattainment for ozone, and South Placer County is in attainment for the federal PMig

standards. The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is responsible for
administration of air quality standards.

The City of Roseville, along with the South Placer County area, is located in the
Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area (SAQMA). The Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG), in conjunction with SAQMA air quality management districts and
the California Air Resources Board, developed the SAQMA poriion of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP is required to demonstrate how the SAQMA will meet
the standards of the federal Clean Air Act. The U.S. EPA approved the SIP in 1996, and
the SAQMA has since been operating under the SIP control measures.

The proposed project would produce air pollutant emissions during construction and after
buildout of the proposed project. Construction emissions would be generated from
construction equipment, worker vehicle exhaust, and fugitive dust generated from grading
activities. Operational emissions would include vehicle trips generated by the project,
consumer products, natural gas emissions from water and space heating, and fireplaces.
Construction and operational emissions from the proposed project would increase the
emissions inventory in the SVAB, which is currently designated as a nonattainment area
per state and federal ozone standards as well as a nonattainment area for PM;, per state
standards. Therefore, impacts from the proposed project are considered potentially
significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

RA\08 Sierra VistaANOP_|S.doc -5~



d)

Construction and operational air pollutant emissions will be modeled as part of the EIR
analyses. The model will analyze fugitive and exhaust emissions during construction and
mobile, stationary, and area sources during operations. These projected emissions will
then be compared to the Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards, California Ambient Air
Quality Standards, and the local thresholds established by the Placer County APCD.
Although feasible mitigation measures will be presented to reduce emissions, it is
anticipated that emissions resuiting from the proposed project may exceed the significance
thresholds of the Placer County APCD.

Cumulative construction and operational emissions from all projects within Placer County
would exceed Placer County APCD's significance thresholds due to the large number of
projects that could be under construction simultaneously. The implementation of all
feasible and applicable control measures would reduce emissions as much as possible
during construction activities.  However, construction activities would still generate
unavoidable, temporary increases in the nonattainment pollutants and their precursors on
air quality. Because the air basin is designated as a nonattainment area for certain
pollutants, any incremental addition would be considered cumulatively considerable, and
therefore, significant.

Operations of the proposed project could also result in cumulatively considerable air quality
impacts due to the increase in stationary and mobile source emissions. These impacts could
also result in effects on climate change. For example, typical greenhouse gases such as
carbon dioxide, ozone-depleting substances, and methane would be emitted from mobile
sources (i.e., vehicles) and area sources {e.g., air conditioning systems).

Based on potential cumulatively considerabie impacts to air quality from construction and
operations of the proposed project, this impact will be evaluated in the EIR. Although
feasible mitigation measures will be presented to reduce emissions, it is anticipated that
construction and operations will generate unavoidable short-term and long-term increases
in the nonattainment pollutants and their precursors on air quality.

The project site is primarily undeveloped, and no existing stationary (industrial) sources of
substantial concentrations of pollutants are located on or adjacent to the site. However,
there may be the potential for cerlain sensitive receptors to be exposed to emissions
generated after buildout of the proposed project, such as high-volume traffic corridors.
Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

The EIR will present modeling resuits that demonstrate whether or not the proposed
project would create carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots at certain intersections. The
evaluation will include identification of major nearby sources of emissions, including
potential major truck routes that would be a source of diesel emissions. Feasible
mitigation measures will be identified, if necessary, to provide an appropriate separation of
sensilive receptors from major sources of air poliutants.

Current project data reveal that the project does not include development of typical
sources of objectionable odors (e.g., wastewater treatment, manufacturing, landfill, etc.).
However, the potential exists that offsite sources of odor present in the area could impact
the proposed sensitive receptors, such as residences. Therefore, this impact is
considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. Odor impacts will be
evaluated by collecting information on existing odor complaints in the area and examining
distances from odor sources to potential sensitive receptors. The results of this evaluation
will be presented in the EIR.
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IV. Biological Resources

Would the project:

. Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mitigation

_Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Impact

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies or regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filing, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resldent or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat congervation plan?

Discussion:

a)  Development of the proposed project may disturb habitat for special-status species, including
Swainson’s hawk, other legally protected raptors, burrowing owls, western spadefoot, and
may result in the disturbance or loss of habitat for vernal pool crustaceans, some of which are
federally listed species. Table 1 lists the special-status species that could be impacted by the
proposed project. Therefore, the impacts from the proposed project are considered potentially

significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

Mitigation measures such as preconstruction

surveys, onsite avoidance, and offsite preservation will be identified and analyzed in the EIR.
To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers has decided to prepare a separate Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed project to assess the potential impacts to waters of the United States.
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Spemal -Status Specles that Could Occur in the Study Area

Table 1

© e . Potential for
_ Species Federal State CNPS Habltat _Oceurrence -
Plants )
. Cismontane Unlikely.
Big-scale balsam-root . woodiand; valley | Disturbance may
Balsamorhiza macrolepis — — List 1B.2 d hill lude thi
macrofepis and foothi preclude this
grassiand species.
- Valley and foothill | Occurs. Found at
%“;;gj:(;:n:;%;g — — List 2.2 grassland; vernal | several locations
giap pocls during surveys.
Bogy's Lake hedge- : .
hyssop — CE List 1B.2 Vernal pools POS.S]bk.a' Marginal
. habitat is present.
Graliola heterosepala
Rose mallow . Marshes and Possible. Marginal
Hibiscus lasiocarpus - - List 2.2 SWaimnps habitat is present
(freshwater). '
Ahart’s dwarf rush . Possible. Suitable
Juncus lefospermus ahartif - _" List 18.2 Vemnal pools habitat is present.
Unlikely. Nearest
Red Bluff dwarf rush Vernal pools and | known occurrence is
Juncus leiospennus — — List 1B.1 seasonal considered fo be a
feiospermus wetlands misidentification
(CDFG, 2007).
Legenere . Vernal pools and | pooapie. Marginal
Legenere limosa - - List 18.1 seasonal habitat is present
wetlands ’
Pincushion navarretia . Possible. Suitable
Navarrelia myersii myersif ﬁ_ — List 18.1 Vernal pools habitat is present.
Unlikely. Marginal
habitat occurs in the
Slender Qrcutt grass ET CE List 1B.1 Vernal pools study area., Prefers.
Orcuttia tenuis larger, deeper pools.
Not known from
Placer County.
Unlikely. Marginal
Sacramento Valley Orcutt :ﬁﬂtata?;;ur;’rgf;?:
grass FE CE List 1B.1 Vernal pools | y d ' |
Orcutlia viscida arger, deeper paols.
Not known from
Placer County.
" Marshes, Possible. Suitable
Sasrgc?:g:‘;aa;ra(::g;g’?d — — List1B.2 | swamps, and habitat is present
g other wetlands along streams.
Invertehrates
Occurs. Observed
. . Vernal pools, by ECORP during
Vergf;n[;z?:;‘;g‘); f]t;‘?ljmp FT — — swales, seasonal | 2005-2006 wet
y wetlands season surveys
(ECORP, 2006a).
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Table 1
Special-Status Species that Coutd Occur in the Study Area

{Centinued)
e | g . Potential for
ey .SPG_GIQS . Federal | State | CNPS : Hgblta_t Occurrence
Conservancy fairy Verhal pools, ch’ossrbIe._ Recently
. atected in western
shrimp ’ FE — — swales, seasonal Placer County
Branchinecta conservatio wetlands (USFWS, 2007).
Vernal pool tadpole Varnal pools, Unlikely. Not
shrimp FE —_ — swales, seasonal detected in
Lepidurus packardi wetlands surveys.
Amphibians
Unlikely. Not
California tiger Vernal pools, vernal getecte_d during
ranchiopod or
salamander FT CSC — pool grasslands, spadefoot surveys
Ambystoma californiense ponds (ECORP, 2008a:
2006b).
Deeper pools and .
Cailifornia red-legged streams with Hg‘;k?rllg'” suitable
frog FT CSsC - emergent ot habi%at wi}’;hin stud
Rana aurora draytonii overhanging area y
vegetation )
Possible. Not
detected during
surveys (ECORP,
Western spadefoot 2008b); however,
Spea hammondii — | Ctse = Vernalpools | itable habitat in
study area and
known from nearby
locations.
o Unlikely.
Giant garter snake Streams, irrigation Marginally suitable
Thamnophis gigas FT CT - channels, seasonal habitat in study
wetlands
area.
Reptiles
Paonds, marshes, Unlikely.
- Western pond turtle . CSC _ river, streams and | Marginally suitable
Clemmys marmorala ditches with basking | habitat in study
sites and vegetation. | area.
Birds .
Open water areas
. . with tall emergent Possible. Suitable
T";°"}"?d "t"?‘c'!‘b"d —  {csc — | vegetation or in habitat in study
geraius tricoior willow and area,
blackberry thickets
Possible. Suitable
Great egret (rookery) R Colonial nester in rookery habitat
Ardea alba o - tall trees occurs in the study
area.
Possible. Suitable
Great blue heron . Colonial nester in rookery habitat
{rookery) o - tall trees oceurs in the stud
Ardea herodias area y
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Special-Status Species that Could Occurin the Study Area
(Continued)

Table 1

" Potential for. .- -

. Species 'Federal | State | CNPS | .~ Habitat: * | beeurrence.
Ocours. Found
Burrowing owl L cse . Grasslands, wintering in the
Athene cunicularla agricultural lands study area on one
occasion.
Oceurs. Obsetved
Swainson’s hawk . cT . Grasslands, nesting in the 200-
Buteo swainsoni agricultural lands acre addition
(2007)
Ferruginous hawk Grasslands, . .
Buteo regalis o €sC - agricultural lands Likely -- winter only.
Northern harrier Grasslands, Occu_rs. _Qbserved
Circus cyaneus — CSC — seasonal wetlands, | foraging in the
agricultural lands study area (2007).
Possible. Suitable
Snowy egret (rookery) R Colonial nester in rookery habitat
Egretta thula o o dense tules oceurs in the study
area.
Oper; grasslar(;d, Occurs. Possible
White-tailed kite cRp T e Nosts in | nest observed in
— - armlands. Nests in
Elanus leucurus tall trees near the ?_()O—acre
foraging areas addition (2007).
Seasonal wetlands, | Unlikely.
Greater sandhill crane ET _ - irrigated pastures, Marginally suitable
Grus canadensis tabida alfalfa and corn habitat in the study
fields area.
Loggerhead shrike Grasslands, Occu_rs. IObserved
| anius ludoviciants — CSsC — pastures, foraging in the
agricultural lands study area (2007).
California black rail ll\J/lr;‘:g?rI\i-ll suitable
Laterallus jamaicensis CT — Marsh habitat inystu dy
coturnictiius area
Long-!:)iiled ct!rlew CSC Grasslands, \[:?rftzlﬁi hsalé'itt:?ﬁ
Numenius americanus pastures study area.
Black-crowned night- Colonial nester in Possible. Sl_JitabIe
heron (rookery) _ x . trees and rookery habitat
Nyt , sometimes tule occurs in the study
ycticorax nycticorax patches. area.
Mammals
Shrublands,
rasslands, .
Pallid bat c gvoodlands, forests; Possilble for .
Antrozous pallidus - SC o rocky areas, caves foraging, unlikely
. ' ' | for roosting.
mines, hollow trees
for roosting.
b Most low to mid-
Townsen(li):tblg-eared elevation habitats; Possible for
Corynorhinus townsendil — CsC e caves, mines, and foraging, uniikely
' buildings for for roosting.
townsendii roosting.
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Table 1
Special-Status Species that Could Occur in the Study Area
{Continued)

Brarine - N eaniiar | e & L it " Potential for
Species Federal State | CNPS.- Hab’ita_t " Occurrence
Forests and ;
Yuma myotis _ cac . woodlands; caves, E?ZS'.I?B fuor:Iikel
Myotis yumanensis mines, and buildings ging, y

for roosting.

for roosting

Source: North Fork Associates, 2007, Biological Resource Assessmaent for Sierra Vista Specific Plan Profect

Status Codes: Definitions for the Potential to Occur:
Federal FE Federal Endangered . None. Habitat does not occur,
FT Federal Threatened ) .
FP Federal Proposed Species «  Unlikely. Some habitat may ogcur, but disturbance
State CE California Endangered or other aclivitias may restrict or eliminate the
CT California Threatened _ possibility of the species occurring. Habitat may be
CR California Rare (plants only) very marginal, or the study area may be outside the
CSC - California Species of Goncern range of the specios.

CNPS

CFP California Fully Protected
* Raokeries are tracked and of
special interest to CDFG

. Possible. Marginal to suitable habitat occurs, and
the study area occurs within the range of the species.

List 1B Rare or Endangerad in California e Likely. Good habitat occurs, but the species was not
List2 Rand E In California, more observed during surveys.

common elsewhere
1 — Seriously endangered in California ¢  Occurs: Species was observed during surveys.

2 — Fairly endangered in California

b, ¢)

Curry Creek, a perennial stream, seasonal wetland swales, and seasonal wetlands are
located throughout the site. Proposed development could adversely affect Curry Creek
and associated riparian vegetation, and could result in fill to federally regulated wetlands.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to riparian
and vernal pool habitat identified by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and federally protected wetlands; this impact wili
be evaluated in the EIR.

A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit application has been submitied to the U.S. Amy
Corps of Engineers. A separate Environmental impact Statement under NEPA will be
prepared for the proposed project to meet the U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers
Section 404(b)(1) guidelines with respect to the federal analysis required to analyze the
impacts on waters of the United States. '

Feasible mitigation measures will be presented and analyzed in the EIR (and the EIS) to
reduce these impacts, including agency consultation and compliance with agency
permitting requirements. Although impacts to biological resources may be reduced with
mitigation, some impacts may remain significant and unavoidable.

The perennial drainage and seasonal wetlands and drainages located within the project
area are expected to support both aquatic and semi-aquatic species. The aquatic habitat
of Curry Creek is expected to support bullfrogs, mosquitofish, and possibly other nonnative
warm water fish species. However, no anadromous (migratory) fish or resident cold water
fish species are expected to occur in Curry Creek or other drainages of the project area
{as indicated in the 2002 West Roseville Specific Plan and Sphere of Influence
Amendment Area EIR). Nevertheless, the proposed project could impact resident and
migratory bird species and other resident wildlife. Therefore, this impact is considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.
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f)

The Roseville Municipal Code, Title 19, Zoning, contains a section on tree preservation
(Article 1V). The code protects native oak trees that have a diameter of 6 inches or more
at breast height {dbh). A permit is required for any activity that would harm, destroy, kill, or
remove a protected tree within a protected zone. The replacement of trees in kind,
relocation of trees, revegetation, or an In-Lieu Mitigation fee is required,

Surveys indicate that approximately 90 trees are present on the site, five of which are oak
trees regulated by the City’s Tree Ordinance. Implementation of the proposed project is
expected to result in the removal of trees for development of the land use plan as well as
roadway and other infrastructure improvements.  Therefore, impacts are considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. If trees need to be removed, an In-
Lieu Mitigation fee would be paid, or the trees would need to be replaced in kind pursuant
to the City's zoning ordinance. It is anticipated that compiiance with the Roseville tree
preservation policies will reduced the impacts to a iess-than-significant level. :

There are no existing conservation pians, However, Placer County is currently developing
the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP). Therefore, this impact is considered
potentially significant and will be ovaluated in the EIR. It is expected that a mitigation plan
will be developed for the proposed project which is consistent with, and compiements, the
proposed PCCP. The EIR will analyze the consistency of the proposed project with the
County's proposed PCCP. However, since the PCCP is not approved and may not be
approved by the time the proposed project is through environmental review, ultimate
consistency with the PCCP may be undeterminable.

V. Cultural Resources

Would the project:

Potentially
N Significant’ . N
"Potentially Unless Less Than -
. _ o Significant Mitigation: Significant. No.
Environmental Issue = y Impact incorporated ‘Impact | Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
‘significance of a historic resource as defined X
in Section 15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource X
pursuant to Section 15064.57
c) Direcily or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique X
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including %
those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion:

a,b,d) Eleven cuitural resources have peen identified on the project property—eight sites and
three isolates. The eight sites are three refuse deposits (P-31-1255, CA-PLA-1898H, and

CA-PLA-1989H), a site with two privies (CA-PLA-1900H), a farmstead with standing
structures and associated dispersed material (CA-PLA-1897H), a house and bamn
foundation (CA-PLA-1988H), a windmill foundation (P-31-2873), and the Western Area
Power Administration (WAPA) transmission lines (P-31-3280). The three isolates are farm
equipment {P-31-2876), a generator and well pump (P-31-2877), and a burned red brick
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fragment (P-31-2878). Each of these sites was evaluated for significance using the criteria
for eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the
California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). None of the 11 cultural resources
within the project boundary appears to be eligible for inciusion in the NRHP or CRHR.

Construction activities could result in the discovery of potentially significant cultural
resources that could be inadvertently exposed during grading or excavation activities. The
City of Roseville’s Mitigating Policies and Standards include Construction Standards
(Resolution 01-208} to prevent impacts to cultural resources. The proposed project would
be constructed in compliance with these standards. The Construction Standards requires
a contractor to halt construction if signs of an archaeological site are discovered: “work
shall be halted, and the Community Development Department notified. A qualified
archaeologist shall be notified, and additional mitigation may be required.” Therefore,
impacts to these resources are considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in

the EIR. It is anticipated that the EIR will identify mitigation measures, if feasibte and if
needed, to minimize these impacts.

With regard to paleontological resources, the sediments on the project site referable to
both the Riverbank and Turlock Lake Formations have yielded scientifically significant
Construction activities could result in the discovery of potentially
significant paleontological resources that could be inadvertently exposed during grading or
Therefore, impacts to paleontological resources are considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. It is anticipated that the EIR will
identify mitigation measures, if feasible and if needed, to minimize these impacts.

c)
fossils in the past.
excavation activities.

VI. Geology and Soils

Would the project:

Environmental Issue Potentially |- :Potentially. | Less Than No
S i Significant | '~ Significant-- - | - Significant | Impact
Impact * | Unless. - Impact
Lol h o Mitigatien | o

| Incorporated

a'} Expose people' or strUcturéé; to poteh'tial
substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving:

i} Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alguist-
Priclo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area X
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.)

i} Strong seismic groundshaking? X
i) Seismic-related ground failure, X
including liquefaction? .
iv} Landslides? X
B) Result in substantial soil erosion or the X
loss of topsoil?
c} Be located in a geological unit or soil that
is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in X

on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
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Environmental Issue ' Potentially Potentially Less Than | No

Significant | - Significant Significant - | Impact
“Impact Unless- Impact..
' Mitigation o
. - - Incorporated
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code X

(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems ' X
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project would result in construction activities and the placement of fill,
buildings, and infrastructure on the project site. Given the location, the proposed project is
not expected to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects
involving seismic shaking, ground failure, or landslides. This finding is further described
below:

i~iii) The project area is in southwestern Placer County. The California Geological Survey

(CGS) classifies the South Placer area as a low-severity earthquake zone. No active

faults are known to exist within the County. The project area is considered to have
low seismic risk with respect to faulting, groundshaking, seismically related ground
failure, and liquefaction. The Uniform Building Code (UBC) and California Building
Bode (CBC) for seismic safety include standards for roadway improvements and
construction. The proposed project would be constructed in compliance with the
UBC and CBC, which include seismic standards lo protect the public and reduce the
risk of roadway damage or collapse. Therefore, these impacts are expected to be
less than significant.

iv) Landslides due to slope instability do not typically occur in the project vicinity. The
topography is relatively flat. The proposed project construction would comply with
the City of Roseville’s Design/Construction Standards and Improvement Standards.
In the grading sections of these standards, a site-specific geotechnical report and an
erosion and sedimentation plan are required to be prepared. In addition, the UBC
outlines site development standards for the protection of slopes. The proposed
project would minimize the potential of landslides by implementing state and local
regulations for grading and slope stabilization. Therefore, the impact is expected to
be less than significant.

b) The proposed project includes conversion of undeveloped and agricultural land to a mix of
residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public, open space, and urban reserve uses.
and parks. During construction of the proposed project, disturbed areas may be subject to
soil erosion. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially significant and will be
evaluated in the EIR. It is anticipated that mitigation measures, if needed, will be identified
to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level. For example, the City has
established protocols for construction projects to minimize soil erosion or loss of topsoil.
Any exposed soils from the construction phase of the proposed project would need to be
covered by landscaping and semi-impervious andfor impervious surfaces, which would
minimize soil erosion.
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c—d) The proposed project is not located in a sensitive geologic area and the City of Roseville
area does not typically experience subsidence. Evaluation of the soils on site indicates
that they are capable of supporting residential, commercial and retail structures, industrial
buildings and schools, provided that the near-surface soils are properly compacted and
engineered fill is placed and compacted during earthwork. The proposed project would
comply with the Design/Construction Standards and Improvement Standards to reduce
impacts related to soil, including on or offsite landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence,

liguefaction, collapse, or expansive soils. Based on these factors, these impacts would be
considered less than significant. ‘

e}  The proposed project would not require construction of new wastewater disposal systems
on the project site; wastewater would be conveyed to the Pleasant Grove Wastewater
Treatment Plant. Therefore, no impact is anticipated from the proposed project.

VIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:

. Environmental Issue

' Potentially
1 Significant

Impact

Potentially. -
.. Significant

Incorporated.

‘Unless Mitigation |

| LessThan
~Significant

Ampact -

"No.

'~ Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the snhvircnment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

X

b) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the envirenment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the
environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed schooi?

d} Be located on a site which is Included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
complied pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
nublic alrport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for
people reslding or working in the project
area?

) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing in the
project area?
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Potentiatly ' .
Potentially Significant Less Than
_ Significant | Unless Mitigation Significant No

.. ... Environmental Issue _ [ Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
g) lmpair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency X
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where X
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion:

a, b) Hazardous materials would be used, stored, and transported during both construction and

operations of the proposed project. Hazardous materials used during construction could
include diesel fuel, paints, solvents, gasoline, motor oil, and grease. For operations, the
proposed project includes residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public, and open
space land uses, and parks. Public/quasi-public facilities would include a fire station, a
church site, an electric substation, three groundwater wells, a water treatment facility, a

_recycled water distribution facility, a solid waste recycling site, and four elementary

schools, and one middle school. Hazardous materials may be used, stored, and
transported in association with the electric substation and water treatment facility. In
addition, small to moderate quantities of hazardous materials may also be used by
residences and commercial businesses (such as pesticides or cleaning agents), and
household hazardous waste may be generated on the site.

Although Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented for construction and
operation activities to minimize the risks to the environment and public health, this impact
is considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. Itis anticipated that
mitigation measures will be identified, if feasible and if needed, to reduce these impacts to
a less-than-significant level.

Four elementary schools and one middle school are proposed as a part of this project. In
addition, Coyote Ridge Elementary School is within one-quarter mile of the proposed
project site. Therefore, hazardous materials will be used during construction of the
proposed project within one-quarter mile of an existing school. In addition, land uses
which may introduce the use of hazardous materials {i.e., water treatment facility) may be
located within one-quarter mile of a proposed school. During operations, WAPA and
Sacramento Municipal Utility District have a combined 375-foot-wide easement (WAPA
carridor) that generally extends in an east-west direction through the center of the project
site. In addition, a 50-foot north-south trending electrical easement runs through the
center of the site. These easements contain multipie high-tension power lines and
associated towers. California Code of Regulation requires that new school site be located
at least 100 feet from the transmission line right-of-way for 50-133 kV lines, 150 feet for
220-230 kV lines, and 350 feet for 500-550 kV lines. These distances are required
because the strength of the electromagnetic fields (EMFs) decreases to approximately
background levels. Because the existing school is within one-quarter mile of the project
site, as would the schools proposed as part of the project, this impact is considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. it is anticipated that mitigation
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g}

measures wili be identified, if feasible and if'needed, to reduce these impacts to a less-
than-significant tevel, '

The site has historically been used for farming and residential uses. Phasel
Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) of the project site indicate that generaily there is
no evidence of significant contamination on the project site, nor are state or federally listed
hazardous materials sites within the project boundaries. The Phase | ESAs identified a
few issues of concern: debris piles, soil stains, abandoned welis, old structures on site that
might contain asbestos or lead-based paints, and abandoned septic systems. The
Phase | ESAs recommended that the structures, debris, and stained soils be removed and
properly disposed. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant and will be
evaluated in the EIR. Itis anticipated that mitigation measures will be identified, if feasible
and if needed, to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The proposed project is currently not within an airport fand use compatibility plan
{ALUCP), and would not result in a safety hazard to the surrounding airports (Sacramento
International Airport, Rio Linda Airport, and McClellan). However, it is noted that the
project area is within an area subject to overflights associated with McClellan Air Field.
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is currently in the process of
updating the ALUCP for McClellan. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially
significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will address land use and potential
noise compatibility impacts associated with the overflights. It is anticipated that mitigation
measures will be identified, if feasible and if needed, to reduce these impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

No private airstrips are within the vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts
are expected from the proposed project.

The proposed project is not expected to interfere with emergency response or evacuation
plans, The project would be designed to facilitate emergency traffic. During construction,
emergency routes would remain open and emergency response plans would not be
affected. Even so, increased traffic from the project could affect the ability of emergency
providers to travel to locations where emergencies are occurring, and for that reason this
issue will be addressed in the EIR.

City of Roseville’s wildfire hazard is rated as moderate by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) Fire and Resource Assessment Program. Wildfire
risks to the City of Roseville are generally from grassland fires that spread to urban areas.
The project site is comprised largely of grassland, Construction activities could introduce
wildland fires through the use of flammable materials or idling equipment on the project
site. For operations, although some risk exists that the project site might be susceptible to
a wildland fire, the proposed project would not create a use that would intensify this risk.
The operations and maintenance plan for the open space areas will identify a mowed strip
at least 50 feet wide to reduce brush adjacent to structures. Although project operations
are not expected to result in significant impacts, this impact is considered potentially
significant based on construction activities, and will be evaluated in the EIR. It is
anticipated that mitigation measures will be identified, if feasible and if needed, to reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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Vill. Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project:

* | Potentially
_ o _ - -Significant
. ‘Environmental Issue - Jmpact

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation

‘Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?

X

b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies ot interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aguifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been
granted)? ‘

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site”

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage

‘|| pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, of substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
"I would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
poliuted water?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

g} Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

1} Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

I} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?
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Discussion:

a, f) The proposed project includes conversion of undeveloped and agricultural land to a mix of
) residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-public, open space, and urban reserve uses,
and parks. - Construction will require substantial site clearing and grading for building sites

and the necessary infrastructure. This disturbance may result in soil erosion, which could
increase sediment loads in stormwater runoff. Therefore, this impact is considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. As will be discussed in the EIR, the

City will comply with the requirements, mitigation measures, and BMPs of the applicable
local, state, and federal regulations intended to protect water quality and control the quality

and quantity of storm water runoff from construction sites and new developments as
summarized below:

State of California’s General Permit for Construction Storm Water Discharges.
Stormwater discharges from activities such as grading and stockpiling are
regulated under this permit. This would require the City to file a Notice of Intent
(NOI) with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board for construction
projects disturbing one acre or more. A Stormwater Poliution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) would be filed as part of the NOI, as required. The SWPPP would
address water pollution control measures and outline BMPs such as erosion

controls, sediment controls, nonstormwater runoff controls, and waste
management controls.

City’s Grading Ordinance and Stormwater Ordinance. These regulations stipulate
that appropriate erosion control measures be implemented to reduce
sedimentation within any creek systems. The Grading Ordinance requires prompt
revegetation of disturbed areas, avoidance of grading activities during wet weather,
and avoidance of disturbance within drainageways as well as other erosion and
sedimentation control measures. A Grading Plan is required where grading or
stockpiling would degrade important natural features (e.g., removal of or damage
of native oak trees) or result in the excavation or placement of fill within any

channel or tributary that would convey stormwater with a flow of 200 cubic feet per
second or moere for a 10-year event.

U.8. EPA stormwater management regutations as enforced by the State Water
Resources Control Board. These regulations include requirements under the City’s
National ~ Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit
(No. CAS000004). Under this permit, the City is required to regulate the entry of

pollutants and non-stormwater discharges into the City stormwater conveyance
system.

City’s Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance.
This ordinance stipulates that the City will establish requirements identifying BMPs
for any activity, operation, or facility that may cause or contribute to pollution or
contamination of stormwater, the storm drain system, or waters of the United
States. The BMPs are promulgated to control the volume, rate, and potential
pollutant load of stormwater runoff from new development projects as may be
appropriate to minimize the generation, transport, and discharge of pollutants.

It is anticipated that feasible mitigation measures consistent with established local and
state regulations regarding construction and operational discharge requirements will be
identified in the EIR to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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b)

d)

The proposed project would result in an increase in the impervious surface area of the
site. Increase in impervious surface area can interfere with the ability of water to infiltrate
the soil and recharge groundwater sources. In addition, three onsite injection/extraction
groundwater wells are proposed as part of the water infrastructure system. These wells
would provide the City with an emergency water supply during dry years or during fire
flows, and allow for the eventual use of an Aguifer Storage and Recovery Project. Based
on these factors, impacts to groundwater supplies and groundwater recharge are
considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. It is anticipated that
feasible mitigation measures, if needed, will be identified in the EIR to reduce these
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Construction of the proposed project includes development of previously undeveloped
areas, polentially impacting a perennial stream (Curry Creek), seasonal wetland swales
and seasonal wetlands (see IV., Biology, (b)). The potential direct impacts to these water
resources due to construction activities and the long-term increase in impervious cover on
the site would result in alteration of the existing drainage patterns of the site. These
alterations could result in substantial erosion both on and off the site. Placement of
permanent or temporary fill in walers of the United States is regulated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The project could result in
potential temporary and permanent impacts to non-wetland waters of the United ‘States
due to placement of fill and or culverts. Based on these factors, this impact is considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. It is anticipated that feasibie
mitigation measures will be identified in the EIR to reduce these impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

Project-related construction and operational activities would result in the alteration of the
existing drainage pattern of the sile, which could substantially increase the amount of
stormwater runoff from the site. The proposed project would include onsite detention
facilities to mitigate for increases in stormwater peak flow rates, in accordance with the
Placer County Stormwater Management Manual. In addition to the detention facilities, the
project would participate with the City in construction of a regional retention basin to

mitigate increases in stormwater runoff volume.

Al some locations, fill or cuiverts or both would be placed adjacent to or within waterways
(creeks/channels/ditches), and new ditches would be required. Roads, culverts, and
ditches would be sized in accordance with City's design guidance and the Placer County
Stormwaler Management Manual. As described in (h) below, ptacement of fill within
waterways would not be allowed to adversely affect hydraulic flow conditions or create
flooding.

impacts of the proposed project to potential flooding on site or off site are considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will include a detailed
evaluation of the proposed project’'s detentionfretention requirements, the capacity of
downstream offsite drainage facilities and assess the need lo upgrade, mitigate, or replace
those facilities. It is anticipated that feasible mitigation measure will be identified in the
EIR to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Drainage patterns could be affected by development in the vicinity of waterways. The
increase in impervious surfaces may inlroduce new sources of poliutants into the
stormwater runoff at the site. Therefare, this impact is considered potentially significant
and will be evaluated in the EIR. Impacts from erosion, siltation, and runoff are anticipated
to be reduced with compliance with the NPDES permit; the City's Urban Stormwater
Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance; and implementation of BMPs (see
discussion under (a} above).
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Consistent with the City’s policies, no residential structures would be placed within the
100-year floodplain. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated from the proposed project.

The proposed project would not place any structures within a 100-year floodplain. The
amount of fill and/or culverts that would be placed within the fioodplain is expected to be
minimal and is not expected to significantly increase the baseline flood elevation.
However, placement of detention basins, bridges, and other infrastructure could potentially
encroach into the floodplain. Therefore, the impacts from the proposed project are
considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will include a
drainage report that will assess potential impacts to floodplains. The EIR will include
detailed evaluation of the proposed onsite detention facilities and required mitigation, if
there is encroachment into the floodplain. The drainage report{s) would be reviewed and
approved by the City. Itis anticipated that feasible mitigation measures will be identified in
the EIR to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.

No people or structures would be exposed to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death as a
result of construction under the proposed facilities. No levees or dams are in the project
vicinity. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated from the proposed project.

No bodies of water are near the project area that could create a seiche or tsunami.
Similarly, the proposed project would not be subject to, or create, mudflows, based on soil
types and slopes found in the area. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated due to
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow from the proposed project.

IX. Land Use and Planning

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Environmental Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Unless .
Mitigation
incorporated

Less Than -

Significant
impact.-

No Impact

a) Physically divide an established
community?

X

b) Cenflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpese of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion;

a) The proposed project area is rural in nature. No estabiished ébmmunities are located

within the project boundaries. Therefore, the proposed project would not divide any
established communities and no impacts from the proposed project are expected.

The project site currenlly has two applicable Placer County land use and zoning
designations. The existing designated land uses are Agricultural-80 acre minimum and
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Agricultural-20 acre minimum. The existing County zoning designations of the project site
are Farm-Building-Site-20 acre minimum and Farm-Building-Site 80 acre minimum.

The proposed project would provide for a mix of land uses within the project site to create
a new community with approximately 9,929 residential units and 255 acres of commercial
and commercial mixed use areas, along with supporting publicfquasi-public, parks, open
space, and urban reserve uses. The proposed land uses, distribution, and acreages of the
proposed development are listed in Table 1 of the NOF.

Even though the majority of the project site is within the City of Roseville’s Sphere of
Influence, the proposed project would substantially change the aliowable land uses on site
from those that are currently allowed under the Placer County General Plan and the Placer
County Zoning Ordinance. The EIR wil analyze the project's consistency with alt
applicable plans and policies to determine whether the proposed project has the potential
to conflict with any applicable plan or policy. Therefore, the impacts are considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR.

There are no existing habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
in the project area. However, Placer County is currently pursuing the Placer County
Conservation Plan (PCCP). Although the PCCP is not approved, the EIR will analyze the
project for consistency with the goals and policies in the draft PCCP. Consistency with the
PCCP may be undeterminable if it is not approved by the time environmental review for
the proposed project has ended. '

X. Mineral Resources

Would the project:

Potentially
R Significant L
Potentially .| - Unless * Less Than. . S
: _ “Significant. | - Mitigation | Significant | - No -
. Environmental Issue : | - Impact | Incorporated Impact = | Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known

mineral resource that would be of value to the X
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally

important mineral resource recovery site X

delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land yse plan?

Discussion:

a, b) The California Geological Survey inventories and tracks mineral resources and mining

activities throughout the state in compliance with the California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975. While Placer County contains extensive mineral resources
(primarily sand, gravel, granite, clay, stone, gold and other heavy metals), none of the
permitted extraction sites or known resources are in the area of the proposed project site.
Therefore, impacts to mineral resources of the proposed project are expected to be less
than significant.
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Xl. Noise

Would the project result in:

Environmental Issue

| Potentlally
. | Significant -

_Impact -

- Potentially
Significant
Unless Mitigation
Incorporated -

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

X

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundhorne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

€} A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Discussion:

a, ¢) Construction of the proposed project would result in
equipment. In addition, temporary groundborne vibr.
construction events. The project would adhere to t
prohibits construction activity from 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. on
weekends. Project operations could cause impacts d
noise generation and noise sensifivity, Therefore, t
significant and will be evaluated in the CIR. Noise m
to analyze whether operational noise would exceed n
Element of the City’s General Plan, and to determin

Transportation Noise Contours will be affected by the project.

mitigation measures will be identified in the EIR,

these impacts.

temporary noise from construction
ation or noise may increase from
he City's Noise Ordinance, which
weekdays and 8 p.m. to 8 a.m. on
ue to incompatibility with respect to
his impact is considered potentially
odefing will be conducted for the EIR
oise standards identified in the Noise
e whether the citywide General Plan
It is anticipated that

if feasible and if needed, to minimjze

b, d) Atthough the project will comply with the City's noise ordinance, the ordinance does not

specify an allowable noise level for constn

uction activity within the allowabie time periods,

Therefore, even with implementation of the City’s noise ordinance, potentially significant

noise impacts could occur if construction acti
noise receptors (i.e., schools and hos
impacts of the proposed project are considered potentially signifi
in the EIR. It is anticipated that mitigation measures,
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f)

XIil.

identified to minimize these impacts, and may include preparation of a construction noise
abatement program.

The proposed project is more than two miles from McClellan airfield. However, there is
still a potential that noise from overflights from that facility could impact the project area.
Therefore, the impacts of proposed project are considered polentially significant and will
be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will address noise from overflights, including potential
impacts to future sensitive noise receptors within the proposed project area. .

The project is not within or in the vicinity of a privale airstrip. Therefore, no impacts from
the proposed project are anticipated.

Population and Housing

Would the project:

: Potentially .
- | Potentially | Significant.Unless | Less Than | . -
: L Significant | . -Mitigation | Significant: | No
Environmentallssue. © |- Impact | Incorporated Impact | Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or X
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of X
replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of X
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:

a)

The proposed project would include development of both residential and commercial uses.
The project would also extend existing infrastructure as well as construction of new
infrastructure, including roads, sewer, and water supply systems. Based on these factors,
the proposed project has the potential to induce substantial population growth either
directly or indirectly. Therefore, growth inducement impacts associated with the proposed
project are considered potentially significant and will be analyzed in the EIR.

b, ¢} The site is primarily undeveloped, with the exception of four large-lot single-family

X11.

residences. The proposed project would not displace a significant number of housing or
people, nor would it necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.
Therefore, impacts related to housing or population displacement are considered less than
significant. '

Public Services

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives
for any of the following public services:
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Potentially
Potentially Significant Unless Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant :
Environmental Issue Impact Incorporated Impact No impact

a) Fire protection? X
b) Police protection? X
¢} Schools? X
d) Parks? X
g) Other public facilities? X

Discussion:

a—e) The proposed project would result in: M
services, (2) an increase in police protecti

new schools,-(4) a demand for parks, and (5)

public facilities such as an electric substation, water and rec
and roads. Therefore, these impacts are considered pote
evaluated in the EIR. Such services and facilities are prop
the proposed project, and the EIR will evaluate the proposed
provide these additional public services and facilities.

mitigation measures will be identified, where necessary, t

significant levels.
XIV. Recreation

Would the project:

the need for new or expanded fire protection

on and public safety services, (3) the need for

a requirement for other infrastructure and

ycled water storage facilities,
ntially significant and will be
osed as part of the design of
project’s ability to adequately
It is anticipated that. feasible
o reduce impacts to less-than-

.. oo if - Potentially , -
| Potentially | .. Significant | LessThan = |- L
Significant | Unless Mitigation | Significant * | - No:
- Environmental-Issue . Impact | Incorporated ~Impact | Impact

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that physical X
deterioration of the facilily would occur or
be accelerated?

b) Include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an - X
adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discussion:

a, b) The proposed project would provide approximately 9,995 dwelling units generating
approximately 25,219 new residents. This will increase the demand for neighborhood and

regional recreational facilities.
significant and will be evaluated in

Therefore, these impacts are considered potentially
the EIR. The EIR will include an evaluation of whether

the project’s proposed park and recreation space complies with the City’'s General Plan

policy requirements.

identified in the EIR to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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XV. Transportation/Traffic

Would the project:

" Environmentallssue

| Potentially
Significant |

- Impact

‘Potentially
Significant Unless
Mitigation
Incorpeorated .

- Less Th'a_r_\'- _
- Significant |-

~Impact .

_ 'No
Impact

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
and highways?

c¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to
design features (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e} Result In inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

Discussion:

a, b) The proposed project would increase traffic volumes on City roadways and may increase

traffic volumes on other regional roadways, including roadways in Placer County,
Sacramento County, Sutter County, and the Cities of Lincoln and Rocklin, as well as State
Route 65 and Highway 80. Based on these factors, traffic and transportation impacts from
the proposed project are considered potentially significant and will be analyzed in the EIR.

The City's General Plan currently stipulates that the City shall maintain a level of service
(LOS) C or better at a minimum of 70 percent of all signalized intersections in the city
during the p.m. peak hour. “Levels of service” describe roadway operating conditions and
is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, which include speed and
travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and
convenience, and operating costs. Levels of service are designated A through F from best
to worst, covering the entire range of traffic operations that might occur.

The EIR will include a traffic study that will model traffic conditions with and without the
proposed project for the year 2025 to determine project-related LOS impacts within the
City as well as areas outside the City. While it is likely that the proposed project would
have significant LOS impacts, it is expected that mitigation measures will be identified that
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c)

provide imprO\}ements to certain intersections and roadways to reduce these impacts while
accommodating future projected growth in the City through 2025,

The proposed project does not involve aircraft aperations nor would it affect air traffic
patterns. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

d, e) The proposed project roadways and intersection improvements would be in compliance

g)

with the City of Rosevilie’s design standards and would avoid design hazards. In addition,
the improvements would conform to the City's standards for compatibility with surrounding
land uses. Compliance with these standards would also ensure and maintain the existing
level of emergency access. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts are anticipated.

The proposed project will comply with the City's parking standards and will be designed to
meet the City's alternative transportation programs. Therefore, less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated.

The proposed project will be designed to support bus transit and bus rapid transit on the
Watt Avenue corridor. Since SACOG’s 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan designates
Watt Avenue as a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor, it is important that development
along this corridor be consistent with transit-oriented design. The portion of Watt Avenue
through the proposed project should be designed to accommodate BRT facilities. Based
on these factors, this impact is considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in
the EIR. It is anticipated that mitigation measures will be identified in the EIR to reduce

these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

XVI. Utilities and Service Systems

Would the project:

... -Environmental Issue_ .

F_'oteh_t_i'al.lyﬁ;- ;

- Significant -

CIrmipact’

|- “Potentially .

_Significant
‘Unless Mitigation-

-_"_I_;._e_z'ss:.'l'_ h:én

~Impact-.

. Significant.

Sl Incorporated ] ' Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

X

b) Require or resuli in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

c)} Reguire or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
envircnmentzal effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entittements needed?
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' Potentially
Potentially Significant’ Less Than: | -
R S : Significant | Unless Mitigation | . Significant .| No
g Environmental Issue . L Impact Incorporated | Impact | lmpact
e) Result In a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves
the project that it has adequate capacity to X
serve the project's projected demand in
addition of the provider's exisling
commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the X
project's solid waste disposal needs? ,
g) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid . X
waste?

Discussion:

a, e) The proposed project is expected to generate approximately 2,18 million gallons per day’

b)

d)

of wastewater. Wastewater flows from the proposed project would be conveyed to the
Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant (PGWWTP), which is owned and operated
by the City of Roseville for the benefit of the South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA).
The proposed project is not currently within the 2005 service area boundary established by
the SPWA. As a resuit, any influent that is proposed for treatment by lhe project would
represent additional required treatment capacity, and could result in effluent discharges
that exceed the limitations that have been established for the wastewater trealment plant
by the Regional Waler Quality Control Board. Therefore, these impacts are considered
potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. A technical study will be prepared
for the EIR to further analyze wastewater treatment requirements of the proposed project.

The proposed project would require the construction of new water and wastewater
conveyance facilities. In addition, exisling wastewater and water treatment facilities may
require expansion based on: (1) additional sewage generated from the proposed project,
which would require additional treatment capacity at the Pleasant Grove Wastewater
Treatment Plant, and (2) additional water supply demands from the proposed project,
which could require additional treatment capacity on the Sacramento River and (or) at San
Juan Water District's Treatment Plant. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially
significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. Technical studies will be prepared for the EIR
to further examine the wastewater treatment requirements as well as water supply options.
The EIR will evaluate potential impacts related to the proposed conveyance facilities and
expanding existing or constructing additional facilities.

The proposed project could require the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
as well as an expansion of downstream offsite drainage facilities to accommodate the
proposed project improvements. Therefore, this impact is considered potentially
significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. The EIR will include detailed evaluation of the
proposed onsite facilities and evaluation of the capacity of downstream offsite drainage
facilities to assess the need to upgrade, mitigate, or replace those facilities.

The proposed project would require approximately 5,500 acre-feet of water per year
(AF/yr). Additional surface water supplies, beyond existing entitements, would be needed
to serve the proposed project. Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project are
considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. The City prepared a
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Feasibility Analysis for the proposed project in Aprii 2007, which includes the framework
for the project’s water supply strategy. These water sources could include:

Reallocation of water supplies made available through unit water demand factors based
on Roseville water meter data;

A surface water contract entitlement from other water purveyor(s), which could include
the San Juan Water District;

Recycled water supplies for nonpotable use (recycled water for commercial and multi-
family landscaping, medians, and parks); and/or

Potential future delivery from the Sacramento River Reliability Project (Sacramento River
Diversion).

Additional technical studies will be prepared for the EIR to further analyze the water

supply options. In addition, a Water Supply Assessment will be prepared in conformance
with SB 610. .

f, g) The proposed project would generate solid waste. The solid waste would be disposed of

at the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL), located in Placer County, California.
Currently, the WRSL is permitted to accept up to 1,900 tons of refuse per day, and the
average tonnage received is approximately 889 tons per day over a 7-day period. A
technical study will be prepared for the EIR that details solid waste generation estimates
from the proposed project. The EIR will evaluate whether the proposed project has the
potential to exceed the permitted capacity of the WRSL and address whether the project
has the potential to substantially reduce the lifespan of the WRSL. Therefore, the impacts
are considered potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR. It is anticipated that
if the proposed project does result in significant solid waste impacts, mitigation measures

will be identified in the EIR to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

XVIl. Mandatory Findings of Significance

;_E’nv_irohmental; Issue SRR R Potentlaily :
LA ' _ Significant

- |-Unless Mitigation |
L rIngorporated |

. Potentially ‘[ “Less Than - | =
~Significant: - | . Significant

N Im’_pééf |

a} Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to.drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare or endangered species |,
or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of Californta history or
prehistory?
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Environmental Issue . -

I ¢ Potentially |  Potentially Less Than | . No
R Significant - Significant Significant Impact

Unless Mitigation
- Incorporated

b) Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable™ means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects).

¢) Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

a) The proposed project consists. of urban development in an area that contains seasonal
wetiands, creeks, and habitat for special-status species. Based on this information,
impacts to biological resources are potentially significant and will be evaluated in the EIR

for the proposed project.

b, c) The proposed project may result in cumulative impacts to land use {(General Plan policy),

agricultural resources, traffic

and transportation, noise, air quality, and biological

resources. These impacts may be cumulatively considerable and potentially affect the
general public and environment. Therefore, the proposed project may be considered
potentially significant and would require further analysis in the EIR.

Environmental Determination

In reviewing the site-specific information provided for this project, the City of Roseville has
analyzed the potential environmental impacts created by this project and determined that at
least one impact is considered to be significant. Therefore, on the basis of the following
initial evaluation, we find that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment, and an Environmental Impact Report will be required to evaluate the following

impacts:

» Aesthetics

= Agricultural Resources
= Air Quality

* Biological Resources

»  Cultural Resources

= Geology and Soils

= Land Use

= Noise

= Population and Housing
=  Public Services

= Recreation

»  Transportation/Traffic

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials = Utilities and Service Systerhs

»  Hydrology and Water Quality

Climate change related to greenhouse gas emissions and water supply will be evaluated in the

cumulative section of the EIR.
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3140, via e-mail at
charles. Jominae@osd.mil, or via phone
ai {703) 571-0081,

Dated: March 20, 2008,
LM, Bynum,
Alternale OSD Federal Register Liaison
Officer, Department of Dofense.
[FR Dog, EB-6421 Filed 3-27-08; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

Notice of Intent To Prepare a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Potable Water Supply for
Washington Parish Reservoir, Project

AGENCY: Department of the Army, 1.5,
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD.
ACTION: Notice of intent,

SUMMARY: The study area compriges
Washington Parish in southeast
Louisiana, Washingtor Parish currently
consumes approximately 40 million
gallons of water daily, 70 percent of
which is supplied by groundwater.
Decreasing groundwater levels
(quantity) and groundwater quality, in
combination with forecasted growth
within the Parish require alternative
water supplies to be developed, The
purpose of the project is to identify a
new water supply to address the current
and future potable water demands of
Washington Parish. The Local Project
Sponsor is the Washington Parish
Reservoir Commission.
DATES: A public scoping meeting will be
held on April 10, 2008 at 5:30 p.m,
ADDRESSES: The public scoping meeting
will be held in Bogalusa, LA at the
Bogalusa City Hall, 202 Arkansas
Avenue, Bogalusa, LA 70427,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions about the proposed action
and Draft EIS should be directed to: .
Karen Dove-Jackson at {601) 6317136,
Vicksburg District, Corps of Enginoeers,
4155 Clay Street, CEMVK-OD-FE,
Vicksburg, MS 39183-3435,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant
to Louisiana House Bill 216, 2003
Regular Session, the Louisiana
Legislature created the Washington
Parish Reservoir Commission as a State
Lntity. This law gives the Washington
Parish Reservoir Commission the power
to obtain land needed for the reservoir
pursuant to the State of Louisiana’s
principle of eminent domain, and in
accordance with the Lonisiana Laws
and Revised Statutes for this principle.
1. The Washington Parish Reservoir
Commissiou completed a site selection

study (January 2005) to determine a
recommended best source of future
potable water for Washington Parish.
The study concluded that crealion of a
surfage water reservoir by damming
Bogalusa Creek was the most desirable.
The Washington Parish Reservoir
Commission subseguantly completed a
preliminary engineering report
(Decamber 2006) that presented
preliminary design, planning level costs
estimates, and preliminary construction
plans for a water supply reservoir.
Based upon review of the site selection
report, the Corps concluded that the
proposed project had the potential for
significant impacts to the human and
natural environment. The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires the preparation of an EIS for
proposals that are subject to federal
funding, control, responsibility and
permitting, and which have the
potential for significant impacts. The
proposed project would affect wetlands,
which are regulated by the Corps, and
require a permit to comply with Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. Because the
proposed project would require federal
involvement, it is subject to NEPA.
Preliminary alternatives being
considered include construction of a
new surface water supply reservoir,
construction of distribution systems to
make available existing surface water
supplies, and increased use of
groundwater. .

2, The Southern Hills Aquifer system
suppliss Washington Parish with
potable water, The Southern Hills
Aquifer system is one of the most
heavily pumped aquifers in Louisiana,
supplying 290 million gallons per day
for consumption. Recent studies
indicate that the Southern Hills Aquifer
system is supplying more water
annually than it can sustain, and water
levels in the aquifer are dropping as
much as one foot annually. In addition
to aquifer water levels, the water quality
of the aquifer is also declining,

3. A public scoping meeting will be
held (see DATES and ADDRESSES).
Sipnificant issues identified during this
scoping process will be analyzed in
depth in the Draft IS,

4, Upon completion, the Draft EIS will
be distributed for agency and public
review and comment, Additionally, a
public meeting will be held to present
resulls of the Draft EIS evaluations and
the recommendsd plan.

5. The Draft EIS 1s estimated to be
completed in September 2008,

Brenda S. Bowen,

Army Federal Register Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. Ef-6447 Filed 3—-27—00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-PU-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of
Engineers

Intent To Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Proposed
Slerra Vista Specific Plan Project,
Corps Permit Application Number
200801050

AGENCY: Deparbment of the Army, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD.

ACTION: Notice of infent.

suMmMARY: The Sierra Vista Landowner
Group proposes to implement a large-
scale, mixed-use, mixed-density master
planned community with residential,
commercial, office, public/quasi-public,
and open space land uses, and parks.
The Sierra Vista Specific Plan would
include approximately 1,148 acres of
residential uses; 2681 acres of
commercial, office, and commercial-
mixed uses; 162 acres of parks and
paseog; 83 acres of public/quasi-public
land uses; 31 acres of urban reserve; and
190 acres of roadways and landscape
corridors, The Specific Plan would also
include 244 acres of open space; of
these, 38 acres would be graded as part
of the project and the remaining 206
acres would be preservation areas.:

The Specific Plan would include
9,995 dwelling units {in a mix of low,
medium, and high densities) and
approximately 2,419,113 square fest of
retail and office uses. The project would
also provide four elementary schools,
one middle school, and a fire station,
The proposed project is expected to
generate about 25,219 new residents and
5,821 jobs. It is anticipated that
construction would begin in spring
2010, The duration of construction
would depend on market conditions;
full buildout would likely be completed
within 20 years from construction
commencement.

The proposed project site is
approximately 2,138 acres and contains
51.87 acres of waters of the United
States. The project, as proposed, would
result in direct impacts to
approximately 37.74 acres of waters of
the United States. These acreages do not
include indirect impacts from the
proposed action or impacts anticipated
to result from offsite infrastructnre that
may be detarmined to be required as
part of the project through the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
l]l‘OEBSS.

DATES: A scoping mesting will be held
on April 16, 2008 from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m,

ADPRESSES: The scoping meeting will be
held at the City of Roseville Givic Center
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(Meeting Rooms 1 and 2}, 311 Vernon
Street, Roseville, CA 95678,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION GONTACT: Ms,
Nancy Haley, (916) 557-7731, e-mail:
SierraVista@usace.army.mil.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Interested
parties are invited to submit written
comments on the permit application on
or before April 29, 2008, Scoping
gomments should be submitted within
the next 60 days, but may be submitted
at any time prior to publication of the
Draft EIS, To submit comments en this
notice or for questions about the
proposed action and the Draft EIS,
.please contact Nancy Haley, 1325 ]
Street, (Room 1480), Sacramento, CA
958142922, Please refer to
Identification Number 200601050 in any
- correspondence,

The Sierra Vista Landowner Group
consists of eleven property owners.
Each property owner has filed an
application for a Department of the
Army permit under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Because these
applications are interrelaied, the Corps
ig considering them ip a comprehensive
and combined manner, The joint
purpase of thesa applications is to
construct a large-scale mixed-use,
mixed-density master planned
community. To comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the Corps has decided to
prepare an EIS to assess the potential
impacts to waters of the United States
from these combined applications. No
project alternatives have been defined to
date. The proposad project and the
alternatives lo its proposed size, design,
and location will be developed through
the EIS process.

Perennial streams, including Curry
Creek; perennial marshes; seasonal
wetland swales; seasanal wetlands,
inclnding vernal pools; and ephemeral
and intermittent streams are located
throughout the proposed project site.
Verifiod wetland delineations show that
51.87 acres of waters of the United
States occur on the proposed project
site. The proposad project will resnlt in
direct impacts to approximately 37.74
acres of waters of the United States and
will avoid approximately 14.13 acres of
these waters of the United States for
construction of the project, These
acreages do not include indirect impacts
from the proposed action or impacts
anticipated to result from offsite
infrastructure that may be determined to
be required as part of the project
through the EIS process.

The proposed site for the Sierra Vista
Specific Plan Area is in unincorporated
Placer County, CA, immediately west
and south of the City of Roseville’s

existing city Mimits. The majority of the
proposed project site is within the City
of Roseville’s Sphere of Influence (SO1),
and approximately 447 acres of the
proposed project site are situated west
of the City’s SO boundary.

The proposed project site is
approxiwmately 6 miles west of Interstate
80 and State Roule 65, 10 miles
northeast of the Gity of Sacramento, 10
miles east of State Route 99, 5 miles
west of downtown Roseville, and 4
miles east of the Sutter County line. The
proposed praject sito is west of
Fiddyment Road, north of Baseline Road
to approximately 1/2 mile west of the
Baseline Road intersection with Watt
Avenue, and south of the West Roseville
Specilic Plan area,

The project gite for the EIS does not
include orne 40-acre parcel situated
within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan
area. This parcel is owned by a
nonparticipating landowner, and the
parcel is not included in the proposed
action subject to this NEPA process. At
snch a time as the owner of the 40-acre
parcel dacides to develop that property,
a separate environmenta) review would
be required.

The Corps' public involvement
program includes several opportunities
to provide oral and written comments
on the Sierra Vista Specific Plan project
through the EIS drafting process.
Affected federal, state, and local
agencies, Indian tribes, and ather
intarested private organizations and
parties are invited to participate.
Significant issues to be analyzed in
depth in the EIS include impacts to
walers of the United States, including
vernal pools and other wetlands;
agricultural resources; cultnral
resources; threatened and endangered
species; trangportation; air quality;
surface water and gronndwater;
hydrology and water quality;
socioeconomic affects; and aesthetics.

Verna) pool fairy shrimp
{(Branchinecta Iynchi) have been
identified as occnpying certain areas on
the project site during past snrveys.
Some of these areas are proposed by the
Applicant for impact. The Carps will
initiate formal consuitation with the
1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act for proposed impacts o
vernal pool fairy shrimp, USFWS may
also consider adding additional
federally listed species to the formal
consultation process.

No known historic resources on the
project site have been listed on or
determined eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places
{NFP) or the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR). However,

the Corps will initiate consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Officer
under Section 106 of the NHPA as
putlined in the Corps’ Interim Guidance
to 33 CFR Part 325 Appendix C.

"1t is anticipated that the Dralt EIS will
be made available to the public between
April and October 2009,

Daled: March 20, 2008.
James A, Porter,
Liewlenant Colonel, U.S. Army, Depuly
Districl Engineer.
[FR Doc. E8—6444 Filed 3-27-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3740-EH-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Navy

Notice of Public Hearlng for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Proposed Homeporting of
Additionat Surface Ships at Naval
Station Mayport, Florida

AGENGCY: Department of the Navy, Dol).
AGTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(c)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969, as implemented by
the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations (40 Code of Faderal
Regnlations Parts 1500-1508 the U.S.
Dopartment of the Navy (Navy) has
prepared and filed with the U.5.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on March 28, 2008, which
svaluates the potential environmental
consequencos of homeporting additionat
surface ships at Naval Station
(NAVSTA) Mayport, Florida, A Notice
of Intent for this DEIS was published in
the Federal Register on November 14,
2006 (FR14NO06-25].

A puhlic hearing will he held to
provide information and receive oral
and written comments on the DEIS, A
preferred alternative has not heen
solected or identified in the DEIS. The
Navy seeks comments from the public
ar interested parties regarding the
sufliciency of the DELS and the choice
of a preferred alternative. Federa, state,
and local agencies and interested
individuals are invited to be present or
represented at the hearing.

Date and Address: One public hearing
will be held. The hearing will be
preceded by an open house session to
allow interested individuals to review
information presented in the DEIS DON
representatives will be availabie during
the open house session to provide
clarification as necessary related to the
DFIS. The open bouse session will
occur from 4:30 p.m, to 6:30 p.m.
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Public Notice

Number; 200601050
Date: March 28, 2008
Comments Due: April 29, 2008

US Army Corps
of Engineers

Sacramento District
1325 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

SUBJECT: Notice of application for a Department of Army Permit under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Notice of Public
Scoping Workshops for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan project, as shown on the attached drawings.

AUTHORITY: This application is being evaluated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for
the discharge of dredged or fill material in waters of the United States.

APPLICANTS: Steve Schnable

Mourier Investments, LLC

1430 Blue Oaks Blvd., Suite 190

Kyriakos Tsakapoulos
KT Communities
2251 Douglas Blvd., Suite 110

Roseville, California 95661
(916) 782-8879

Jack Previte

CGE Investments

950 South Bascom Ave., Suite 1113
San Jose, California 95128

(408) 283-0628

Jeff Ronten

D.E. Properties, Inc.

2013 Opportunity Drive, Suite 140
Roseville, California 95678

(916) 782-2704

Steve Thurtle

Richland Planmed Communities, Inc.

2220 Douglas Blvd., Suite 290
Roseville, California 95661
(916) 782-3330

Roseville, California
(916) 774-6622

Steve Schnable

Mourier Land Investment Corp.
1430 Blue Oaks Blvd., Suite 190
Roseville, California 35661
(916) 782-8879

John Murray

Westpark LR, LLC

1700 Eureka Road, Suite 140
Roseville, California 95661
(916) 774-3400
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LOCATION: The 2,138-acre project site is situated in portions of Sections 26,27, 34, 35, and 36,
Township 11 North, and Range 5 East, Mount Diablo Base Meridian (MDBM) of the “Pleasant
Grove, California” and “Roseville, California” 7.5-minute quadrangles (U.S. Department of the
Interior, Geological Survey, 1981 and 1992, respectively) (Figure 1, Project Site and Vicinity
Map).

PROJECT PURPOSE: The project purpose is to implement a large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-
density master planned community in western Placer County.

PROJECT NEED: The project need is to help meet the City of Roseville’s share of foreseeable
regional housing demand and to accommodate commercial and office development in the
Roseville area, based on Sacramento Area Council of Government’s projections that the region
will add approximately 2 million people by 2050.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Applicant is proposing to construct a large-scale, mixed-use,
mixed-density master planned community with residential, commercial, office, public/quasi-
public, parks, and open space fand uses, including two regional community centers. The proposed
project area is approximately 2,138 acres and contains 51.87 acres of waters of the United States
(Figure 2, Existing Conditions Map). The project, as proposed, would result in direct impacts to
approximately 37.74 acres of waters of the United States and would avoid approximately 14.13
acres of waters of the United States. (Figure 3, Conceptual Land Use Plan, Figure 4, Land Use
Plan and Wetland Delineation).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Environmental Setting. The study area supports nonnative annual grassland with flat to
gently rolling topography. Wetlands and other waters are embedded within the annual grassland
landscape. These aquatic features include wetland swale (19.65 acres), ephemeral stream (0.38
acre), intermittent stream (6.02 acres), perennial stream (2.36 acres), seasonal wetlands (9.19 acre),
pond (2.63 acres), and vernal pools (11.64 acres). The seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, and swales
are scattered throughout the site. Curry Creek flows from east to west, entering the property at the
southeast, continuing south of Baseline Road and re-entering the property at the southwest section
of the site. Two unnamed tributaries to Cutry Creek meander through the center and very northern
portions of the study area. These intermittent streams drain into Curry Creek offsitc to the west.
Surrounding properties include urbanized areas of newly-developing and/or planned residential
and mixed-use development to the north, cast, and south; and undeveloped land to the west.

Alternatives. The Applicants are in the process of evaluating alternatives to comply with
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. These alternatives will consider other potential project
locations within western Placer County that are available, practicable, and can achieve the stated
project purpose as well as practicable measures to avoid and/or minimize impacts on site. Other -
alternatives may be developed during the review process for this application. All reasonable
project alternatives, in particular those which may be less damaging to the aquatic environment,
will be considered.
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Mitigation. The Corps requires that Applicants consider and use all reasonable and practical
measures to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic resources. [f the Applicants are unable to
avoid or minimize all impacts, the Corps may require compensatory mitigation. The proposed
project would result in the loss of approximately 37.74 acres of waters of the United States. The
overall goal of the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan project is no net loss of wetland functions
and values and to take actions as may be needed to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of
any federally listed species or causing adverse modification to any designated critical habitat. The
Applicants propose to accomplish these objectives through a combination of habitat preservation
and restoration/creation at offsite mitigation areas and/or purchasing preservation and
restoration/creation credits from an agency-approved mitigation bank or banks.

Offsite Infrastructure Improvements. In addition to the onsite work described in the
application, the City of Roseville (City) may ask the Applicants to construct certain offsite
improvements, The nature of such offsite improvements and potential wetland impacts that may
result from those improvements have not yet been determined. The Applicants have been in early
consultation with the City regarding potential offsite infrastructure requirements.

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORIZATIONS: Proposed activities fall under the
Jurisdiction of several resource agencies. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, -
construction activities in waters of the United States are subject to the approval of the Corps. It is
anticipated that the proposed activities will require authorization by a Department of the Army
Standard Permit. Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, this permit will need to be
certified by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CYVRWQB). It is also
anticipated that the proposed activity may affect federally listed endangered or threatened species
or their critical habitat; consequently, the Corps will initiate consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Any mitigation required

through a USFWS non-jeopardy Biological Opinion would be incorporated as a special condition
in the Corps permit.

HISTORIC PROPERTIES: Eleven cultural resources have been identified on the project
property. These consist of eight sites and three isolates. The eight sites include three refuse
deposits (P-31-1255, CA-PLA-1898H, and CA-PLA-1989H), a site with two privies (CA-PLA-
1900H), a farmstead with standmg structures and associated dispersed material (CA-PLA-1897H),
a house and barn foundation (CA-PLA-1988H), a windmill foundation (P-31-2873), and the
Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) transmission lines (P-31-3280). The three isolates
include farm equipment (P-31-28706), a generator and well pump (P-31-2877), and a burned red
brick fragment (P-31-2878). Each of these sites has been evaluated for significance using the
criteria for eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the
Californta Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). None of the eleven cultural resources within

~ the project boundary appears to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or CRHR. The Corps will
initiate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer under Section 106 of the NHPA,
as outlined in the Corps Interim Guidance to 33 CFR Part 325 Appendix C.
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ENDANGERED SPECIES: The proposed project will affect occupied habitat for the threatened
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi). The project area may also potentially support
occupied habitat for the endangered vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), threatened
slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and endangered Sacramento orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida).
The Corps has determined that the proposed activity may affect federally listed endangered or
threatened species or their critical habitat. The Corps will initiate consnltation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service pursnant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT: The proposed project will not adversely affect Essential F ish
Habitat (EFH) as defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

The above determinations are based on information provided by the Applicants and our
preliminary review.

CONSIDERATION OF COMMENTS: Interested parties are invited to submit written
comments on the permit application on or before April 29, 2008. Scoping comments should be
submitted within the next 60 days, but may be submitted at any time prior to publication of the
Draft EIS. To submit comments about the proposed action and the Draft EIS, please contact Nancy
Haley, (916) 557-7731, email. SierraVista@usace.army.mil, 1325 J Street (Room 1480},
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922. Please refer to Identification Number 200601 050 in any
correspondence. . '

PUBLIC SCOPING. This public notice is being distributed to invite public participation in the
scoping process for the preparation of an EIS under NEPA. This process is key to preparing a
concise EIS and clarifying the significant issues to be analyzed in depth. Public concerns on
issues, studies needed, alternatives to be examined, procedures, and other related matters will be
addressed during scoping. The Corps plans to hold one public workshop to encourage
participation in the scoping process for the EIS. The workshop will be held on April 16, 2008, at
the City of Roseville Civic Center {(Meeting Rooms 1 and 2), 311 Vernon Street, Roseville,
California, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the probable impacts,
including cumulative impacts, of the described activity on the public interest. That decision will
reflect the national concern for both protection and use of important resources. The benefit that
reasonably may be expected to accrue from the described activity must be balanced against its
reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors that may-be relevant to the described activity will
be considered, including the cumulative effects, among which are conservation, economics,
aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values,
flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation,
water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production,
mineral needs, consideration of property ownership, and, in general, the needs and welfare of the
people.
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[ additional information is required, please contact Nancy Haley, (916) 557-7731 or email at
Nancy.A . Haley({@usace.army.mil.

Thomas S. Chapman
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Attachments: Figure 1. Project Site and Vicinity
Figure 2. Existing Conditions Map
Figure 3. Conceptual Land Use Plan
Figure 4. Land Use Plan and Wetland Delineation
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AGENDA
JOINT EIR/EIS SCOPING MEETING
FOR THE
SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN

5:00-5:20 p.m.: Open House with Exhibits

5:20-5:45 p.m: Introductions and Presentation
» Meeting Purpose
* Project Overview
» City of Roseville Process (CEQA)
» 404 Permit Process (NEPA)
« Environmental Review Process

5:45-7:00 p.m.: Questions and Answers
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
The Sierra Vista Specific Plan is a pro-

posed large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-
density master planned community
with residential, commercial, office,
public/quasi-public, and open space
land uses, and parks. The Sierra Vista
Specific Plan would provide the follow-
ing:

* 9,995 new dwelling units {in a mix of
low, medium, and high densities)

* Appreximately 25,219 new residents

* Appreximately 2,419,113 square feet
of retail and office uses

* Generation of approximately 5,821
jobs

* Four elementary schools and one
middle school

* One fire station

* One church site

¢ Arterial, collector, and local
rcadways

* A comprehensive systermn of
pedestrian and bike
way paths

- & Accommodation of Bus Rapid

Transit along the proposed Watt
Avenue right-of-way

PROJECT LOCATION

The 2,178-acre project site is located
adjacent to the City of Roseville in
southwestern Placer County. The
majority of the project site is located
within the City of Roseville’s Sphere of
Influence (SOI) and a small portion of
the project site is located west of the
City's SOl boundary. The propesed
project includes annexation of the proj-
ect site by the City of Roseville

{see Figure 1 below).

BLUEPRINT GROWTH

Given its proximity to existing urban ar-
eas, jobs, and infrastructure, the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan is consistent with
the Blueprint Project Preferred Growth
Scenario adopted by the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
in December 2004. In June 2005, the
City of Roseville embraced SACOG's
preferred Blueprint growth scenario by
adopting Implementation Strategies to
guide both infill and greenfield devel-
opment projects in Roseville, consistent
with SACOG?s vision for the region.

Figure 1: Project Location Map
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PROJECT SETTING

The majority of the proposed project
site is undeveloped and has historically
been used for agricultural or grazing
activities. Current land uses include
four large-lot, single- family residences;
other smaller structures associated
with engoing dry farming agricultural
production activities; and two small
strawberry fields.

The project site supports nonnative
annual grassland with flat to gently
relling topography. Seasonal wetlands,
vernal pools, and swales are scattered
throughout the site. Curry Creek and
two unnamed tributaries are also pres-
ent on the project site. Curry Creek
flows from east to west, entering the
property at the southeast, continuing
south of Baseline Road and re-entering
the property at the southwest section
of the site. The two unnamed tributar-
ies to Curry Creek meander through
the center and very northern porticns
of the project site.

Surrounding properties include urban-
ized areas of newly-developing and/or
planned residential and mixed-use
development to the north, east, and
south; and undeveloped land to the
west.

ENVIRONMENTAL

REVIEW PROCESS

The City of Roseville is the lead agency
under the California Envirenmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed
project, The City is preparing an
Environmental impact Report {EIR) for
the proposed project to address the re-
quired City approvals and entitlermnents.
The United States Army Corps of
Engineers is the lead agency under

the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA} for the proposed project.



Each property owner has filed an ap-

plication for a wetlands permit under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
Because these applications are inter-
related, the Corps is considering them
in a comprehensive and combined
manner. To comply with NEPA, the
Corps has decided to prepare an En-
vironmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
assess the potential impacts to waters
of the United States from these com-
bined applications.

"The EIR and EIS will each analyze
construction and operaticn of the
proposed project. These environ-
mental documents will also evaluate
offsite project components, including
utility or roadway improvements that
maybe required as part of the project.

As required by baoth CEQA and NEFPA,
alternatives to the proposed project
will also be evaluated. Draft environ-
mental documents are expected to be

released for public comment in mid
2009. '

APPLICANT

The proposed project Applicant is the
Sierra Vista Landowner Group. In addi-
tion, one 40-acre parcel in the western
portion of the project site is owned by
a nonparticipating landowner and is
not controlled by the Applicant.

With approval of the proposed project,
this particular parcel would be annexed
by the City and would be designated
as Urban Reserve. This 40 acre parcel is
not part of the proposed action for the

Figure 2: Proposed Land Use Plan
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purposes of NEPA since a wetland per-
mit application has not been submitted
for this parcel. When the owners of the
40-acre parcel decide to develop, they
would be required to go through the
zoning and entitlement process, wet-
land permitting process, and separate
project-level environmental review.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
There will be many opportunities for
the public to provide input into this
environmental review, For more
information about the project and
upcoming meetings, go to
www.roseville.ca.us/planning.

OR CONTACT THE
FOLLOWING:

CEQA and EIR Questions

& Comments

Kathy Pease, Senior Planner
Planning & Redevelopment Dept.
City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95478

Phone: 9146-774 5276

Email: kpease@roseville.ca.us

NEPA and EIS Questions

& Comments

Nancy Haley

Sacramento District,

U,S. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street (Room 1480)
Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: ($16) 557-7731

Email: SierraVista@usace.army.mil

»
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JOINT PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING REGARDING PREPARATION OF
AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2008

COMMENT FORM

The City of Roseville and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would like your comments regarding the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan.
Please specify whether your comments pertain to the EIR, EIS, or both. Write your comments below and turn in this form
at the end of the scoping meeting, or mail it to Denise Heick, URS Corporation, 221 Main Street, Suite 600, San
Francisco, CA 94105-1917, who is collecting comments for the City of Roseville and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

You may also fax this form to URS at 415-882-9261. Your comments are due no later than April 29, 2008, by 5:00 p.m.
Thanlk you!

YOUR INFORMATION:

Name:

Addres;s:

City: State and Zip:
Phone: Email:

Do you want to be notified when the Draft EIR and EIS are available for public review? YES NO

COMMENTS:




CIMOF "N ., _":_‘?:' 3
' ‘ EY! IQI?E US Army Corps

A of Endinheets ®

FROM: PLACE

POSTAGE
HERE

TO: Denise Heick
URS Corporation
221 Main Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94105-1917
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. Annexation and Sphere of Influence Amendment
= General Plan Amendment |

« Adoption Specific Plan and Design Guidelines

» Pre-zoning/Zoning Amendment

= Development Ag'reement
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= Alternatives to be determined
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EIS' e | S .
Alternatlves to be determmed

Analyzed at the same level of detall as the proposed
project |

Tty of Rosenills, California






lsclosure :_. S

= Opportunities to receive information

) . OpportunitieStO provlde in-put |

. .i;“-:i";"ii e s e [T s % 3 o
Lty of Roseviig, Calformnia

iy




érra Vlsta Spec1f1(: Plan

EIR and EIS

Questions on Presentation or the
approach to the EIR and EIS Analyses?

ity of Rosaville; Callfoinda .




~ EIR
~ Planning & Redevelopment
- 311 Vemnon Street

- Roseville, CA 95678

~ Telephone: (916) 774-5276

| Clty website —
- www.roseville.ca.us

nformatlon

Nancy Haley

Army Corps of Engineers
Sacramento District
1325 J Street (Room 1480)
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone: (916) 557-7731
SierraVista@usace.army.mil
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APPENDIX J.
OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF MEETING COMMENTS

(An officially certified transcript from Paulson Reporting & Litigation services has
been sent separately to the City of Roseville)



Condensed Transcript

JOINT EIR/EIS SCOPING MEETING
FOR THE SIERRA VISTA SPECIFIC PLAN

PUBLIC COMMENTS

April 16, 2008
5:00 ta 7:00 M

City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseville, California .

REPORTED BY: ANGELA T, KOTT, CSR 7811
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REPDRTING & LITIGATION SERVICES
WWW. PAULSCNREPORTING.COM
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City of Lincoln e City of Rocklin e City of Rosevilie ¢ Placer County

April 29, 2008

Kathy Pease, Senior Planner, AICP

City of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Re: Sierra Vista Specific Plan — Notice of Preparation Comments

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the March 27 Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact

Report (DEIR) for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. | appreciate the opportunity to provide NOP
comments.

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), on behalf of the South Placer
Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA} is working to complete the Placer Parkway
Corridor Preservation Project and Tier 1 Environmental impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (Tier 1 EIS/EIR). The proposed project lies in the study area of the Placer
Parkway Corridor Preservation Project.

Placer Parkway

Concept

Placer Parkway is a high-priority regional transportation project. 1t would connect rapidly
growing areas of western Placer County at State Route (SR) 85 to planned development in
south Sutter County at SR 70/99.

The concept of the Placer Parkway has been considered for over a decade. Placer County’s
1994 General Plan depicts a plan line for it. Later, PCTPA and Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) Boards adopted preliminary planning ‘documents for the Parkway
(2000 Conceptual Plan and 2001 Project Study Report). The project is also identified in the
2027 Placer County Regional Transportation Plan and SACOG's 2035 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. See the PCTPA web site — www.pctpa.org.

Basic Placer Parkway concepts developed through this preliminary planning work and being
carried forward in the Corridor Preservation project are:

» The transportation facility will be in a corridor varying from 500~ wide in the east/west
segments and 1,000'-wide between Pleasant Grove Rd. (Sutter County) and Fiddyment

299 NEVADA STREET = AUBURN, CA 95603 « (530) 823-4030 = FAX 823-4036



Kathy Pease, Roseville Planning and Redevelopment Dept.
April 29, 2008 -
Page 2

Rd. This corridor width could be revisited based upon performance standards to be
developed in Tier 2.

e There will be a number of Parkway interchanges (SR 65 & SR 70/99, Fiddyment,
. Foothills, etc.). Only one potential interchange, at a future extension of Watt Ave. or other
nearby roadway extension, is proposed between Pleasant Grove Rd. to Fiddyment Rd.
This potential interchange is not a part of the project; however, the impacts of the Placer
Parkway with and without such a connection are being studied.

e The corridor area on either side of the future transportation facility is to be a no-
development buffer (buffer). Because no decision on the ultimate alignment has been
decided, encroachment into the corridor area on either side of the future transportation
facility should be avoided.

Corridor Preservation Project
The Corridor Preservation project has two phases:

e Phase 1 - identify feasible corridor alignment alternatives.
¢ Phase 2 — complete the Tier 1 EIS/EIR.

Phase 1. On September 28, 2005, the SPRTA Board identified five ‘build’ corridor alignment
alternatives, in addition to the No Project alternative, to be analyzed in the Tier 1 EIS/EIR
(see attached map). This action was based on a two and a half year technical and public
participation program.

A portion of Alternative 1’s 1,000-foot wide corridor crosses over the proposed specific plan
area — just west of the Watt Ave./Pleasant Grove Blvd. intersection. The NOP (Figure 3}
illustrates that this area is being proposed for Medium Density Residential and Urban
Reserve uses.

Phase 2. There is no ‘preferred’ or ‘recommended’ -corridor alignment for the Placer
Parkway, or will there be until the Tier 1 EIS/EIR is completed. The Tier 1 EIS/EIR must
equally analyze all reasonable alternatives. The Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR was released in June
2007.

Based on recent SPRTA Board direction, an expanded analysis on the potential impacts of
hypothetical additional interchanges and buffer adjustments, not proposed by SPRTA, is
being developed for the Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR. This new portion will be ‘re-circulated’ for public
input.

Federal and State clearances for the corridor preservation environmental work may be ready
by summer 2009. Once the preferred corridor is determined, key pieces of land can be
acquired to preserve right-of-way for the Parkway.

The approximately 350™-wide transportation facility will eventually be located within the
Parkway corridor. The roadway's precise location within the corridor will be determined by a
praject-level environmental review.



Kathy Pease, Roseville Planning and Redevelopment Dept.
April 29, 2008
Page 3

NOP Comments

The NOP doesv not reference the proposed Placer Parkway.

The DEIR should:

1,

Indicate that a portion of a Placer Parkway corridor alignment alternative would cross over
the proposed specific plan site.

Analyze the impacts of the corridor through this area. If the corridor is not to be
accommodated, the DEIR should clearly cite this intent and analyze how it would affect
the Placer Parkway. The Tier | analysis does not analyze impacts of a reduced buffer
and/or potential impacts should the alignment through the Sierra Vista Specific Plan not
be eliminated. The SVSP project should analyze the impacts of any proposed
encroachment within the corridor, as impacts resulting from this encroachment were not
analyzed in the Placer Parkway EIR/EIS.

Address how the proposed specific plan could stage or phase development in order to

“avoid conflict with the Placer Parkway development process.

Evaluate potential detrimental health risks for sensitive land uses that may be within 500’
of the corridor alternative and the compatibility of these uses.

Based on Placer Parkway projected traffic volumes, assess the potential for exceedences
of land use compatibility noise thresholds to avoid placing noise-sensitive land uses
adjacent to the corridor alternative.

PCTPA recognizes the concurrent-development of proposals such as Sierra Vista Specific
Plan along with the Parkway's Corridor Preservation Tier 1 EIS/EIR creates a challenging
sifuation for all involved. PCTPA has been engaged in on-going consultation with counties,
cities, federal, state, and regional agencies, and landowners to avoid or minimize conflicts.

PCTPA appreciates the City of Roseville's cooperation and involvement in the Placer
Parkway planning and environmental process. If you have any questions, please call Celia
McAdam at 530.823.4030 or me at 530.823.4033,

Sincerely,

y

% l "- &M(LL/\

Stan Tidman, Senior Planner

ST:ss
Enclosures
Copies: Celia McAdam, PCTPA Executive Director

Gary Sweeten, Federal Highway Administration
Rick Dondro, Placer County Public Works

Larry Combs, Sutter County Administrative Officer
Denise Heick, URS Corporation
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company Direct: (530) 889-3131
Auburn Lond Services Office Fax; (530) 889.3392

343 Sacramento St. : Email: JEN8@pge.com
Auburn, Ca, 95603

'y

April 28, 2008

City of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment
Attn: Kathy Pease, Senior Flanner, AICP
311 Vemon S,

Roseville, CA 95678

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Seirra Vista Specific Plan Joint EIR/EIS

Dear Kathy Pease;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced repart, PG&E has
the following comments,

Dedicate all publicfcommon areas as a Public Utility Easement {PUE) and a standard
12.6 foot PUE for underground facilities and appurtenances adjacent to all public
ways, private drives and/or Irrevocable Offer of Dedication,

Due to such a large development project the developer may need to reserve a space
with a width of approximately 20 feet by 80 feet for a future easement to be granted to
Facific Gas and Electric Company. This space will consist of gas regulator station to
supply the development with such a large capacity, This will need to be coordinated

with PG&E to decide the best location for the regulator iot’s placement..

We would also fike to note that contihued development consistent with the City's
General Plans will have a cumulative impact on PG&E's gas systems and may reguire
on-site and off-site additions and improvements to the facillties which supply these
services. Because utility facilities are operated as an integrated system, the presance
of an existing gas or electric transmission or distribution facility does not necessatity
mean the facility has capacity to connect new loads, '

Expanslon of distribution and transmission lines and related facilities is a necessary
consequence of growth and development, Upgrades in addition to a new regulator

station to accommodate additional joad on the gas system could incluge facilities such
as odorizer stations, valve lots, distribution and transmission lines.

The developer will be responsible for the costs associated with the relocation of
existing PG&E facilities to accommodate their proposed development. Because facility



relocation’s require long lead times and are not always feasible, the developer shouid
be encouraged to consult with PG&E as early in their planning stages as possible,

We would iike to recommend that environmental documents for proposed development
projects include adequate evaluation of cumulative impacts to utility systems, the utility
facilities heeded to serve those developments and any potential envirorimental issues
associated with extending utility service to the proposed project. This will‘assure the
project's compliance with CEQA and reduce potential delays to the project schedute.

We also encourage that information is include about the issue of electric and rhag_netic
fields (EMF)in the report. Itis PG&E's policy to share information and educate people
about the iasue of EMF. -

Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) exist wherever there is electricity - in appliances,
homes, schools and offices, and in power lines. There is no scientific consensus on
the actual health effects of EMF exposure, but it is en issue of public concerh, If you
have questions about EMF, please call your local PG&E office. A package of
information which includes materials from the California Department of Health Services
and other groups will be sant to you upon your request. , '

PG&E remains committed to providing timely, reliable and cost effective gas and
electric servics to the public. Piease contact me if you have arty further questions:
regarging our comments. We would also appreciate baing copied on future
correspondence regarding this subject as this project deveiops,

Sihcerely,

Land Agent
{530) 889-3131

ien8@nge.cormn

- GG _

- Robert McAndrew
Ed Wong Mark Esguerra
Leo Stowart Gerge Karkazis
Kathy Caringi Bryan Barr
Richard Raulino
Russ Schoen



1709 San Jose Way

Roseville, CA 95747
April 25, 2008
Senior Planner : REQ EWVED
City of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment
311 Vernon Street AFR 2 8 2008
Roseville, CA 95678 P
anning Dgpzmvrgmmm

Dear Kathy Pease;

I am responding to your call for written comments regarding the impact of the
Sierra Vista Plan Project.

As an adjacent homeowners to the proposed site we are concerned about the
environmental impact of the nearby Salmon habitat which could be affected by
construction runoff. We are also concerned about the impact to a beaver habitat on the
proposed site. A beaver dam is visible from Baseline Road about a quarter mile west from
Fiddyment Road.

Largely, we are concerned about the project undercutting the house values in our
neighborhood. We’ve already lost 35% of the value of our home due to the slumping
housing market in Roseville. We believe we would face financial ruin, along with our
neighbors, if homes sites are prepared for another 26,000 residents at the Sierra Vista
Project. There is-already a large supply of such homes in West Park. I believe this project
needs to be delayed until the markct rebounds for the sake of all Roseville residents,
Thank you for listening to my concern. '

R
Jonathan Brines

Susan Brines
Roseville Homeowners

Sincerely,
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N S IERRA MOTHER LODE CHAPTER

801 K STREET, Surr: 2700
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
TEL. (916) 557-1100 EXT. 119 FAX: (916) 557-9669
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April 24, 2008

Kathy Pease

Planning and Development Dept.
City of Roseville

311 Vernon St.

Roseville, CA 95678

RE:' Notice of Preparation for EIR — Sierra Vista Specific Plan
Dear Ms. Pease,

On behalf of the Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club, thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the NOP for preparation of the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report.

The NOP notes that the site is approximately 2,178 acres. The project would develop 1,934 of those
acres as residential, commercial, parks and other urban uses. 244 acres would be in open space, but
only a smaller portion would be preserved in its natural state since the total acreage includes a WAPA
corridor which could have significant disturbance. As noted in the NOP, high value aquatic resources
dominate the site: “Curry Creek, a perennial stream, seasonal wetland swales, and seasonal wetlands,
are located throughout the project stte.”

The project will impact vernal pool resources and special-status species.

Of particular note are the vernal pool resources present on the project site. Surveys conducted by
Placer County in conjunction with Placer Legacy and the Placer County Conservation Plan identified
871 acres of vernal pool complex grasslands on the site. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USEFWS)
has recognized that the entire 2,178 acre site is essential to the recovery of vernal pool species, The
“Recovery Criteria” in the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern
Oregon identifies the Sierra Vista site as occupying a portion of the “Priority Core Area” for vernal
pool tadpole shrimp and vernal poo! fairy shrimp. Under the Recovery Plan, 85% of these core arcas
must be protected, as well as 80% of species occutrences.

_The current project design fails to avoid onsite vernal pools and related uplands.
The City is engaged in obtaining federal permits to fill significant wetlands and both directly and”
indirectly impact vernal pools and associated listed species. As currently designed, the project fails to
avoid onsite vernal pool complexes. The Conceptual Land Use Plan (March 2008) reveals that the
limited acreage of unimpacted open space would be along parrow linear stream courses, leaving
inadequate uplands to ensure the long-term functionality of the few vernal pools that would be
avoided.
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CEQA mitigations should be aligned with those required to obtain federal permits.

In order to obtain a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act from the US Army Corps of
Engineers and a favorable Biological Opinion from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, either major
design changes will have to be made that avoid significant impacts to wetlands and vernal pools, or
mitigation with substantial offsite preservation must occur. Onsite avoidance or mitigation through
offsite preservation in ratios that are sufficient to meet the goals of the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan
should be incorporated into the CEQA document. Otherwise, inefficient and lengthy delays occur
when CEQA mitigations are markedly different from those required to obtain federal permits.

Mitigations for impacts to sensitive habitat should be consistent with the City’s MOU with USFWS,
In anticipation of the impacts that Roseville annexations would have on sensitive habitats, the City of
Roseville and the USFWS crafted an MOU. This agreement was coupled with federal permits that
were granted for the expansion of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant, which enabled
urban development in areas critical to the recovery of vernal pool species. The MOU comumits the City
of Roseville to “develop and implement a long-term habitat conservation program (HCP), or its
equivalent, to minimize the effects of future development on federally listed spectes.” Fundamental to
habitat conservation planning is the preservation of large linked preserves that are based on the
conservation of existing resources, rather than the creation or restoration of vernal pool wetlands,
CEQA mitigations for Sierra Vista should reflect the spirit and intent of the MOU,

In the absence of an HCP, mitigation ratios must be consistent with the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan.

If the City of Roseville fails to “develop and implement a long-term habitat conservation program
(HCP), or its equivalent,” offsite mitigation must be in ratios consistent with the 85% rate of
preservation in the USFWS Vernal Pool Recovery Plan. Given that the proposed project would directly
or indirectly compromise 100% of the vernal pool habitat onsite (due to direct impacts and
incompatible adjacent uses), offsite preservation should reflect the 6.6:1 ratio implicit in the 85%
guideline. Thus, given that 871 acres of vernal pool complex habitat have been identified onsite in

recent biological surveys, offsite preservation should total 5,748.6 acres of existing vernal pool
complex grassland,

The project must incorporate mitigations for climate change impacts.

With the passage of AB32 and SB 97, pgreenhouse gas emissions must be addressed under CEQA. The
EIR for Sierra Vista must evaluate the project’s climate change impacts, and adopt all feasible
measures to mitigate those impacts.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR. Please
keep me informed of any notices and documents related to this project. 1 can be reached at the address
on the letterhead, or terry.davis@sierraclub.org and 916 557-1100 ext, 108.

Sincerely,

oy fur

Terry Davis
Conservation Program Coordinator



04/29/2008 TUE 15:50 PAX 5308227109 Sutter Co Comminity Sves [@ooz/003 -

SUTTER COUNTY ,
COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Planning - Lisa Wilson; Planning Division Chief Diren or-- Lary Bagley
Anirnal Contral : ' Assistant Bireclor—~ Randy Cagle
Building Inspecdon Fira Services — Dan Yager
Emvironmental Health ’ ) Frneraency Servicas - John DeBeaux

April 29, 2008

Kathy Pease, Senior Planner

Pianning and Redevelopment Depariment
City of Roseville

311 VMernon Street

Rosevilie, CA 95678

Re: = Notice of Preparation for Sierra Vista Specific Plan
Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan proposed west of the City of Roseville.

 The portion of south Sutter County immediately adjacent to Placer County is
predominantly agriculture with scattered - homes, ranches and agriculturally-related
- businesses. :

Further to the west, in the Natomas Basin portion of south Sutter County, the County
is currently processing an application for the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan project in south
Sutter County. Sutter -Pointe Is proposed as-a-7,600-acre mixed .use community with a
heavy emphasis on job creating uses, The proposed plan includes approximately 2,900
acres of residential uses with-a maximum: of 17,500 dwelling units. The plan area will-also
include 3,600 acres of employment uses wnth an anticipated 50,000,000 square feet of
building. o

Unless mitigated properiy, additional development in western Placer County will likely
have slgnificant impacts on the existing residents, farmers and businesses in south Sutter
County, as well-as the Sutter Pointe project, if approved.

Stormwater Runoff.

Stormwater runoff from western Placer County flows into small streams toward south
Sutter County. The Sierra Vista Spegific Plan is in the Curry Creek watershed, Curry Creek
flows west from Placer County into Sutter County where it is captured by the Natomas East
Main Drain Canal north of Sankey Road and ultimately diverted into the Sacramento River,
During large storm events, water in Curry Creek overflows Its banks, flooding homes and
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ranches. The flood waters also run through the "Sankey Gap” into the Sutter County portion
of the Natomas Basin, where Sutter Pointe is proposed. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR
should address the effects of post-project run-off on south Sutter County.

Transportation.

Traffic from development in western Placer County currently uses Sutter County
roads and State Route 99/70 for access to Sacramento and other destinations south. The
Sufter County roads are undersized-to accommodate the amount of traffic currently using
the roads. As part of Sutter Pointe project, Sutter County roads will be widened-and an
interchange built at State Route 99/70. The Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR should address
the effects of the project on south Sutter County roads and the state facilities used by traffic

from Slerra Vista including State Route 99/70, and the interchange at State Route 99/70 and
Riego Road, _

We Jook forward to the opportunity to discuss coordination between the two projects
with you and/for the project applicants.

Sincerely,

W
Doug Libby, Al

Principal Planner

DLkf
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"Pease, Kathy" To <Kathy Rushmore@URSCorp.com>,
<KPease@roseville.ca.us> <Denise_Heick@URSCorp.com>, <jeffones@surewest.net>

04/08/2008 06:55 AM ce
bee

Subject FW: Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR NOP

From: Al Sawyer [mailto:ASawyer@co.sutter.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2008 5:35 PM

To: Pease, Kathy

Cc: Doug Libby; Janet Bender

Subject: Sierra Vista Specific Plan EIR NOP
Importance: High

Kathy, piease accept the following responsible agency comment from Sutter County Public Works
reference the subject project: o

“Eull impact on Sutter County roads, specifically Riego Rd and its intersection with SR 99/70, must be
included in the report.”

Al Sawyer, P.E.
Assistant Public Works Director
(530) 822-7450



Department of Energy
Western Area Power Administration
Sierra Nevada Customer Service Region
114 Parkshore Drive
Folsom, California 95630-4710

APR 18 208 RECEIVED

Ms, Kathy Pease
Senior Planner

City of Roseville

311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report for the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence
Amendment, and General Plan Amendment Project. The United States Department of Energy,
Western Area Power Administration (Western), does not have any objections to the proposed use
where the project crosses Western’s Cottonwood-Roseville, Roseville-Elverta/Roseville-
Fiddyment-Elverta 230-kilovolt transmission line easements provided the project does not
interfere with the easement rights and are in accordance with the enclosed General Guidelines.
All improvement plans within the easements must be submitted to Western for review and
approval for a License Agreement prior to construction. In addition, the following restrictions
apply:

1. Structures are not allowed on the easement. Structures, by way of example, not by
limitation, shall mean buildings, sheds, mobile homes, signs, storage tanks, septic
systems, swimming pools, tennis courts, basketball courts, gazebos, or similar
facilities. '

2. All vegetation on the easement shall not exceed a maximum height of 12 feet at
maturity, '

3. Excavation is not permitted within 20 feet of any tower footings and the ground to
conductor clearance must be maintained at a minimum of 30 feet at all times.

4. Wells and mining operations are not allowed within the easement.
5. Western shall review fence plans affecting the easement area prior to installation. If

fences are placed across the easement, 14-foot wide gates are required for access
along the easement.

o

Thirty (30) feet of unobstructed access is to be maintained around the towers.



If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Susan Sinclair at (916) 353-4600.

Sincerely,

' 4
% S&f\r e Wl
Heidi R. Miller
Realty Specialist

Enclosure



WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL GUIDELINES CONCERNING THE USE OF
ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE RIGHTS-OF-WAY

RE: Roseville-Elverta/Roseville-Fiddvment and Cottonwood-Roseville 230-kV
Transmission Lines

Western Area Power Administration (Western) owns a 250-foot easement along the length of the
referenced transmission line. Western's rights within the easement include the right to construct,
reconstruct, opetate, maintain, and patrol the transmission line.

Rights usually reserved to the landowner include the right to cultivate, occupy, and use the land
for any purpose that does not conflict with Western's use of its easement. To avoid potential
conflicts, it is Western's policy to review all proposed uses within the transmission line easement.
We consider (1) Safety of the public, (2) Safety of our Employees, (3) Restrictions covered in the
easement, (4) Western's maintenance requirements, and (5) Protection of the transmission line
structures and (6) Road or street crossings. '

The outline below lists the considerations covered in the review. Please note that some items

may overlap. This outline has been prepared only as a guide; each right-of-way encroachment is
evaluated on an individual basis.

1. Safety Of The Public

A. Approval depends, to a large extent, on the type and purpose of the development.
Western takes our obligation to public safety very seriously. To insure our
obligation, any use of the easement that will endanger the public will not be allowed
or strongly discouraged (e.g., kite flying is prohibited).

B. Metal fences must be grounded in accordance with applicable safety codes.

C. Lighting standards shall not exceed a maximum height of 15 feet and not placed
directly under the conductors (wires). All lighting standards must be grounded,

D. All vegetation on the easement shall not exceed a maximum height of 12 feet at
maturity.

E. Structures are not allowed on the easement, Structures include, but are not limited
to, buildings, sheds, swimming pools, basketball courts, tennis courts, gazebos, etc.

F. No ground elevation changes are allowed which would reduce the ground to
conductor clearance below 30 feet.



Safety Of Our Employees

Vegetation and encroachments into our right-of-way requires our crews to take action,

which places them at risk. Therefore, any vegetation or encroachments that present a risk

to our employees will not be allowed.

Restrictions Covered In The Easement

The easement prohibits the following: (1) any use that will interfere with or damage the

equipment of the United States, (2) digging or drilling of a well, (3) erecting buildings or -

structures, (4) placing or piling up material within the easement boundaries. The
easement gives Western the right to remove trees, brush or other objects interfering with
the safe operation and maintenance of the line.

Maintenance Requirements

A. Berms shall not be placed next to the base of the transmission line tower.

B. Any proposed improvements to the easement (including grading, parking lot,
lighting, landscaping, fences, etc.), must be reviewed by Western to assure that they
will not interfere with the safe operation and maintenance of the transmission line.

C. A l4-foot gate is required in any fences that cut off access along our easement.

D. Thirty (30) feet of unobstructed access is to be maintained around towers.

Protection Of The Transmission Line Structure (Towers, Guy Wires, etc.)

A. If the proposed use increases the possibility of a motor vehicle hitting the
transmission line structure, an appropriate guard rail shall be installed to protect the
structure (e.g., patking lots or roads).

B. Trench digging, which would weaken or damage the structure, is prohibited.

C. No ground elevation changes are allowed within 20 feet of the structure, and in no
case shall the conductor to ground clearance be reduced below code limitation.

Roads Or Street Crossings
Western's policy is to have roads or streets cross the eas¢ément at right angles, or as nearly

at right angles as possible, so that a minimum area of the road or street lies within the
transmission line easement.



Requests for permission to use the transmission line right-of-way should be submitted to:
Western Area Power Administration, Sierra Nevada Regional Office, Attn: Realty Officer,
114 Parkshore Drive, Folsom, CA 95630.
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April 18, 2008

Ms. Kathy Pease
City of Roseville
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, and General
Plan Amendment project. Our comments are as {ollows: -

o A Drainage Design Report should be completed. No drainage plans, drawings,
calculations, or hydrologic/hydraulic reports were received with the application. In
order to adequately evaluate impacts upon the State’s right-of-way and drainage
facilities, a detailed drainage plan with “pre-construction” and “post-construction”
hydraulic calculations should be supplied for our review. Please request these
calculations and send them to Caltrans District 3 at the above address in Marysville
for review prior to final project approval

s The project has the potential to create significant negative hydrelogic,
hydraulic, and water quality impacts. The development of this site will
increase impervious surface area through the construction of roads, driveways,
homes, garages, and other various structures with a corresponding increase in
surface water (storm water) ranoff. This project will decrease surface water
detention, retention, and infiltration, Any cumulative impacts arising from the
effccts of this development on surface water runoff discharge should be
minimized through project drainage mitigation measures.

o A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be completed and include an arnralysis of impacts
fo the State Highway System. The TIS should consider all possible traffic impacts to
all ramps, interchanges / intersections and mainline segments of Interstate-80, State
Route 65, and State Route 99. Cumulative impacts from this project and other
projects in the area should also be studied. A copy of the TIS guide can be
downloaded at: ,
http:/rwww.dot.ca gov/hg/tratfops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tsguide.p

“Cerlirans tmproves mobility aeross California”




Ms. Kathy Pease
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dl. We would appreciate the opportunity to review the scope of the TIS before the
Study beging.

o Please provide the following in the TIS: (for general plan amendmenit or
upddte)

Existing Conditions: current year traffic volumes and peak-hour LOS analysis
of the effected State highway facilities,
Proposed Project Only With Select Link Analysis: Trip generation and
assignment for build-out of general plans.
General Plan Build-out Only: Trip assignment and peak hour LOS analysis.
Include current land uses and other pending general plan amendments.
General Plan Build-out Plus Proposed Project: Trip assignment and peak hour
LOS analysis. Include proposed project and other pending general plan
amendments,

Please provide our office with copies of ay further actions regarding this development.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact
Cassandra Eaton, of my staff, at (530) 634.7612.

Sincerely,

/?Jz/%» o il

NICI{OLAS DEAL, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning - East

“Caltrans improves mobility across Callfornia”



_ .Parks & Reéreation
916-645-5298.

Public Works
916-434-2450

Administrative Services
916-434-2430°

- Fire

916-434-9568

Library
916-434-2410

Police
916-645-4040

Senior Planner, AICP

- 916-434- 24705-'.__‘ S

April 9, 2008

Kathy Pease

E!n"f 2%

C1ty of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment Dep’i‘ec%,%
311 Vernon Street eny
Rosev111e Ca. 95678

Re: Notlee of Preparat1on of a Draft EIR - Sierra Vista Spemﬁc Plan
Dear: Ms Pease:

Thank you. for the opportumty to provide comments regarding the

scope and content of the proposed environmental documentation for

the Sierra Vista proposal. The City of Lincoln would be interested in

having following addressed in the environmental document.

Traffic Circulation.

The C1ty of Lincoln recently completed its General Plan update which
proposes to expand the boundaries of its sphere of influence and the
areas planned for urban development. In addition there are several
other projects that are being proposed in the unincorporated portions of
the Coutity for development, Placer Vineyards, the Regional
University, and development of the Curry Creek area. The traffic
modeling for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan project should include-a
cumulative ana1y31s that incorporates the City of Lincoln’s land use
information from its General Plan update and all-of the proposed
projects within the unincorporated portion of the County. The C1ty
would request that the cumulative traffic analysis evaluate the
potent1a1 need to extent and upgrade Dowd Road as a potential
transportation improvement to handle north south traffic movements
within the reglon and a link to Watt Avenue.

I'hope these comments will assist you in the preparatlon of the
environmental impact report. Should you require additional
mformatmn regarding these comments or have questions concerning
them, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience.

Director: Commumty Development
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Michael J. Johnson, AICP
Director of Planning

April 29, 2008

Pan] Richardson
Planning Director
City of Rogeville

311 Vernon Stroet
Roseville, CA 95678

SUBJECT: Request for Comments - Notice of Preparation for the Sierra Vista Specific
Plan : : : -

Dear Mr, Richardson:

Thank you for providing Placer County the opportunity to review and provide comments on the
Notice of Preparation for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, County staff has reviewed the Notice of
Preparation, and the County submits the following comments for your consideration. Please note
that while some of the cormoents fror the Land Use section are similar to-comments in the
Traffic and Circulation section, the County concluded it was valuable to include.the comments
within both sections so that the environmental document prepared for the Sierra Vista Spocific
Plan includes a discussion in each respective section.- '

Land Use

o The County has a general concern. with the amowt of cornmercial land uses jdentified for the Base
Line Road frontage of the property, and the impact these land use designatiore may have on
allowing Basc Line Road to operate as an expressway. The environmental document prepared for
the project should consider alterative land uses along Base Line Road to assure that the use of
traffic-signals is minimized and through-traffic on Base Line Road is allowed to move without
Impediments,

o More information needs to be provided about the proposed “Events Center” located in the
southwest comer of the Specific Plan. With the limited information provided, the County is
concerned that this may be more than the typical Community Park,

* What types of uses are proposed with the “Bvents Center™?

3081 County Centar Drive / Sulla 140 § Auburn, Gallternia 85003 / (B30)745-3000 / Fax [F30) T45-3000
Intarnot Address: htpyiwww.placer.ca.goviplanning. / amail plaminpg@ placer.cn.qgov



*

0472972008 13:50 FAX 5307453080 PLACER COUNTY PLANNING : [#003/0058

Paul Richardson
April 29, 2008
Page 2

»  What levels of traffic are associated with the proposed uses? | _

=I5 there a potentiat for multiple events to be occurring at the same time?

= What impaot will the proposed uses have on the traffic operations on Base Line
Road? :

= [t appears that the only access to the “Events Center” is from Base Line Road. Is
there the potential for any other roadway access to this property?

The environmental document should address these lssues regarding the proposed “Events Center”.

- Biological Assessment _
o To assure roadways are in the best/correct locations, the environmental document needs to include
a Yswath survey” of east-west roadways that extend into Placer County/Curry Creel area to assure
that there are no “fatal flaws” with the proposed extonsion of these roadways to the west.

Utilities : . :
o Consistent with Board direction to provide for Curry Creek, the environmental document should
evaluate options for extending utilities to the west into the Curry Creek area. '

o While not necessarily an envitormental issue, the County remains concerned with the potential for
“Fanchise fees” and how such fees may (or may not) be utilized with the proposed project.

Transportation and Circulation

o The environmental document prepared for the Specific Plan should analyze an alternative with
additional access to land nse fronting on Base Line Road as follows:

1) PR-15 and CC (CMU-4) — provide a secondary access to Road B and/or Watt Avenue by
crossing the creek in O8-10 -

2) CC/BP-2 - provide access to the north through LDR~23 in a way that does not impact that
regidential area ' ' '

3) Add a local service road (east-west) between Market Avenue and Upland Drive on the north
side of the commercial. The road will need to cross the creek in OS-13

4) Add a local service road (éasbwest) hetween Upland Drive and Fiddyment Road on the
north side of CC-10 .

o The environmental document should develop and analyze Alternative Land Use scenarios to
evaluate the traffic impacts on Base Line Road. Provide a comparison of alternative land use

scenatios and the project proposal to demonstrate that the project proposal minimizes impacts to
through traffic on Base Line Road, For instance:

A. Using the same amount of acreage for each proposed land use category, relocate aud
reconfigure non-residential land use along Base Line Road. The-concept would be to have
Jarger contiguous commercial sites and less of a linear approach along Base Live Road. As
discussed at our City-County coordination meetings, the purpose is to utilize Base Line Road
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as an expressway with fewer access points, traffic signals and thus reduce the friction
associated with strip commercial lapd use,

1) €C 9 and 10 - move this commercial to along Road B in the vicinity of Watt Avenue
and/or West Side Drive

2) CC/BP 2 - move to Watt Avenue, West Side Drive or Road B
3} CC (CMU 4) and PR-15 ~ move to the north

B. An alternative with the proposed land uses, but fewer traffic signals along the project frontage
on Basg Line Road to provide increased highway capacity for through traffic.

" C. Analternative with the commercial land usos relocated to all front onto Watt Avenue or West

Side Drive or Road B.

D. An altemative with the commercial land uses fronting onte Road B, but with an extension of
Road B connecting to Baseline Road.

If the City of Roseville is proposing to maodify the cuwrrent Sphere of Influence boimd.ary to include
Base Line Road and annex the road into the City, the EIR should stafe this as a proposed action.

Discuss roadway connections to the west property line for both Road B and an unnarmed road to the
north. What is the plan for future connections and how can the County insure that these

. connections will goour in the future when needed?

The alignment of Road B near the west property line is at the confluence of two creeks and a major
power line. This alignment and alternatives should be studied to insyre feasibility and a LEDPA
alignment. This work should look some distance off-site to the west.

The alignment of Road B is currently shown to terminate at Fiddyment Road directly opposite
Westhills Drive. If full access to Westhills Drive were pexmitted to allow for a continuation of the
east-west connection to Junction Boulevard, would the level of service on Base Line Road be
affected? If access is restricted or climinated, what possible traffic impacts would ocour?

The environmental document should discnss accommodating future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
faciliies within the projects boundaries and how the proposed facilities ars compatible with the

ultimate regional facilities.

Qff-Site Transportation Mitigations:

1) Analyze the inpacts and determine the fair-share costs of County roadway improvements,
including the Watt Ayenue Bridge over Dry Creek.
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2) The traffic study should include an analysis of phased improvements to Base Line Road
both on the project frontage as well as off-site to the west. The traffic study should provide
a description of road and intersection improvements to be constructed with each phase of
the project development. Ifno specific project plases are proposed, the description should
detail traffic volumse triggers fot specific improvements.

3) The environmental document should discuss this project’s participation in regional fee
programs such as Tier 2, SPRTA, the Highway 65 JPA, and the Roseville County Fee.

The County looks forward to working together with the City to process the Sierra Vista Specific
Plan application. Should you have any questions regarding the information contained in this
letter, please do not hesitate to call me dircotly at (530) 745-3099.

MICEAEL J. JOHNSON, AICP
Diregor of Planmng

oo Tom Miller, County Executive Officer

Anthony La Bouff, County Counssl

Holly Heinzen, Assiotant County Executive Officer
Scott Finley, Deputy County Counsel

John Marin, Communlty Development Resource Agency Director
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File No.: 220.10284.11784.SCH#2008032115

Ms. Kathy Pease, Senior Planner, AICP

City of Roseville Planning and Redevelopment Department
311 Vernon Street

Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease:

Recently, the California Highway Patrol (CHP) Auburn Area had the opportunity to review the Notice of
Preparation for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, Sphere of Influence Amendment and General
Plan Amendment Project Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH#2008032115. We believe the growth
discussed will have a major impact on the mission of the CHP of providing safety and service to the
public as they use the highway transportation system within Placer County. The project as outlined will
substantially increase traffic volume and impact the State highways and roadways within the southern
portion of Placer County, primarily Interstate 80 (I-80), State Route 65 (SR-65), west of Fiddyment Road,

north of Baseline Road to approximately . mile west of the intersection of Watt Avenue, and south of
the West Roseville Specific Plan.

The ‘effect this project will have on the Auburn CHP Area could be significant in the number of residents
it will attract. The proposed plan encompasses approximately 2,178 acres of land currently in the City of
Roseville and western Placer County. The plan calls for the construction of 9,995 dwelling units, with a
possible increase of 25,219 new residents and 2,419,113 square feet of retail and office uses, resulting in
approximately 5,821 jobs. The project would also provide sites for construction of four elementary
schools, one middle school and a fire station. This project will contribute a significant amount of traffic
volume on regional roadways and intersections that would exceed their current capacity. _

The Auburn CHP Area office is responsible for more than 800 square miles of area in west Placer
County, which includes I-80, S.R. 49, S.R. 193, S.R. 65, and over 1,100 miles of county roadways. We
are commitied to providing the maximum amount of service and traffic enforcement allowable with our

current staffing levels. This project will impact our ability to provide traffic law enforcement services,
unless additional staffing is allocated to patrol this project.

There are no immediate plansto augment the workforce in the Auburn CHP Area Office, nor are there
any major roadway projects to significantly increase the traffic capamty of I-80 or SR-65, This is an area
that should be discussed as this prOJect along with several other major developments within the
immediate vicinity, will have a major impact on traffic.

Safety, Service, and Security



vas. Pease
Page 2
April 16, 2008

In order for the Auburn CHP Area to adequately patrol the area surrounding the Sierra Vista Specific
Plan development, we will need thirty two additional officers to accommodate this project. The
additional thirty two officer positions are based on the Placer County Sheriff’s Department’s staffing
formula for providing law enforcement services within Placer County. The PSCO formula is 1.3
personnel per 1,000 residents (1:3:1,000). PSCO is responsible for the same geographic area as the
Auburn CHP Area. PSCO is responsible for handling the enforcement of criminal investigations and
incidents while the Auburn CHP Area is responsible for handling enforcement of traffic investigations,
traffic control and other related traffic incidents within Placer County. Using PSCO’s staffing formula;
the Auburn CHP Area will need four additional officers to provide traffic enforcement, accident .
investigation, motor services, and vehicle theft incidents.

I-80, which bisects the City of Roseville, is currently operating at or near maximum capacity. During
certain times of the day, I-80 is beyond capacity resulting in gridlock or near gridlock as traffic flows at a
seriously reduced speed in both directions, Furthermore, SR-65, which is located on the north edge of
Roseville, has already experienced a major increase in usage due to the growth from the cities of Lincoln,
Roseville, Rocklin and unincorporated Placer County. Any significant increase in growth will further
adversely affect these major routes of travel.

We thank you for allowing our comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan. Through cooperative partnerships with local, county and State entities the CHP will
continue to monitor the growth within western Placer County and the surrounding cities for its impact on
the CHP’s mission.

Sincerely,
%ARD, Captain
Commander

Aubum Area

cc: Assistant Chief Sal Segura, Valley Division
Captain Joe Whiteford, Special Projects Section



Kathy Pease, Senior Planner, AICP April 28, 2008
City of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment

311 Vernon Street Rossville, Ca 95678

(816) 774-5276 FAX T774-5129

Kpeasel@roseville.ca.us

US Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Nancy Haley

1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, Ca 95814-2922
{916) 557-7731
SierraVistalfusace.army.mil
Nancy.A.Haley@usace.army.mil

Dear Ms. Pease and Ms. Haley,

Subject: Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report & Environmental Impact
Statement (Id. Nr. #200601050) for the Sierra Vista

Specific Plan - (Annexaltion, Sphere of Influence, & GP
Amendment) .

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the
Sierra Vista Specific Plan.

My major concern is that new growth should fully fund the
required infrastructure and services needed for their new
development and the related impachs/upgrades to existing
infrastructure and services. Please identify under all
topics/elements whether the new development’s required
portions are fully funded, the source of the funding
mechanisms, and any deficiencies and the amount or portion
that will be needed.

STATE HIGHWAYS & ROADWAYS

A recent Press Tribune article stated the Linccln By—-Pass
used all Placer’s share of State Funding for the next 15
years. Please clarify and expand on the impacts this will
have on all pending and/or proposed projects in our
area/region that require State Funding. Identify how SVSP
will impact those projects.

Please identify availability of Federal Funding for the

various impacted pending and/or prcoposed projects that
qualify for Federal Funding.



As I understand it, the current County impact fees foxr Hwy
65 only cover improvements to the Interchanges. Please
address if this is correct and if the current impact fees
will fully fund all the improvements or was there an
assumption there wouid be State Funding to assist with the
improvements. ‘

It is also my understanding; improvements to the
merge/connection from Hwy 65 to Hwy 80 and from Hwy B0 to
Hwy 65 ramps will be needed and are being planned. Please
verify and clarify how this is being funded; and, how much
of it will be funded from what sources? If there is not a
local fee impact program for these improvements, why not?

Also, the widening of Hwy 65 and how it will be funded
needs to be addressed. 3ince portions of Hwy 80 and Hwy 65
in the Roseville area are the most congested, it is
recommended a State Highway Impact Fee mitigation program
be developed and implemented for widening and the
merge/connection ramps. It is understood this is a
regional problem and new development cannot fully fund all
of the required improvements. Lincoln, Rocklin and Loomis
should be involved to work toward a multi-jurisdictional '
regional solution. However, a lot of the large population
growth has been occurring in the Roseville area which
brings up the need to implement a State Highway Impact Fee
Program now to cover all of the above concerns.

Please identify all current traffic impact fee programs and
how much is being collect for which projects and if the
fees will cover the total projects. Please have the
appropriate agencies perform the analysis and/or nexus
studies to develop the State Highway Fee program.

Please note El Dorado County developed a State Highway
Impact Fee to improve Hwy I-80.

The concern for a State Highway Impact Fee Program in
Roseville and Placer County has been raised in several
documents and at various hearings. This should be done in
Roseville and Placer County now before anymore projects are
approved. As an example, this same concern was raised in
writing as long ago as the West Roseville Specific Plan
approval. Without a State Highway Impact Fee Program, the
opportunity to collect Fees on over 8,000 units has been
lost along other recent project approved units.
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Shouldn’t major projects that impact the state highways be
limited until the source of funding and the mechanisms are
in place to accommodate reasonable regional growth? Or
what protections will ‘be put in place to collect these
fees?

The need for widening and/or new highways is driven by new
development and should be paid for by new development. An
adequate nexus study could address the existing residents
and pass through traffic versus the new residents issue.

OTHER ELEMENTS & ROADWAY PROJECTS

How is this project, the growth inducing and cumulative
impacts addressed in a regional approach to-planning?

There needs to be a concurrency aspect that assures that
all of the needed infrastructures will be in place at the
time of the start of a construction area or phase contained
in the plan. Will this be included in the plan?

Cne example, was SVSP a foreseeable project considered with
the adopted South Sutter County Specific Plan and also
being considered with the potential Placer Parkway
approval? 1'm using this example as a way to try to
address and link the need tc fund various roadway projects.
My point is, I know this prcject is being considered in the
review for the Flacer Parkway project approval and
currently limited fees are now being collected for the
Placer Parkway. However I dc not kncw what Sutter County‘
considered when they approved their projects and if they
developed fees for their approvals.  Therefore, when it
comes time to address Placer Parkway regionally (and my
other comments below), how the Placer Parkway
route/alternative is being selected is a concern. What
impact does Sutter County have in the route/selection if
they did not consider Roseville/Placer County projects and
start collecting fees for the Placer Parkway? To future
clarify my point; Placer Parkway should consider the amount
of Roseville residents it can serve. The route/alternative
selection shouldn’t be based on the need to serve Sutter
County if it hasn’t even started a fee program for the
Parkway (there should be a broad range issues considered in
the selection process}. '



Please identify the Placer Parkway Alternatives and their
locations in relation to this project and other projects in
the area including pending and proposed projects. Identify
the number of units in each project along with population
projections. Please include Sacramento and Sutter County
projects with their projections.

Does one of the Placer Parkway Alternatives go through this
project? How will the Right of Ways/ROW be protected?
Considering the proximity to the Placer Parkway will there
be any parallel roads to support traffic circulation?
vlease identify the funding for the Placer Parkway. As 1
understand it, the current fees only cover the
Environmental Review. Fees are not yet being collected for
the purchase of right of ways, design and construction of
the Parkway. Please verify this information and develop a
fee program to fully fund a 6 lane Parkway and include a
requirement for this project to pay into that program.

Could the Placer Parkway better serve the region as another
“Freeway/Highway” linking various areas regionally? I feel
moving the Parkway project forward would be essential to
eliminate the Health and Safety Risks of the increase in
Truck Route traffic on Blue Oaks Blvd. Please address the
increase in truck emissions versus car emissions; and what
impact that has on the Air Quality in the area of Blue Oaks
and that of the new Placer Parkway. '
In particular, address the increase in poor air gquality on
Blue Oaks due to truck traffic versus just car traffic in
the vicinity of the Senior Community of Sun City Roseville.
Can Mitigation include an Air Quality Monitoring Staticn in
this area funded by various new projects in this area?

New Highways and links are needed in this Region,

Roseville is now a Metropolis. If I recall correctly, once
the population reaches 100,000 it is considered a
metropolitan zone. Roseville has embraced the smart growth
concept with recent project approvals. It is now to time
to look for ways accommodate the new population projections
with an adequate transportation system. With these
population numbers beginning to compete with the Bay and LA
Areas, we need to look for more Highways and links to them.
The Bay and LA areas have numerous f[reeways surrounding
them. Even the Sacramento freeway system also circles the
downtown area with numerous connections. The north side of
Sacramento created the Hwy 80 by-pass to move traffic
toward Reno and Roseville.
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Roseville currently is limited in the Highway circulation
patterns. My concern is the amount growth in West
Roseville and that region without consideration of major
traffic solutions, including highway systems, will create
worse congestion and worse air quality than is currently
experienced in the Douglas, Sunrise and Cirby areas.

Please identify the overall total units and population
projections in this area including Sacramento and Sutter.
Please verify if this number is over approximately 150, 000
people or more. If this number is anywhere over 100,000
people, please use several examples of where Lhis many
people is stuck in what T would term in-fill without a
freeway system as part of the circulation element?

If Roseville is to be considered a “Destination City” for
the current massive growth projections in this developing
region, it appears the only prominent way to get into
Roseville is Baseline, Pleasant Grove and Blue Oaks Blvd
feeding onto the freeway and E Roseville Parkway as the
only available arterial for connecticn into Roseville.
This will not only over burden Hwy 65/80 but Roseville
Parkway as well. Please address this.

Please address medical and fire emergency response times.
In particular, Blue Oaks and Pleasant Grove are the major
roads that feed onto E Roseville Parkway to get to Health
Care Facilities of Sutter and Kaiser. How will the Health

and Safety issues be addressed withcut a loss in level of
service?

Circulation patterns should consider parallel rocads
especially in (but not limited to) the area of Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and potentially Placer Parkway.

Where are park and ride locations?

TRANSPORTATION WORKSHOP/PRESENTATION

Due to the large projects and growth that will be
experienced in this area/region, I would like to suggest
before anymore pending/proposed projects get through the
DEIR phase, the City and County conduct a public out-reach

program con the amount of traffic that will be created in
this area.



RAIL AND LIGHT RAIL

Why aren’t Rail and/or Light Right being considered and
Planned for in the future? Sacramento is planning a route
to the International Airport; it seems this would be the
time to start planning for Lt Rail to connect to Sacramento
and the International Airport. With all the growth and the
Universities planned for this area this seems like the
right time to start planning for rail/light rail and
collect funds for those improvements sometime in what T
realize would be a distant future. Route consideration
could be from Sacramento/International Airport to I-5, R-
70/99 to Baseline Road and/or Placer Parkway and to areas
of the Universities and large developments in this area.

Please address the long term possibility of High Speed
Rail. Consider long term, how Rail/Lt. Rail in this area
might connect with High Speed rRail.

Please further address Bus Rapid Transit and its potential
routes and expanded availability from this area to the
International Airport. Mitigation should included funding
the additional “Electrical or Non-Fuel type” buses To serve
this area.

HIGH DENSITY — SACOG’S BLUEPRINT PROJECT

This project is 2,178 acres with approximately 9,995 units
while the Blueprint project of Placer Vineyards is 5,230
acres with 14,132 units. Placer Vipeyards was originally
proposed with over 21,000 units and yet it was approved
with the 14,132 units as complying with the increased
density of the Blueprint Program. So why is this preoject
so dense? Please discuss this, giving examples of
Roseville’s overall density and that of Placer Vineyards
and other pending and more current proposals. Compare and
provide this densily relationship on current density in
Roseville and all pending and proposed projects in area.

Suggest a Project Alternative that reduces the density to
be more in line with the Placer Vineyards or another
project that complies with the Blueprint yet has lower
density (whichever has lower density) .



WATER

Like the West Roseville Specific Plan, Mitigation should
include instant hot water on all units including
Apartments.

It 1s stated additional surface water supplies will be
needed to serve Lhe SVSP. Potential sources are identified
but have not been determined and/or secured. This needs to
be clearly defined in the DEIR. Please discuss the term
“Paper Water” and the law and the requirements in law to
provide the source of water for new development.

In addition, three onsite injection/extraction groundwater
wells would be part of the water infrastructure system.
This raises the concern and makes it clear that additional
surface water supplies need tc be identified and/or secured
before project approval because groundwater has already
been used in Roseville.

Please address the current lack of surface water and use of
groundwater. As an example, Sun City Roseville was
recently supplied groundwater. Please address how much
groundwater and for how long was it supplied to Sun City
Roseville. If this project is approved, dces that mean Sun
City Roseville will be on groundwater more often due to
lack of surface water? Wasn’t groundwater to be used in
case of emergencies due to lack of surface water? Please
verify and explain. What other areas have been provided
groundwater; and how much, for how long? What are the
potential impacts to Sun City Roseville?

Several years ago, I heard something about a study or
finding that the drop in the water table in the Sacramento
area caused a compression that has not recovered. Please
verify and/cr discuss if this is correct.

Please identify where the injection/extraction of
groundwater is currently being used and for how long. What
has any mitigation monitoring found? What mitigation
monitoring program will be used for the wells?

How will groundwater levels be protected from draw-down

long term if more groundwater is used to support
development. ?

How will a long term groundwater injection/extraction
process impact Waters of the U.S., the wetlands and other



sources of surface water such as Curry Creek and
intermittent streams, etc.?

POST QFFICE

The cumulative impacts from all the proposed and potential
projects in this area will be creating a demand for more
mail services.

Currently the Peost Office has only 2 Roseville locations;
both are too busy and crowded. With the amount of growth
including several universities being planned in this area

. of Roseville, are there any plans for an additional Post
Office location? I have heard the Main Post Office on
Vernon is moving to Washington. A clerk at that location
told me a couple of clerks will continue to stay in a small
office on Vernon Street and the Washington location will
have just a few clerks and will be mostly for mail
distribution. Also, the Washington location will be
constructed under potentially affordable housing units.
Please verify and clarify this information. In addition to
3 need for another Post Office location, adequate size of
facilities and staff is a concern for services. I
recegnize a City or County does not have control over these
types of Federal decisions, but isn’t it appropriate for
the City to notify the Post Office of the projected growth
in the area and the need for service and request
information on their plans? Could mitigation include a fee
program to purchase land as a public facility to house an
additional Post Office Location?

POLICE SUB-STATION

With all the growth in area, please contact the police
department about a need for a police sub-station in this
area of Roseville to ensure response times are the best
they can be - as this is a “Health and Safety Concern”.
can a fee program be developed for all the pending/
proposed and potential projects in the area to fund the
land, facilities and staff needed to serve this area? Can
or should the County Sheriff Department be contacted for
any interest in a shared/joint-use facility?

PARKS

Request a dog park be included in the project site.



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE/AMENDMENTS

It seems with most all project approvals, there are always
General Plans Amendments processed at the same time. This
seems very confusing. The cumulative impacts to Roseville
will potentially include growth boundaries, Sphere of
Influence adjustments, and annexations. Doesn’t it make
sense to process one separate General Plan Amendment and
address as many of these potential amendments and changes
as possible. I bring this up now because this project is
located where all this new growth will occur. An example
is the need for another Post Office location and a Police
Sub-Station., Polices in a separate General Plan Amendment
could address the need to accommodate these facilities with
funding coming from the new development that will need
these services. How many General Plan Amendments are
allowed per year under QPR Guidelines and Policies or
Public Law? How many General Plan Amendmenlts have been
processed in each cof the last 3 years?

CONCLUSION

Although this is economically a difficult time and there
seems tc be a concern in the area too many development fees
will drive out new development. T feel we are in a highly
desirable prime area. The proximity to the Capital and the
International Airport is making Roseville an outstanding
choice for development opportunities. Any options to
stimulate the eccnomy should not degrade our guality of
life and any level of service.

Thank you fcr the opportunity to provide comments and
consider them in development of the DREIR.

Sincerely,

Jan McKinsey

8085 Stagecoach Circle
Roseville Ca 95747
{916) 783-9211



APPENDIX L.
SUBMITTED COMMENTS ON THE
NOTICE OF INTENT (EIS)
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May 27, 2008

Ms. Nancy Haley

1.8. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 I, Street, 14" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Naotice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Sierra
Vista Specific Plan Project, Placer County, California.

Dear Ms. Haley:

The U.8. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmental Impact $tatement (EIS) for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Project
(SVSP) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmenial
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
These comments were also prepared under the anthority of, and in accordance with, the
provisions of the Federal Guidelines (Guidelines) promulgated at 40 CFR 230 under Section
404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Our detailed comments are enclosed,

The SVSP is a proposed development of the Sierra Vista Landowners Group (SVLG) that
could result in almost 10,000 residential units and is expected to result in over 25,000 new
residents and nearly 6,000 new jobs at a currently undeveloped 2,138 acre site adjacent to the
City of Roseville. EPA is very concerned with the significant impacts to approximately 73
percent of the existing aquatic resources at the site including vernal pools, wetlands and other
waters, and the apparent lack of avoidance of these important resources. Please refer 1o our
attached April 28, 2008, CWA Section 404(¢) letter which describes these concerns in detail.
We recommend the EIS include a thorough description and analysis of alternatives that avoid
impacts to waters of the U,S. and other environmental resources on the site, including threatened
and endangered species and their habitats. We encourage the Corps and SVLG to utilize Smart
Growth principles and Green Building techniques and to maximize water conservation measures,
The enclosed detailed comments also describe our concerns with potential impacts due to
increased water demands, air quality impacts, increased traffic and, induced-growth. We also
provide comments concerning the amount of potential carmulative impacts duc to developments
in the area that have been constructed in recent years or are in various stages of development.

Due to the potential significant impacts of the SVSP, EPA encourages the Corps and
SVLG to actively coordinate with EPA and other enviroumental resource agencies prior to the
release of the EIS for public review. When the EIS is released for review, please send one hard
copy and two CD copies to the address above {mailcode: CED-2) at the saine time the EIS is

Printed on Recycled Paper
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formally filed with EPA Headquarters. If you have any questions, please contact me at 415-972-
3846 or Paul Amato, the lead reviewer for this project. Paul can be reached at 415-972-3847 or

amato.paul @epa. Fov.

Sincerely,

(e

@P Nova Blazej, Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure:
EPA Detailed Comments
EPA’s April 28%, 2008, 404(q) Letter

Ce: Nela Luken, City of Roseville Planning Department
Kathy Pease, City of Roseville Planning Department
Mr. Michael Johnson, Placer County Planning Depattment
M. Patrick Gillum, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Mr. Jeff Finn, California Department of Fish and Game
Mr. Ken Sanchez, U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service

taa
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EPA’S DETAILED COMMENTS ON TEHE NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE STERRA VIST SPECIFIC PLAN PROIECT, MAY 27, 2008

Project Purpose sand Need

The purpose and need statement in'the Environmental Impact Staterment (EIS}) should be
clearly stated and brietly describe the underlying purpose and need to which the U.8. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) is responding in proposing alternatives, including the proposed
action (40 C.F.R. 1502.13,) The statement of purpose and need should explain why the Corps
and Sierra Vista Landowner Group (SVLG) are undertaking the proposed Sierra Vista Specific

" Plan Project (SYSP) and the objectives that the action is Intended to achicve. A clear purpose
and need statement is important under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and to
EPA's raview in that it should be directly linked to the proposed alternative designs and clarify
the potential impacts of a range of reasonable aliernatives for the proposed SVSP.

Alternatives

The EIS should clearly describe and assess a reasonable range of alternatives, including
the no action alternative. Because of the large footprint of the proposed SVSP and the potential
for sipnificant impacts to several environmental resources, the Corps and SVLG should consider
a range of aliernatives that avoid impacts to resources to the maximum extent practicable. EPA
strongly encourages the SVSP proponents to conduct an assessment of the environmental
resoutces at the proposed SVSP site and preserve areas with higher functions and values in
perpetuity, The results of this analysis should be described in the EIS, including how the
allernatives have been developed to avoid and protect environmental resources at the site.

Smart Growth and Green Building Principles

Environmental impacts of the proposed SVSP alternatives can be reduced through
modifications to the SVSP footprint and configaration, integration of Smart Growth and Green
Building principles. For example, high density, transit oriented and bicycle and pedestrian-
friendly villages reduce the need for residents to drive to services and amenities thus reducing
the umount of greenhouse gas emissions such as carbon dioxide. Integrating solar power and
other sonrces of renewable energy generation also reduce greenhonse gas emissions. Building
materials selected from sustainable sources such as lumber from sustainably managed forests,
Jumber afternatives, and building products made from recycled materials reduce the impacts
from natural resource demands. Several green building resources are available and EPA
encourages CST to commit to maximizing the implementation of these practices at the proposed
SVSP in addition to the already adopted standards, The EIS should spexifically identify all
renewable energy and green building commiiments that will be integrateéd into all alternatives.

More information on Srnart Grawth and Green Building can be found in publications at
EPA’s wehsites at www .epa.gov/simartgrowth and www.epa.gov/greenbuilding/index. him,
Information about the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) for
Neighborhood Development Rating System can be found at the US Green Building Council
website at hitp//www.usgbc.orgl. These, and other systems to integrate the principles of smart

1
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growth, urbanism and green building neighborhood design into neighborhood development,
should be considered in all project alternatives.

Waters of the 1.5,

EPA provided extensive comments, dated April 28, 2008, describing our subgtantial
concerns with significant impacts to waters of the U.S (see attached). In our lefter, we described
why we consider vernal pool complexes at the SVSP site to be aquatic resources of national
importance (ARNT) consistent with the 1992 Memorandum of Agreement between EPA and the
Corps per Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(g). The letter also describes our concerns with
insufficient avoidance of fill of approximately 72.8% of all waters on the SVSP site, significant
cumulative impacts given past and reasonably foreseeable development in the SVSP area, and a
limited supply of opportunities for appropriate vernal pool compensatory mitigation, We
incorporate the April 28, 2008, letier into our NEPA scoping corments as an attachment to this
letter. The Corps and SVLG should contact Panl Jones, EPA Water Division at (415) 972-3470,
for further discussion of these concerns.

Groundwater

The SVSP has the potential to result in significaut impacts to groundwater in the SVSP
Area. The EIS should clearly describe existing groundwater conditions, any potential impacts 1o
groundwater quantity and quality, and avoidance measures to prevent impacts from the SVSP,
EPA is especially concerned with groundwater in the SVSP Area due to the relationship between
existing conditions and the extensive vernal pool complex and other aquatic resources that exist
due to these conditions. Any direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to groundwater that may
oceur as a result of the SVSP should be clearly assessed in the EIS in light of these relationships.

YWater Availability

The EIS should describe existing and/or proposed sources of water supply for the SVSP
and direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to water resources that may occur. The proposed
SVSP could result in over 25,000 new residents and nearly 6,000 new jobs in the area, resulting
in significant increases in water demands for an indefinite period of time, EPA strongly
encourages the Corps and SVLG include in the EIS a description of all water conservation
measures that will be implemented to reduce water demands for the proposed SVSP, both during
and after construction. SVSP design should maximize conservation measures such as
appropriate use or vecycled water for landscaping and industry, xeric landscaping, 2 water
pricing structure that accurately reflects the economic and environmental costs of water use, and
water conservation education. An estimate of the water resource benefits that result from each
mitigation and conservation measure proposed should be included in the EIS. Water saving
strategles can be found in the EPA’s publications Protecting Water Resources with Smart
Growth at www epa.gov/piedpage/pdfiwatecresources with_sgupdf, and USEFA Water
Conservation Guidelines at www.epa.gov/watersense/docs/ap ;

In addition, the EIS sho_uid describe water reliability for the SVSP and clarify how
existing and/or proposed sources will be affected by climate change. Al a minimum, EPA

2
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expects a qualitative discussion of impacts to water supply and adaptability of the SVSP to these
changes, as part of the ELS impacts analysis.

BRiological Resources

EPA is very concerned with the level of significant impact from the proposed SV3P to
biologlcal resources. As described in EPA's attached Apri! 28, 2008, letter, the SVSP lies within
the Cialifornia Florstic Province, and potentially supports habitat for state and federally listed
species, including vemal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, northwesterm pond turtle,
Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, prairie falcon, golden eagle, and tri-colored blackbird, The
IS should provide a description of baseline biological conditions, including habitats and species
and a description of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to these habitats and species. The
EIS should provide information on species and habitats protected under the Federal Endangered
Species Act and the California Endangered Species Act, and describe how impacts will be
avoided, minimized and mitigated. Include all neighbarhood design measares proposed to
reduce impacts and highlight how each measure will be effective in avoiding and minimizing
impacts, The EIS should also describe coordination with the 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service and
California Department of Fish and Game to reduce and mitigate impacts to all listed species and
their habitats at the SVSP site.

Air Quality and Tratfic

The EIS must adequately assess air quality impacts of the SVSP and minimize these
impacts through adequate mitigation measures, The proposed project area falls within the
Sacramento Metropolitan air basin, which is designated nonattalnment for national ambient air
quality standards (NAAQS) including ozone (03). Specifically, the air basin is designated
serious nonatrainment for 8-hour O3 and severe nonattainment for 1-hour O3. For ozone-related
questions, the Corps is encouraged to contact Mr. John Kelly at (415) 947-4151 or by email at
kelly.johnj @epa.gov.

The EIS should provide a discussion of the baseline air quality conditions in the SVSP
area and 4 description of federal and state air quality regulations, and a rigorous assessment of
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed SVSP on air quality. The analysis of air
quality impacts shonld include direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from construction and
post construction conditions, including increased traffic. The Corps should describe in the EIS
specific commitments to mitigate emissions that will prevent further degradation of air quality in
the basin. In short, the cumulative impacts analysis should consider all new sources of emissions
that are 1ikely to result from the federal action of permitting the proposed SVSP. An estimate of
the air quality benefits thal result from each mitigation measure proposed should be included in
the EIS. The EIS should also describe coordination with EPA, California Air Resources Board,
and the Placer County Air Pollntion Control District to reduce air quality impacts in the air basin,

The EIS should describe whether the SVSP will or will not meet general conformiry
requirements with the associated state implementation plans for the air basin. If the federal
action is determined to potentially interfere with the attainment of Clean Air Act NAAQS, the
Corps is required to conduct a conformity analysis to determine the likelihood and extent of

3
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interference. For conformity-related questions, the Corps is encouraged fo consult with EPA and
should contact Ms. Karina Q' Connor at (775) 833-1276 or by email at gconnor.karina@epa.gov,

While the proposed project area is not designated nonattainment for particnlate matter
(PM), Sacramento Connty immediately to the south is currently designated moderate
nonatiainment for PM less than 10 microns (PM10) and wiy be designated for PM2.5 later this
year. To prevent degradation of air quality from construction-caused PM10 in Placer County
and any cumnulative impacts to Sacramento County, EPA suggest the following fugilive dust
control measures be adopted to reduce impacts to existing air quality conditions:

Fugitive Dust Source Controls: :

¢ Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemical/organic dust palliative where appropriate. This applies to both inactive and
active sites, during workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions.

¢ Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate, and operate water
trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

s+ When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage and
limit speeds 1o 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-moving equipment 1o 10
mph.

Mobile and Siationary Source Controls:

» Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling from heavy equipment.

s Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer’s specifications to perform at EPA
certification levels and to perform at verified standards applicable to retrofit technologies.
Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit unnecessary idling and to ensure that
construction equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and modified consistent with
established specifications.

e Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing adherence to manufacturers
recommendations

» If practicable, lease newer and cleaner equipment meeting the most stringent of
applicable Federal or State Standards. :

¢ Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where suitable to
reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants at the construction site.

Administrative controls:

e Identify where implementarion of mitigation measures is rejected based on economic
infeasibility.

s Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identify the suitability of
add-on emission controls for sach piece of equipment before groundbreaking, (Suitability
of control devices is based on: whether thete is reduced normal availability of the
construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or power output, whether there
may be significant damage caused to the construction equipment engine, or whether there
may be a significant risk to nearby workers or the public.)
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e Utilize cleanest available fiel engines in construction equipment and identify
opportunities for electrification. Use low sulfur fuel (cHesel with 15 parts per million or
less) in engines where alternative fuels such as biodiesel and natural gas are not possible.

¢ Develop a construction traffic and parking management plan that minimizes traffic
interference and maintain trattic flow.

The EIS should identify sensitive receptors in the project area, such as schools, daycare
centers, nursing homes, and hospitals and specify the means by which impacts to these receptors
will be minimized due to both construction and Jong term land use associated with the new
development . For example, locate construction equipment and staging zones away from
sensitive receptors away from fresh air intakes and buildings and design neighborhoods such that
activity centers (ball fields, etc.) and sensitive receptors are not proximate to erissions sources,
such as highways.

Due to the scale of the proposed SVSP and the amount of new residents and jobs in the
area, it is reasonable to anticipate increased traffic and congestion in the local surface streets,
freeways and highways. The EIS should include a traffic analysis to determine how the
proposed SVSP will affect traffic in the region and contribute to cumulative air quality impacts,
Mitigation measures to minimize idling near sensitive receptors should be identified.

Induced Growth

The EIS should describe how the proposed $VSP could result in environmental impacts
due to induced-growth. Construction of a new development the size and anticipated population
of the SVSP conld resnlt in increased pressure for more development, increased transportation
infrastrucmre and other essential services in the area. Taken into account with the other
proposed projects in the project area, induced growth impacts could be significant. EPA’s
recommendation is to make both the methodology and the assumptions in the growth inducing
analysis as transparent as possible to the public and decision makers. 'To do this, EPA
recommends that Corps and SVSI:

(1) Identify which land use model will be used, discuss its strengths and wealknesses, and
describe why it was selected.

(2) Tdentify the assumptions used in the model and why those assumptions were selected, For
example, describe which method will be used to allocate growth to analysis zones, its strengths
and weaknesses, and why that method was selected.

(3) Ground truth the results of the land use model by enlisting local expertise involved in land
use issues, such as local government officials, land use and transportation planners, home loan

officers, and real estate representatives. Use their collective knowledge to validate or medify the
results of the land use model.

(4) Use the results of the growth inducing analysis to inform transit options, neighborhood
design, and recommendations for {and use as well as mitigation measures to reduee
environmental impacts.

5



Cumulative Eltects

The proposed SVSP is ane of several developments in the area that have occurred in the
recent past ar are proposed and under various stages of development. As a result, it is critical
that the cumulative effects analysis be comprehensive and rigorous, and that it consider an
appropriate scope of activities, and spatial and temporal scales when assessing project effects.
EPA suggests referring to the Council on Environmental Quality 1897, guidance Considering
Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act found at
hitp:/fwww.nepa.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm, and 1999 EPA guidance, Consideration of
Cumulative Impacts in EPA Review of NEPA Documents found at :
http:/fwww.epa.gov/compliance/resonrces/policies/mepa/cumulative. pdf, In addition, we
recommend referring to the EPA, California Department of Transportation, and Federal Highway
Administration Guidance for Preparers of Cumulative Impact Analysis found at
http:/fwww.dot.ca.goviser/eumulative guidance/purpose.hitm, While this gnidance was
developed for transpartation projects, the principles and the 8-step process in this guidance can
be applied to other types of projects, both within and outside of California. We recommend the
principles and steps in this guidance to other agencies as a systematic way to analyze curoulative
impacts for their projects,
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Colone! Thomas C. Chapman

District Engineer, Sacramento District
.S, Avmy Corps of Engineers

1325 J Street, 14" floor

Sacramento CA, 95814-2922

Subject: Sierra Vista Specific Plan (PN 200601050), Placer County, Califonia
Dear Colonel Chapman:

We have reviewed the public notice (PN 200601050) of March 28, 2008, regarding an
application for a Department of the Army permit and Notice of lutent to prepare an
Envirommental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) in
Placer County, California. EPA supports the efforts of the partners involved in this project area
to praduce a unified approach through this single PN and the subsequent EIS. We believe this
approach will facilitate consideration of cumulative effects and identification of appropriate
avoidance and mitigation needs, We are providing the attached comments under the authority of,
and in accordance with, the provisions of the Federal Guidelines promulgated under. Sectlon
404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) at 40 CFR 230 (the Guidelines).

According to the PN, the proposed SVSP is a mixed-use master planned community with
residential, commercial, open space, and recreational land uses. The proposed 2,138 acre project
site is located within the sphere of influence and directly adjacent to the urban boundary of the
Cify of Roseville in an unincorporated portion of south western Placer County At full build-out,
the SVSP is expected to provide approximately 10,000 residential units in a “mixed-vse, mixed-
density master planned community with IeSId(i!ltlBJ commercial, office, pubhc/qua%l-pubhc
parks, and open space Jand uses, including two regional commmumity centers.”

There are approximately 51.87 acres of waters of the US within the project site, including
portions of Curry Creek, wetlands, and vernal pools. The applicants propose to fill
approximately 37.74 acres of these interconnected waters. Figure 4 of the PN illustrates varying
degrees of nvoidance of aquatic resources, but provides insufficient information to inform a
detailed analysis of each individual site,

Vernal pool complexes, comprised of interconnected pools, wetlands and other waters ave high
value aquatic resources that provide habitat for federally threatened and endangered species.
Some of the species that vernal pool complexes support occur only in California, High raies of
biodiversity and endemism within vernal pool ecosystems and the large-scale destruction and
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degradation of these ecosystems have increased the importance of the vernal pools and
interconnected aquatic resources that remain, Statewide, as much as 85% of the original
distribution of vernal poo! complexes has been lost to development, and up to 33% of the
crustacean species that are endemic to vernal pool habitat (e.g., fairy shrimp) may have already
become extinct due to habitat destruction,’ Between 1994 and 1997 Placer County lost
approximately 500 acres of vernal pools per year,” and the County’s continuing high rate of
development threatens remaining vernal pool complexes. Due to the high ecological value and
increasing rarity of these systems, EPA considers these vernal pool complexes o be aquatic
resources of national importance (ARNI).

Based on information provided in the PN, it does not appear that the proposed project complies
with the Guidelines’ requirements for avoidance and minimization (40 CFR 230,10). Generally,
the Guidelines limit issuing permits to only those projects that avoid waters to the maximum
extent practicable. Regulated waters cover approximately 2.4% of the project site; however, the
applicants’ propose to permanently impact over 72% of the aquatic resources in the project area.
Given the low percentage of waters on-site and the high percentage of proposed fill to these
waters, it seems likely that more can be done to avoid direct discharges of fill material to wateys.
EPA believes that project alternatives having fewer impacts to aquatic resources are available
and viable and should be examined in the 1S, The PN indicates that the applicants® propose to
place four parcels info open space, jargely along Carson Creek and its tributaries and under a
power line right of way. Although aquatic resources are distributed widely across the site, it
seemns reasonable that a practicable project alternative can be developed to avoid considerably
more than 14.13 acres of the 51.87 acres of onsite waters of the US.

Staff from EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers met monthly with the City of Roseville, staff
from natural resource agencies, and individuals representing the project since March 2007 to
discuss the SVSP’s potential impacts and conflicts. EPA supports the efforts of the Army Corps
of Engineers and applicants to consolidate the analysis of projects having the same infrastructure
needs into one Environmental Impact Statement for purposes of fulfilling NEPA requirements
and providing a base of information to support a CWA Individual Permit action. We
communicated our concern regarding a lack of avoidance and compliance with the Guidelines
early in the process. The value of on-site aquatic resources and the potential for further
avoidance of impacts to these resources support the use of CWA. regulatory toolsto ensure
compliance with the Guidelines. We also recommend that the applicants’ coordinate closely
with Placer County officials to bring their project into alignment with ongoing development of
{he Placcr County Conservation Plan. We Jook forward to working coltaboratively with the
applicants’ and the Corps through the NEPA. and CWA process to reduce project impacts to a
level that would make the project comiply with these two acts. There will be additional
comments regarding the Scope of the EIS following this letter.

At this time, however, the EPA finds that this project, as currently proposed, may have
substantial and unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance. Direct project

! King, J. L. (1996). Loss of Diveryity as a Consequence of Habitat Desttuction in California Vernal Pools, Ecology,
Conservation, and Management of Vernal Pool Ecosystems, Sacramento, California Native Plant Soclety.

IC1FG (1998) Changes in Great Valley Vernal Pool Disiribution from 1989 to 1997. Report to CDFG, Author
Robert F. Holland. hitp:/Avww dfp.ca, gov/whdab/wetlands/vp_holland/report_index.itm.



impacts to vernal pools and interconnected aquatic resources would reduce the site’s abundance
and diversity of native habitat, terrestital wildlife, and aquatic species and would contribute to
the cumulative losses of vernal pools which currently exceed 85% of historic distribution, The
magnitude of proposed fill {o these valuable resources is unacceptable considering that
jurisdictional waters cover such a small percentage of the project site. Therefore, we recommend
deninl of the project, as currently proposed. This letter follows the field level procedures
outlined in the August 1992 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Department of the Army, Patt [V, paragraph 3(a) regarding Section
404(q) of the Clean Water Act.

We look forward to working with your staff and the applicant to resolve the important
cnvironmental issues surounding the proposed project. If you wish to discuss this matter
further, ploase call me at (415) 972-3572 or David Smith, supervisor of the Wetlands Regulatory
Office, at (415) 972-3464.

Sincerely,
/. A

/Q Aletis Strauss;Birector
Water Division

cc:  Ms. Nancy Haley
.5, Ammy Corps of Engincers
Sacramento District
1325 T Street, 14ih {loor
Sacramento, California 95814-2922

Mr. Patrick Gillom | ‘

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
11020 Sun Center Drive #200

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114

Mr, Ken Sanchez

U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1888

M. Jeff Finn

California Department of Fish and Game
Sacramento Valley - Central Sierra Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A. :
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670



Mr. John Baker

National Marine Fisheries Service

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814-4708

Mr. Michael Johnson, Planning Director
Placer County Planning Departinent
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603



Detailed EPA Comments
PN 200601050 for the proposed Sierra Vista Project

1. Project Site

The PN 200601050 desctibes SVSP as a mixed-use master planned community with residential,
commercial, open space, and recreafional land uses. Participating landowners make up the vast
majority of the 2,138-acre-SVSP site. The proposed project is located in the southwest portion of
unincorporated Placer County, directly adjacent fo the City of Roseville and within the Roseville
sphere of influence. Currently, SVSP plans to provide approximately 10,000 residential units.

CWA 404(q) MOA

IL. Elevation of Individual Permit Decisions under

Pursuant to the 1992 Memorandum of Agreement between the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the Department of the Ammy per Clean Water Act (*CWA”) Section 404(q), it appears
that authorization of the proposed project may result in unacceptable adverse effects to aquatic
resources of national importauce (ARNIs). The wetlands in question are considered special
aquatic sites under the Guidelines, and the vetnal pool complexes on the project site support a
diversity of unique plants and animals.

Agquatic Resources of Nutional Importance

Placer County lies within the California Floristic Province, a “biodiversity Hotspot™ recognized
internationally Tor its high levels of species endemism, in part due to the presence of vernal pools
and associated aquatic resources. Statewide, as much as 85% of vernal pools have been lost to
development, and up to 33% of the original crustacean species that depend upon vernal pool '
habitat (e.g., Fairy shrimp) may have already become extinct due to habital destruction®. The
mosaic of aquatic and terrestrial habitats on the project site are patential habitat for State and
federally-fisted species such as vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp,
northwestern pond trtle, Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, prairie faleon, golden eagle, and tri-
colored blackbird.” The high rates of endemism within vernal pool ecosystems and the large-
scale destruction and degradation of these ecosystems have increased the importance of the
fandscapes that remain. Between 1994 and 1997 Placer County lost approximatoly 300 acres of
vernal pools per yearf and it appears this vigorous patiern of loss has continued as Placer is one
of California’s fastest growing counties. '

3 http/www. blodiversityhotspots.org/xp/Hotspots/liotspetsSeience/hotspots_defined.xml and
http:/Awww.biodiversityhotspois.org/sn/Hotspots/californin _ floristic/

"King, I. L. (1996). Loss of Diversity.as a Cansequence of Habitat Destruction i California-Vornal Pools. Feology,
Couservation, and Management of Vernal Pool Bcosystems, Sacramento, California Native Plant Society,

5 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Revised Draft Bnvironmentzl Impact Report, March 2008, Section 4, pages 4.4-11
through 4.4-14, hittps/fwww.placer.ca.pov/CommunityDevelopment/EnvCoordSves/PVinevards.aspx

SCDFRG (1998) Changes in Great Valley Vernal Pool Distribution from 1989 to 1997. Report to CDFG, Author
Robert P, Hotland. http:/www.dfiz.ca.goviwhdab/wetlands/vp_liolland/report_index.him.



The SVSP site is a relatively large and intact mosaic of vernal pool and grassland habitat.
According to the PN, the site is characterized by integrated waters and wetlands including
approximately 11.64 acres of vernal pools, 9.19 actes of seasonal wetlands, 19.65 acres of
wetland swale, 2.63 acres of pond, 2.36 acres of perennial streams, 6.02 acres of intermittent
streams, and 0.38 acres of ephemeral sireams. The primary aquatic features that comprise vernal
pool complexes (vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales) account for
approximately 78% of the on-site waters, while linear features, associated wetlands, and ponds
malke up the remainder. '

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) designated all of the land on the SVSP site as core
recovery habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp’, which is a strong indication of the imporiance of
ihis site to the maintenance of listed vernal pool species. Core areas are the gpecific sites the
FWS considers necessary to recover endangered or threatened species and should be the initial
focus of protection ingasures such as preservation. The vernal pool habitat on the SVSP site is
occupied by vetnal pool fairy shrimp. Presetvation of habitat occupied by vernal pool fairy
shrimp is a primary element of the FWS recovery strategy because vernal pool species are
primarily threatened with extinction due'to habitat loss and fragmentation, The vernal pools
complexes on the SVSP site appear to serve an important role in the recovery of the endangered
vernal pool fairy shrimp for US TWS. :

This area of Placer County has a limited supply of opportunities for vernal pool compensatory
mitigation and is considered an important paxt. of a large-scale conservation plan for Placer
County’s aquatic and natural resources. If current efforts focuséd on protecting aquatic resowrces
at the regional level are to succeed, avoidance of aquatic resonrces in a conservation strategy that
provides for the long-term viability of aquatic resources is vital,

Substantial and Unacceptable Impacts

The proposed project impacts to vetnal pools and ntegrated aquatic features are substantial and
unacceptable based on the magnitude of fill, lack of sufficient avoidance, historical losses of
these wetlaid types in the area, habitat fragmientation, and inadequate compensation
opportunities. Project construction will result in the permanent loss of approximately 37.74
acres of waters and wetlands, The cutrent proposal includes filling approximately 72.8% of all
on-site waters including a high percentage of the vemmal pools on the property. Similar to other
types of wetlands and streams, vemal pools are dependent on interconnceted water sonrces and
immediately adjacent upland ateas to function as wetlands and retain value as aquatic habitat.
The filling of these aquatic resources:

» permanently destroys habitat for aquatic species and wildlife ineinding endangered
and special status species, - '

» causes a potentially irreversible loss of biodiversity, ccosystem stability, and valuable
aquatic resources (see section on Significant Degradation), and

» may lead to decreased {loodwater retention, increased sediment fransport and runoff,

7S Pish and Wildlife Service (2005) Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Beosystems of California and Southern
Oregon., .



In addition, many of the seasonal wetlands and streams proposed for direct fill may impact
avoided pools by altering the sediment and water supply through increasing impervious surfaces
and burying streams into pipe culverts. The proposal to forego avoidance and fill almost 73% of
on-site aquatic resources is unacceptable given that all or nearly all the waters could be avoided
by realigning the planned open space.

Perhaps the most compelling reason the proposed impacts are both substantial and unacceptable,
is the importance of the habitat on the SVSP site to the recovery of aquatic endangered species.
The Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southem Oregon lists habitat
{ragmentation as the single largest threat to the survival and recovery of listed species addressed
in the Recovery Plan. The SVSP proposes to destroy most of the 11.64 acres of vernal pools and
fragent an approximately 2000-acre landscape of vernal pool complexes. Figure 1 shows
proposed development in western Placer County and the distribution of vernal pool core
Recovery Aveas identified by FWS. FWS recommends preserving 85% of the core areas
identificd in western Placer County, and the applicants have been unable to propose offsetting
project impacts to aquatic habitat for endangered species by compensating within the core area.
EPA has identified two other projects shown in Figore 1, Placer Vingyards and Lincoln 270, as
candidates for elevation through the 404(q) process for similar reasons. '

I, Clean Water Act Compliance

The purpose of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of waters of the United States. These goals are achieved, in
part, by prohibiting discharges of dredged ox fill material that would result in avoidable or
significant adverse impacts on the aquatic environment. The burden to- demonstrate compliance
with the guidelines rests with the pertiiit applicant. The Guidelines contain four main
requirements each of which must be complied with to obtain a Section 404 permit:

1. . Section 230.10(a) prohibits a discharge if there is a less environmentally damaging
practicable alternative to the proposed project. These alternatives are presumed fornon-
water dependent activities in special aquatic sites.

2. Section 230.10(b) prohibits discharges that will result in‘a violation of the water quality
standards or toxic effluent standards, jeopardize a threatened or endangered species, or
violate requirements imposed to protect a marine sanctuary.

3. Section 230.10(c) proliibits discharges that will ¢cause or contribute to significant
degradation of the waters of the United States. Significant degradation may include
individual or cumulative impacts to human health and weifare; fish and wildlife;
ecosystem diversity, productivity and stability; and recreational, aesthetic or economic
values.



4. Section 230.10(d) prohibits discharges unless all appropriate and practicable steps have
been taken to minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic
ccosystem.

Thie applicant proposes to fill wetlands and vernal pools, aquatic resources considered special
aquatic sites which are afforded a higher level of protection by CWA regulations. The
Guidelines consider the degradation or destruction of special aquatic sites o be among the most
severe environmental impacts that cause a potentially irreversible loss of valuable aguatic
resources (40 CFR 230.1(d)).

Altornatives Analysis— 40 CFR 230.10(a)

Compliance with the Guidelines requires the applicant to clearly demonstrate that the “preferred”
alternative is the Least Bnvironmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) that
achieves the overall project purpose. In addition, the Guidelines presume the existence of project
alternatives that do not include discharges of fill material to special aquatic sites when the project
is not water dependent (40CFR230.10(@)(3)).

Alternatives
The applicants have been evaluating alternatives with input from natural resource agencies.
Information describing these alternatives will be provided to the Cops in order to complete the
CWA and NEP'A processes. We provide the following guidance fo support the evaluation of on-
site and off-site alternatives. Identification of the LEDPA. is achicved by performing an
" alternatives analysis that estimates the direct, secondary, and curanlative impacts to jurisdictional
‘waters resulting from a set of on- and off-site project alteinatives. As the project purpose
(“large-scale, mixed-use, mixed-density praster planned community”) is not water-dependent, the
applicant bears the burden of proof to rebut the Guidelines presumption that altetnatives are
“available and capable of being done that do not include diseharging dredged or fill material to
special aquatic sites. The alternatives analysis should evaluate alternatives that fully avoid fill,
avoid placement of fill in the vernal pool complexes on the westetn portion of the site, and
provide for conservation consistent with the conservation footprint options being considered in
the PCCP proeess. An evaluation of the long-term viability of avoided resources in onsite
preserve designs for various alternatives can inforni the LEDPA determination,

The andlysis of project impacts should be commensutate with the magnitude of impaots to
aquatic resources. Fewer impacts to aquatic resources require a less comprehensive alternatives
analysis. Greater consideration should be given to opsite alternatives that optimize avoidance of
aquatic resources. This project clearly rises to the threshold of significant impacts; therefore, the
_ applicants need to perform, and the Corps should analyze carefuily, an exhaustive alternatives
analysis. '



Impact Assessment

The alternatives analysis must evaluate direct, secondary®, and cumulative’ impacts for onsite
and offsite alternatives for the proposed project. Secondary effects include: (1) changes in the
hydrology and sediment transport capacity of Curry Creek and associated tributaries resulting
from filling tributaries and weflands; (2) increases in impervious surfaces and the cotresponding
increases in the volume and velocity of polluted stormwater; (3) decreases in water quality from
the impairment of ecosystem services such as water filtration, groundwater recharge, and the
attenuation of floods; (4) disruption of hydrological and ecological connectivily between aquatic
resources filled, altered, or degraded on-site and off-site wetlands and vernal pools; and (5)
decreases in biodiversity and ecosystem stability.

Cummlativé impacts include past, present, and reasonably foreseeable direct and secondary
itmpacts to the aquatic enviromment, Historical impacts on aquatic ecosystems include
California’s rapid population growth and resulting losses of approximately 95% of the State’s
wetlands'® and up to 85% of the vernal pools. Tens of thousands of acres of land supporting
vernal pools and related ecosystems are fhreatened by numerous proposed developments in
western Placer County, SVSP and other proposed developtent areas potentially impact 50% of
the remaining vernal pool complexes in western Placer County.M! Pending and reasoriably
foreseeable projects include, but are not limited to, the Placer Parkway, Creekview Specific Plan,
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer Ranch Speeific Plan, Brookfield Property, Regional
University, Cutry Creek Community Plan, and any development associated with the City of
Roseville Refertion Basin, Figure 1 illustrates the intense development pressure in western
Placer County and indicates a strong potential for cumulative adverse impacts to intact vernal
pool landscapes.

LEDPA : =
As stated in the cover letter, the proposed project does not appear to be the LEDPA due to the
fack of avoidance of aquatic resources and the magnitude of proposed fill. :

Siguificant Degradation — 40 CFR 230.10(¢)

The Guidelines prohibit granting a permit for & project that causes or contributes 1o siguificant
degradation of aquatic resources. Effects contributing to significant degradation inelude
significantly adverse effects resulting from the discharge of fill material. into regulated walers
such as: (1) loss of fish and wildlife habitat (40 CFR 230.10(c)(3)), (2) reduction of binlogical
productivity caused by smothering wetland habitat (40 CFR.230.41), and (3) impairment or
destruction of endangered species habitat (40 CFR 230.30(2)).

¥ Secondary effects are defined by the Guidelines as effects on an aquatic ecosystem that are associated with a
discharge of dredge or fill materials but do not resuit from the actual placement of the dredged or {ill material (40
CFR 230.11(h). '
¥ Cumulative sffects are defined by the Guidelines as chanpes in an aquatic ecasystem that are attributable (o the
collective effect of a number of individual discharges of dredged or fill material (40 CFR 230.1 1{g)). '

¥ Dahi, T.E. 1990, Wetland losses in the United States. 1780's to 1980's. 11,8, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, D.C. ’

1 GIS daia coliested by Placer County.



SVSP may cause or contribute to significant degradation of on site aquatic resources because
discharging fill material into approximately 38 acres'? of special aquatic sites will smother and
kill aquatic life, permanently destroy habitat for wildlife dependent on these aquatic features, and
subsequently reduce onsite ecosystem diversity, procuctivity, and stability. The proposed Gl
will destroy habitat for wildlifs dependent on the onsite aquatic resources. Vetnal pool
complexes in the SVSP atea are considered important concentration areas for waterfowl and
shorebirdg using the Pacific Flyway.

Vernal pools and their associated aquatic features support some of the mast biologically diverse
aquatic ecosystems in California and the United States,”® Tlie vernal pools on the SVSP site are
located within the core recovery area for the vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta Iynchi} and
considered to be critical habitat for preservation by FWS, Destroying vernal pools, integrated
aquatic resources, and-associated upland habitat represents & potentially irreversible loss of core
area preservation, biodiversity and valuable aquatic resourees (40 CFR 230.1(d)), is considered a
significant adverse effect by the Guidelines (40 CFR 230.41), and therefore may cause or
contribute to siguificant degradation. Similarly, the mosaic of aquatic and terrestrial habitats on
the project site are potential habitat for state special status species sueh as Northwestern pond
turtle, Swainson’s Hawk, burrowing owl, praivie falcon, golden eagle, and tri-colored
blaelkbird. 1 Destruction of these habitat resources for endangered and threatened species would
be considered significantly adverse by the Guidelines and therefore may cause or contribute to
significant degradation.

Minjmization- 40 CFR 230.10(d)

Failure to adequately offset project impacts is grounds for denial of the permit application, and it.
is ot clear the applicanty are able to compensate for proposed: project impacts. The applicants
have not been able to identify lands within the vernal pool core recovery area for compensation
even though the entire project and impact site is within the core recovery atea. CWA regulations
and guidance requite all approptiate and practicable steps be taken to avoid and minimize direct
impacts to aquatic resources and‘to compensate for wnavoidable discharges of dredged or fill
material into waters (40 CFR 230.10(d)).

Specifically, it is important to: (1} increase the propesed avoidance and minimizatien; (2)
document that the remaining proposed impacts are unavoidable; and (3) provide a compensatory
mitigation plan for review consistent with the recently issued tule on Compensatery Mitigation
for Losses of Aquatic Resources 15 There are numerous challenges to compensiting for impacts
to the fimctions and values provided by vetnal pools in westernt Placer County. For example,
CALTRANS and private developers have reported a shortage of available compensatory
mitigation opportunities in Placer County to compensate for the unavoidable impacts of pending

2. ation provided in the CWA 404 permit application.

9 http: . yhotspots.ore/xp/Hotspots/otspotsSeiencarhotpots defined.xmland

hitp://www. biodiversityhotspots.orp/sn/Hotspote/oalifornla, floristic/

14 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Rovised Draft Bnvironmental Tmpact Report. March 2006. Section 4, pages 4.4-
Ll —4.4-14, h‘ttp://www.placer.ca.gofoommunityDeveiopmenthnv‘ConrdSvcs/PVincyards.aspx

15 viin:/fwww.epa.poviowow/wetlands/pdffwetlands_mitination ﬁx}a[ rule 4 10 08.pdf
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projects. Mitigation opportunities in nearby counties are also constrained. Mitigation
sequencing is now to be performed according the new rules, which stipulate the use of approved
mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs, or citing mitigation accarding to approved watershed
plans. Should those prove to be not practicable, then permittee-responsible mitigation could be
used to address unavoidable project impacts. In any case, permit applicants must take all
appropriate and practicable steps to avoid and minimize impacts to special aquatic sites and other
jurisdictional waters to reduce the need for compensatory mitigation.

As the applicants make progress avoiding and minimizing impacts, the need for specific
information about proposed compensatory mitigation sifes becomes increasingly important,
Specific information includes delineations of waters of the U3, proposed long-term management
plans, proposed third-party management entity with documented capability, estimated
endowment, and proposed easement language for protection of the resources in perpetuity. For.
example, we would not consider lands proposed for 1:1 open space mitigation ag compensation
for impacts to aquatic resources without first knowing the amount and type of delineated watecrs
onsite and any proposed plans for creation, restoration, or enhancement, Uplands contained
within the proposed open space mitigation site are not appropriate coup ensation for impactsto
waters. Indeed all of these details will need to be analyzed through the development of the BIS
for this project and associated alternatives analysis and compensatory mitigation plans.

L3
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Xathy Pease, Senior Planner, AICP April 28, 2008
City of Roseville Planning & Redevelopment

311 Vernon Street Roseville, Ca 95678

(916) 774-5276 FAX 774-5129

Kpease@roseville.ca.us

US Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Nancy Haley

1325 J Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, Ca 95814-2822
(916) 557-7731
SierraVistalusace.army.mil
Nancy.A.Halevy@usace.army.mil

Dear Ms., Pease and Ms. Haley,

Subject: Comments on Notice of Preparation cf a Draft
Environmental Impact Report & Environmental Impact
Statement (Id. Nr. #200601050) for the Sierra Vista

Specific Plan - (Annexation, Sphere of Influence, & GP
Amendment) . '

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the
Sierra Vista Specific Plan.

My major concern is that new growth should fully fund the
required  infrastructure and services needed for their new
development and the related impacts/upgrades to existing
infrastructure and services. Please identify under all
topics/elements whether the new development’s required
portions are fully funded, the scurce of the funding
mechanisms, and any deficiencies and the amount or pcrticn
that will be needed.

STATE HIGHWAYS & ROADWAYS

A recent Press Tribune article stated the Lincoeln By-Pass
used all Placer’s share of State Funding for the next 15
years. Please clarify and expand on the impacts this will
have on all pending and/or proposed projects in our
area/region that require State Funding. Identify how SVSP
will impact those projects.

Please identify availability cf Federal Funding for the

various impacted pending and/or proposed projects that
qualify for Federal Funding.



As I understand it, the current County impact fees for Hwy
65 only cover improvements tc the Interchanges. Please
address if this is correct and if the current impact fees
will fully fund all the improvements or was there an
assumption there would be State Funding to assist with the
improvements. ‘

It is also my understanding; improvements to the
merge/connection from Hwy 65 to Hwy 80 and from Hwy 80 to
Hwy 65 ramps will be needed and are being planned. Please
verify and clarify how this is being funded; and, how much
of it will be funded from what sources? If there is not a
local fee impact program for these improvements, why not?

Also, the widening of Hwy 65 and how it will be funded
needs to be addressed. Since portions of Hwy 80 and Hwy 65
in the Roseville area are the most congested, it 1is
recommended a State Highway Impact Fee mitigation program
be developed and implemented for widening and the
merge/connection ramps. It is understood this is a
regional problem and new development cannot fully fund all
of the required improvements. Lincoln, Rocklin and Loomis
should be involved to work toward a multi-jurisdictional
regional solution. However, a lot of the large population
growth has been occurring in the Roseville area which
brings up the need to implement a State Highway Impact Fee
Program now to cover all of the above concerns.

Please identify all current traffic impact fee programs and
how much is being collect for which projects and if the
fees will cover the total projects. Please have the
appropriate agencies perform the analysis and/or nexus
studies to develop the State Highway Fee program.

Please note Bl Dorado County developed a State Highway
Impact Fee to improve Hwy I-80. '

The concern for a State Highway Impact Fee Program in
Roseville and Placer County has been raised in several
documents and at various hearings. This should be done in
Roseville and Placer County now before anymore projects are
approved. As an example, this same concern was raised in
writing as long ago as the West Roseville S8pecific Plan
approval. Without a State Highway Impact Fee Program, the
opportunity to collect Fees on over 8,000 units has been
lost along other recent project approved units.



Shouldn’t major projects that impact the state highways be
limited until the source of funding and the mechanisms are
in place to accommodate reasconable regional growth? Or
what protections will be put in place to collect these
fees?

The need for widening and/or new highways is driven by new
development and should be paid for by new development. An
adequate nexus study could address the existing residents
and pass through traffic versus the new residents issue.

OTHER ELEMENTS & ROADWAY PROJECTS

How is this project, the growth inducing and cumulative
impacts addressed in a regional approach to planning?

There needs to be a concurrency aspect that assures that
all of the needed infrastructures will be in place at the
time of the start of a constructicn area or phase contained
in the plan. Will this be included in the plan?

One example, was SVSP a foreseeable project cconsidered with
the adopted South Sutter County Specific Plan and also
being considered with the potential Placer Parkway
approval? I'm using this example as a way to try to
address and link the need to fund various roadway projects.
My point is, T know this project is being considered in the
review for the Placer Parkway project approval and
currently limited fees are now being ccllected for the
Placer Parkway. However T do not know what Sutter County
considered when they approved their projects and if they
developed fees for their approvals. Therefore, when it
comes time to address Placer Parkway regionally (and my
other comments below), how the Placer Parkway
route/alternative is being selected is a concern. What
impact does Sutter County have in the route/selection if
they did not consider Roseville/Placer County projects and
start collecting fees for the Placer Parkway? To future
clarify my point; Placer Parkway should consider the amount
of Roseville residents it can serve. The route/alternative
selection shouldn’t be based on the need to serve Sutter
County if it hasn’t even started a fee program for the
Parkway (there should be a broad range issues considered in
the selection process).



Please identify the Placer Parkway Alternatives and their
locations in relaticn to this project and other projects in
the area including pending and proposed projects. Identify
the number of units in each project along with population
projections. FPlease include Sacramento and Sutter County
projects with their projections.

Does one of the Placer Parkway Alternatives go through this
project? How will the Right of Ways/ROW be protected?
Considering the proximity to the Placer Parkway will there
be any parallel roads to support traffic circulation?
Please identify the funding for the Placer Parkway. As 1
understand it, the current fees only cover the
 Environmental Review. Fees are not yet being collected for
the purchase of right of ways, design and construction of
the Parkway. Please verify this information and develop a
fee program to fully fund a 6 lane Parkway and include a
requirement for this project to pay into that program.

Could the Placer Parkway better serve the region as another
“Freeway/Highway” linking various areas regicnally? I feel
moving the Parkway project forward would be essential to
eliminate the Health and Safety Risks of the increase in
Truck Route traffic on Blue Oaks Blvd. Please address the
increase in Lruck emissions versus car emissions; and what
impact that has on the Alr Quality in the area of Blue Oaks
and that of the new Placer Parkway.

In particular, address the increase in poor air quality on
Blue Oaks due to truck traffic versus just car traffic in
the vicinity of the Senior Community of Sun City Roseville.
Can Mitigation include an Air OQuality Monitoring Station In
this area funded by various new projects in this area?

New Highways and links are needed in this Region.

Roseville is now a Metropolis. If I recall correctly, once
the population reaches 100,000 it is considered a
metropolitan zone. Roseville has embraced the smart growth
concept with recent project approvals. It is now to time
to look for ways accommodate the new population projections
with an adequate transportation system. With these
population numbers beginning to compete with the Bay and LA
Areas, we need to look for more Highways and links to them.
The Bay and LA areas have numerous freeways surrounding
them. Even the Sacramento freeway system also circles the
downtown area with numercus connections. The north side of
sacramento created the Hwy 80 by-pass to move traffic
toward Reno and Roseville.



Roseville currently is limited in the Highway circulation
patterns. My concern is the amount growth in West
Roseville and that region without consideraticn of major
traffic solutions, including highway systems, will create
worse congestion and worse air quality than is currently
experienced in the Douglas, Sunrise and Cirby areas.

Please identify the overall total units and population
prcjections in this area including Sacramento and Sutter.
Please verify if this number is over approximately 150,000
pecple or more. If this number is anywhere over 100,000
preople, please use several examples of where this many
people is stuck in what I would term in-fill without a
freeway system as part of the circulation element?

If Reseville is to be considered a “Destination City” for
the current massive growth projections in this developing
region, it appears the only prominent way to get into
Roseville is Baseline, Pleasant Grove and Blue Oaks Blvd
feeding onto the freeway and FE Roseville Parkway as the
only available arterial for connection intc Roseville.
This will not cnly over burden Hwy 65/80 but Roseville
Parkway as well. Flease address this.

‘Please address medical and fire emergency response times.
In particular, Blue Oaks and Pleasant Grove are the major
roads that feed ontc E Roseville Parkway to get to Health
Care Facilities of Sutter and Kaiser. How will the Health

and Safety issues be addressed without a less in level of
service?

Circulation patterns should consider parallel roads
especially in (but not limited to) the area of Baseline
Road, Watt Avenue and potentially Placer Parkway.

Where are park and ride locations?

TRANSPORTATION WORKSHQP/PRESENTATION

Due to the large projects and growth that will bhe
experienced in this area/region, I would like to suggest
before anymcre pending/proposed projects get through the
DEIR phase, the City and County conduct a public out-reach

program on the amount of traffic that will be created in
this area.



RAIL AND LIGHT RAIL

Why aren’t Rail and/or Light Right being considered and
pPlanned for in the future? Sacramentc is planning a route
o the International Airport; it seems this would be the
time to start planning for Lt Rail to connect to Sacramento
and the International Airport. With all the growth and the
Universities planned for this area this seems like the
right time to start planning for rail/light rail and
collect funds for those improvements sometime in what 1
realize would be a distant future. Route consideration
could be from Sacramento/International Airport to I-5, R-
70/99 to Baseline Road and/or Plgcer Parkway and to areas
of the Universities and large developments in this area.

Please address the long term possibility of High Speed
Rail. Consider long term, how Rail/Lt. Rail in this area
might connect with High Speed Rail.

Please further address Bus Rapid Transit and its potential
routes and expanded availability from this area to the
Tnternational Airport. Mitigation should included funding
the additional “Electrical or Non-Fuel type” buses tc serve
this area. '

HIGH DENSITY -~ SACOG’S BLUEPRINT PROJECT

This preject is 2,178 acres with approximately 9,995 units
while the Blueprint project of Placer Vineyards is 5,230
acres with 14,132 units. Placer Vineyards was originally
proposed with over 21,000 units and yet it was approved
with the 14,132 units as complying with the increased
density of the Blueprint Program. SO why is this project
so dense? Please discuss this, giving examples of
Roseville’s overall density and that of Placer Vineyards
and other pending and more current proposals. Compare and
provide this density relationship on current density in
Roseville and all pending and proposed projects in area.

Suggest a Project Alternative that reduces the density tc
be more in line with the Placer Vineyards or another
project that complies with the Blueprint yet has lower
density (whichever has lower density).



WATER

Like the West Roseville Specific Plan, Mitigation should
include instant heot water on all units including
Apartments.

It is stated additional surface water supplies will be
needed tc serve the SVSP. Potential sources are identified
but have not been determined and/or secured. This needs to
be clearly defined in the DEIR. Please discuss the term
“Paper Water” and the law and the requirements in law to
provide the source of water for new development.

In addition, three onsite injection/extraction groundwater
wells would be part of the water infrastructure system.
This raises the concern and makes it clear that additional
surface water supplies need to be identified and/or secured
before project approval because groundwater has already
been used in Roseville.

Please address the current lack of surface water and use of
groundwater., As an example, Sun City Roseville was
recently supplied groundwater. Please address how much
groundwater and for how long was it supplied to Sun City
Roseville. If this project is approved, does that mean Sun
City Roseville will be on groundwater more often due to
lack of surface water? Wasn’t groundwater to be used in
case of emergencies due to lack of surface water? Please
verify and explain. What other areas have been provided
groundwater; and how much, for how long? What are the
potential impacts to Sun City Roseville?

Several years ago, I heard something about a study or
finding that the drop in the water table in the Sacramento
area caused a compression that has not recovered. Please
verify and/or discuss if this is correct.

Please identify where the injection/extraction of
groundwater is currently being used and for how long. What
has any mitigation monitoring found? What mitigation
monitoring program will be used for the wells?

How will groundwater levels be protected from draw-down

long term if more groundwater is used Lo support
development?

How will a long term groundwater injection/extraction
process impact Waters of the U.S., the wetlands and other



sources of surface water such as Curry Creek and
intermittent streams, etc.?

POST OFFICE

The cumulative impacts from all the proposed and potential
projects in this area will be creating a demand for more
mail services.

Currently the Post Office has only 2 Roseville locations;
both are too busy and crowded. With the amount of growth
including several universities being planned in this area
of Roseville, are there any plans for an additional Post
Office location? I have heard the Main Post Office on
vernon is moving to Washington. A clerk at that location
told me a couple of clerks will continue to stay in a small
office on Vernon Street and the Washington location will
have just a few clerks and will be mostly for mail
distribution. Also, Lhe Washington location will be
constructed under potentially affordable -housing units.
Please verify and clarify this information. 1In addition to
a need for another Post Office location, adequate size of
facilities and staff is a concern for services. I
recognize a City or County does not have control over these
types of Federal decisions, but isn’t it appropriate for
the City to notify the Post Office of the projected growth
in the area and the need for service and request
information on their plans? Could mitigation include a fee
program to purchase land as a public facility to house an
additional Post Office Location?

- POLICE SUB-STATION

With all the growth in area, please contact the police
department about a need for a police sub-station in this
area of Roseville to ensure response times are the Dbest
they can be - as this is a “Health and Safety Concern”.
Can a fee program be developed for all the pending/
proposed and potential projects in the area to fund the
land, facilities and staff needed to serve this area? Can
or should the County Sheriff Department be contacted for
any interest in a shared/joint-use facility?

PARKS

Request a dog park be included in the project site.



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE/AMENDMENTS

It seems with most all project approvals, there are always
General Plans Amendments processed at the same time. This

seems very confusing. The cumulative impacts to Roseville
will potentially include growth boundaries, Sphere of
Influence adjustments, and annexations. Deesn’t it make

sense to process one separabte General Plan Amendment and
address as many of these potential amendments and changes
as possible. I bring this up now because this project is
located where all this new growth will occur. An example
is the need for another Post Office location and a Police
Sub-5tation. Polices in a separate General Plan Amendment
could address the need to accommodate these facilities with
funding coming from the new development that will need
these services. How many General Plan Amendments are
allowed per year under QPR Guidelines and Policies or
Public Law? How many General FPlan Amendments have been
processed in each of the last 3 vears?

CONCLUSION

Although this is economically a difficult time and there
seems to be a concern in the area too many development fees
will drive out new development. I feel we are in a highly
desirable prime area. The proximity to the Capital and the
International Airport is making Roseville an outstanding
choice for development opportunities., Any options to
stimulate the economy should not degrade our quality of
life and any level of service.

Thank you for Lhe opportunity to provide comments and
consider them in development cf the DEIR.

Sincerely,

Jan McKinsey

8085 Stagecoach Circle
Roseville Ca 95747
(G16) 783-9211



S [ERRA MOTHER LODE CHAPTER

801 K. STREET, SuTE 2700

L B SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
( : [ ] TEL. (916) §57-1100 EXT. 119 FAx: (916} 557-9669

FOUNDED 1892 info@mlc.sierraclub.org — www.motherlode.sierraclub.org:

April 24, 2008

Nancy Haley, Project Manager

US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Sacramento Valley Office

1325 T Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Public Notice #200601050 - Sierra Vista Specific Plan
Dear Ms. Haley,

On behalf of the Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club, thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the Public Notice for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan permit application and Notice of Intent to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement.

The PN notes that the project site is approximately 2,138 acres. The project would develop 1,932 of
those acres as residential, commercial, parks and other urban uses. Just 206 acres would be preserved
in its natural state. The site contains 51.87 acres of waters of the United States, with direct impacts to
approximately 37.74 acres of waters of the United States. As noted in the PN, high value aquatic
resources dominate the landscape, as “perennial streams, including Curry Creek; perennial marshes,
seasona! wetland swales; seasonal wetlands, including vernal pools; and ephemeral and intermittent
streams are located throughout the proposed project site.”

Of particular note are the vernal pool resources present on the project site. Surveys conducted by
Placer County in conjunction with its efforts to craft a Habitat Conservation Plan identified 871 acres
of vernal pool complex grasslands on the site. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has
recognized that the entire 2,138 acre site is essential to the recovery of vernal pool species. The
“Recovery Criteria” in the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern
Oregon identifies the Sierra Vista site as a “Priority Core Area” for vernal pool tadpole shrimp and
verna) pool fairy shrimp. Under the Recovery Plan, 85% of these core arcas must be protected, as well
s 80% of species occurrences.

As currently designed, the project fails to sufficiently avoid direct impacts to vernal pool uplands, or
catchment areas, in order to preserve the biological integrity of the vernal pool wetlands onsite, A
review of the Conceptual Land Use Plan (March 2008) reveals that the unimpacted open space would
exist only along narrow linear stream courses, leaving inadequate uplands to ensure the long-term
functionality of any avoided vernal pool wetiands onsite. The current design does not meet the LEDPA
test under the Clean Water Act. It is critical that a range of alternatives is analyzed in order in order

Representing 19,000 members in 24 counties in Northern and Central California
Alpine - Amadar - Bulle - Calaveras - Colusa - El Dorado - Glenn - Lassen - Modoc - Nevada - Placer - Plumas
Sacramento - San Joaquin - Shasta - Sicra - Siskiyou - Solano - Stanislaus - Sutter - Tehama - Tuolumne - Yolo - Yuba

Page | of 2
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ensure adequate onsite avoidance or offsite preservation in ratios that sufficient to meet the goals of the
Vernal Pool Recovery Plan.

[n the event that impacts to aquatic resources cannot be fully avoided onsite, offsite preservation must
be consistent with the MOU between the City of Roseville and the USFWS. This agreement was
coupled with federal permits that were granted for the expansion of the Pleasant Grove Wastewater
Treatment Plant, which enabled urban development in areas critical to the recovery of vernal pool
species. The MOU commiits the City of Roseville to “develop and implement a long-term habitat
conservation program (HCP), or its equivalent, to minimize the effects of future development on
federally listed species.” Fundamental to habitat conservation planning is the preservation of large
linked preserves that are based on the consetvation of existing resources, rather than the creation or
restoration of vernal pool wetlands.

In order to be consistent with the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan, the ratio of the loss of vernal pool
complexes to offsite preservation must be consistent with the 85% preservation guideline. Given that
the proposed project would directly or indirectly compromise 100% of the vernal pool habitat onsite
{due to direct impacts and incompatible adjacent uses), offsite preservation should reflect the 6.6:1
ratio implicit in the 85% guideline. Thus, given that 871 acres of vernal pool complex habitat have
been identified onsite in recent biological surveys, offsite preservation should total 5,748.6 acres of
existing vernal pool complex grassland. '

1 appreciate the opportunity to comment on the PN for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. Please keep me
informed of any notices and documents related to this project. I can be reached at the address on the
letterhead, or terry.davis@sierraclub.ore and 916 557-1100 ext. 108,

Sincerely,

fiy fo

Terry Davis
Conservation Program Coordinator
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<t
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, M5-32
1120 N STREET

P. 0, BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001

PHONE (916) 653-0808

FAX (916) 653-4570

Fiex your power!
Be encrgy efficient!

April 29, 2008

Nancy A. Haley, Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street

Sacramenlo, CA 95814-2922

PN 200601050, Sicrra Vista Specific Plan Projeck, City of Roseville, Placer County
Dear Ms. Haley:

The California Department of Ttansportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to teview the subject
notice. Our District 3 office responded to the City of Roseville’s (City) Notice of Preparation for the
subject project on April 18", A copy of the letter to the City is attached.

Understandably, at the current stage of environmental analysis, Caltrans is unable to comment fully upon
potential traffic impacts to the State Highway System that may result from the proposed project. Due to
the significance of the project pursuant {0 Public Resources Code, Section 21092.4, we anticipate that
the City will be in consultation with Caltrans as the project progresses.

Please contact me via telephone at: 916.653.0808, or e-mail at: betly I miller@dot.ca.gov if you have
questions about our comtnents.

Sincereiy,
Gt VALl
Betty Miaer

Statewide Local Development-Intergovernmental Review Coordinator
Office of Community Planning :

Attachment: Copy of Distriet 3 letter to City of Roseville, dated April 18, 2008
¢:  C, Eaton, Coordinator, District 3
N. Deal, Chief, Transportation Planning-East, District 3

H. Behrooj, Sr. Bridge Engineer, HQ MS&I
K. Pease, Senior Planner, City of Roseville

“Caltrans ipraves mobifity across California™
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3

703 B STREET

P. 0. BOX 911

MARYSVILLE, CA 95901-0911 : er!
PHONE (530) 741-515| .aﬂi@‘%ﬂlﬁ
FAX (530} 741-5346

TTY {530) 741-4509

April 18, 2008

Ms. Kathy Pease
City of Roseville
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

Dear Ms. Pease:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report for the Sierra Vista Specific Plan, Annexation, and General
Plan Amendment project. Our comments are as follows:

0 A Drainage Design Report should be completed. No drainage plans, drawings,
calculations, or hydrologic/hydraulic reports were received with the application, In
order to adequately evaluate impacts upon the State's right-of-way and drainage
tacilities, a detailed drainage plan with “pre-construction” and “post-construction”
hydraulic calculations should be supplied for our review. Please request these
calculations and send them to Caltrans District 3 at the above address in Marysville
for review prior to final project approval

© The project has the potential to create significant negative hydrologic,
hydraulic, and water quality impacts. The development of this site will
increase impervious surface area through the construction of roads, driveways,
homes, parages, and other various structures with a coresponding increase in
surface water (storm water) runoff. This project will decrease surface water
detention, retention, and infiliration. Any curoulative tnpacts arising from the
effects of this development on surface water runoff discharge should be
minimized through project drainage mitigation measures.

o A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be completed and include an analysis of impacts
to the State Highway System. The TIS should consider ail possible traffic impacts to
all ramps, interchanges / intersections and mainline segments of Interstate-80, State
Route 65, and State Route 99, Cumulative impacts from this project and other
projects in the area should also be studied. A copy of the TIS guide can be
downloaded at:

It iwww dovea govihg/tratTops/develnpserv operational svst cinarepons/tseuide,n

“Caltruns improves mobilily across California”
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Ms. Kathy Pease
April 18,2008
Page 2

4l . We would appreciate the opportunity to review the scope of the TIS before the
Study begins.

o Please provide the following in the TIS: (for general plan amendment or
update)

Existing Conditions: current year traffic volumes and peak-hour LOS analysis
of the effected State highway facilities.
Proposed Project Only With Select Link Analysis: Trip generation and
assignment for build-out of general plans.
General Plan Buiid-out Only: Trip assignment and peak hour LOS ana!ysm
Include current land wses and other pending general plan amendments.
General Plan Build-out Plus Proposed Project; Trip assignment and peak hour
LOS analysis. Include pmposed project and other pending general plan
amendments.

Please provide our uffice with copies of any further actions regarding this development.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact
Cassandra Eaton, of my staff; at (530) 634- 7612.

Sincerely,

%PM% & Mo

NICHOLAS DEAL Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — East

“Caftrans brgwoves mobillty across California™
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IPCC - Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
LCFS — Low Carbon Fuels Standard

LED - light emitting diode

LEED - Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
LOS - level of service
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OPR - (California) Office of Planning and Research

N,O — nitrous oxide

NOXx — oxides of nitrogen

NO, — nitrogen dioxide

PCAPCD - Placer County Air Pollution Control District
PM10 — particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter
PM2.5 — particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter
ppm — parts per million

ROG - reactive organic gas

SB — (California) Senate Bill

SOx — sulfur oxides

SO, — sulfur dioxide

SRI - solar reflective index

SVAB - Sacramento Valley Air Basin

SVSP - Sierra Vista Specific Plan

TAC - toxic air contaminant
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Executive Summary

This report analyzes the air quality and greenhouse gas effects of the
Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP). The SVSP project site is 2,064.1 acres
of undeveloped land located in unincorporated Placer County,
immediately west and south of the City of Roseville’s existing City limits
(see Figure 1).

The proposed SVSP would include development of 6,655 residential units,
214 acres of commercial and office uses, 70 acres of public/quasi-public,
256 acres of open space uses, and 90 acres of parks (see Figure 2). This
scenario is assumed to be built out by 2025.

A second scenario includes the buildout of the Richland properties
(currently part of the proposed Urban Reserve Area) and assumes that
9,995 dwelling units will be completed by 2035. The second scenario is
referred to as the 2035 cumulative buildout.

This report also analyzes four project alternatives to the 2025 SVSP
buildout:

e Alternative 1 - the increased avoidance, increased density
alternative, assumes 6,663 dwelling units and 599 acres of open
space.

e Alternative 2 - the increased avoidance, same density alternative,
assumes 4,929 residential units and 599 acres of open space.

e Alternative 3 - the project footprint, reduced density alternative,
assumes the same open space as the proposed SVSP, with 4,986
residential units.

e Alternative 4 - the no project alternative.

Criteria pollutant emissions of reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and
particulate matter were estimated for the SVSP and compared to the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District’s (PCAPCD’s) significance
thresholds. Construction and operation of the SVSP would exceed the
PCAPCD?’s thresholds for each pollutant. Mitigation measures were
identified to reduce construction emissions. Even with mitigation,
however, construction emissions would still exceed the PCAPCD
thresholds. No mitigation measures were identified to reduce operational
emissions. Consequently, operational emissions would exceed the
PCAPCD thresholds.

Carbon monoxide (CO) modeling was conducted to determine whether the
project would cause or contribute to violations of either the California or
national ambient air quality standards. Neither the proposed SVSP nor
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any of the project alternatives would cause violations of the ambient
standards.

This report qualitatively evaluates the SVSP’s health risks associated with
potential exposure to TACs. This analysis focuses on proximity of
proposed sensitive land uses to land uses that could generate TACs, such
as roads and industrial development. Mitigation measures are included to
reduce the impacts of potential health risks associated with TACSs.

This report also evaluates the SVSP’s potential for land use conflicts from
odors. The analysis focuses on the proximity of sensitive land uses to land
uses that could generate odors, such as commercial and industrial
development. Mitigation measures are included to reduce potential odor
impacts at sensitive receptors.

Finally, the report estimates greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) associated
with the proposed SVSP and for the cumulative 2035 scenario. Several
mitigation measures were identified that could reduce the amount of
GHGs produced by the SVSP.
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Project Description

The proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan (SVSP) project site is
approximately 2,064.1 acres located in unincorporated Placer County,
immediately west and south of the City of Roseville’s existing City limits
(see Figure 1). The project site is located approximately 6 miles west of
Interstate 80 and State Route 65, 10 miles northeast of the City of
Sacramento, 10 miles east of State Route 99, 5 miles west of downtown
Roseville, and 4 miles east of the Sutter County line. The proposed project
site is west of Fiddyment Road and north of Baseline Road and extends
west from Fiddyment Road to approximately %2 mile west of the
intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road.

The SVSP is a proposed specific plan project that would include
development of a mix of land uses, including 9,995 residential units,
approximately 214 acres of commercial and office uses, approximately 70
acres of public/quasi-public, 256 acres of open space uses, and 90 acres of
parks (see Figure 2). The majority of the proposed project site is within
the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), which was expanded in 2004, as part
of the West Roseville Specific Plan annexation.

This air quality analysis evaluates two buildout scenarios. The first
scenario considers the buildout of 6,655 dwelling units by 2025. The
second scenario includes the buildout of the Richland properties (currently
part of the proposed Urban Reserve Area) and assumes that 9,995
dwelling units will be completed by 2035. The first scenario is referred to
as the 2025 buildout. The second scenario is referred to as the 2035
cumulative buildout.

There are 4 project alternatives being considered to the 2025 buildout
scenario. Alternative 1, the increased avoidance, increased density
alternative, assumes slightly greater residential units with greater open
space. This alternative would accommodate approximately 6,663 dwelling
units and 599 acres of open space. Alternative 2, the increased avoidance,
same density alternative, assumes 1,726 fewer residential units with
greater open space. This alternative would accommodate approximately
4,929 residential units and 599 acres of open space. Alternative, the
project footprint, reduced density alternative, assumes the same open
space avoidance as the proposed project, with lower housing densities, for
a total of 4,986 units. Alternative 4 is the no project alternative, which
would encompass both “no development” and “no action” because it is
anticipated that no development would occur if the current land use
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designations and zoning are retained. Alternative 4 would have no
emissions associated with it since the project area would not be developed.

This technical report describes existing air quality conditions, summarizes
the air quality regulatory environment, and analyzes potential short-term
and long-term air quality impacts of the proposed project.
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Environmental Setting
Existing Air Quality Conditions

Climate and Topography

The City of Roseville is located in southern Placer County within the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB). The SVAB contains the southern
portion of Placer County and ten other counties including Shasta, Tehama,
Colusa, Yolo, East Solano, Butte, Yuba, Sutter, Glenn and Sacramento
County.

The SVAB is surrounded by the Coast Range to the west, the Cascade
Range to the north, and Sierra Nevada mountains to the east. The winters
are wet and cool and the summers are hot and dry.

Aiir pollution can be transported into the basin, but on smoggy days, air
pollution emissions from within the basin are the most significant. The
South border area receives air pollution inflow, transported from the Bay
Area or San Joaquin Valley air basins. On many summer days, a “delta
breeze” blows toward Sacramento from the ocean through the Carquinez
Strait. These winds can transport air pollution from the Bay Area to the
Sacramento air basin.

The delta breeze moves Sacramento’s air pollution up toward the north

end of the Sacramento Valley and East into the Sierra Nevada foothills.

On days when wind blows from the North, Sacramento air pollution can
be transported to the South into the San Joaquin Air Basin.

Air Pollutants and Ambient Air Quality Standards

Ambient air quality is affected by pollutants emitted from stationary and
mobile sources. Stationary sources are often divided into point sources
and area sources. Point sources consist of one or more emission sources at
a facility with an identified location and are usually associated with
manufacturing and industrial processing plants. Area sources are widely
distributed and consist of many small emission sources. Area source
examples include lawnmowers and other landscape maintenance
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equipment, natural gas fired water and space heaters, and consumer
products such as paints, hairspray, deodorant, and similar products with
evaporative emissions. Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor
vehicles, including tailpipe, evaporative, and fugitive emissions.

Air pollutants emitted by stationary and mobile sources are regulated by
federal and state law. These regulated pollutants are known as “criteria air
pollutants”, and are emitted as primary and secondary pollutants.

Primary criteria air pollutants are those that are emitted directly from
sources. Carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOXx), sulfur dioxide
(SOy), and most forms of particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) are
primary air pollutants. Secondary criteria air pollutants are those formed
by chemical and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Ozone and
nitrogen dioxide are the principal secondary pollutants.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has developed National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for the criteria air pollutants.

At the state level, the California Air Resources Board has developed
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Table 1 shows the
NAAQS and CAAQS. Areas that do not meet the NAAQS and/or CAAQS
are classified as nonattainment areas.

The SVAB is nonattainment for the federal and state ozone, and PM2.5
standards. The Placer County portion of the SVAB is in nonattainment for
federal PM10 standards (Table 2).

Ozone

Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility
to respiratory infections and can cause substantial damage to vegetation
and other materials. Ozone is a severe eye, nose, and throat irritant. Ozone
also attacks synthetic rubber, textiles, plants, and other materials; it causes
extensive damage to plants, such as leaf discoloration and cell damage.

State standards for ozone have been set for a 1-hour averaging time. The
state 1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm, not to be exceeded. EPA recently
replaced the 1-hour federal ozone standard with an 8-hour standard of
0.075 ppm, while ARB recently enacted a state 8-hour standard of 0.07

ppm.

Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a
photochemical reaction in the atmosphere. Ozone precursors, including
reactive organic gases (ROGs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOy), react in the
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atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone. Because
photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light
and air temperature, ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem.
ROG and NOy are emitted by mobile sources and stationary combustion
equipment.

Table 1. California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS? NAAQS®
Ozone (0O,) 1 hour 0.09 ppm NA
8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm
Carbon monoxide (CO) 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm
8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) 1 hour 0.18 ppm NA
Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm
Sulfur dioxide (SO,) 1 hour 0.25 ppm NA
3 hours NA 0.5 ppm
24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm
Annual NA 0.03 ppm
Inhalable particulate matter (PM10) 24 hours 50 pg/m® 150 pg/m?
Annual 20 pg/m? NA
Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 24 hours NA 35 pg/m?
Annual 12 pg/m? 15 pg/m®
Sulfates 24 hours 25 pg/m? NA
Lead (Pb) 30 days 1.5 pg/m? NA
Calendar quarter NA 1.5 pg/m?
Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm NA
Vinyl chloride 24 hours 0.010 ppm NA

Source: California Air Resources Board 2008a.

Note: NA = not applicable, ppm = parts per million.

*The CAAQS for ozone, CO, SO, (1- and 24-hour), NO,, PM10, and PM2.5 are values not to be exceeded. All other
California standards shown are values not to be equaled or exceeded.

*The NAAQS, other than ozone and those based on annual averages, are not to be exceeded more than once a year.
The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average
concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.
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Table 2. Sacramento Valley Air Basin State and National Ambient Air Quality
Attainment Status

Air Pollutant Attainment Status — SVAB

Ozone (O3) Nonattainment for NAAQS 8-hour; nonattainment for
CAAQS 1-hour and 8-hour

Carbon monoxide (CO) Attainment/maintenance for federal standards; unclassified
for state standards

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) Attainment

Sulfur dioxide (SO,) Attainment

Suspended particulate matter Attainment for NAAQS; nonattainment for CAAQS

(PM10)

Particulate matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment for NAAQS; nonattainment for CAAQS

Sulfates Attainment

Lead (Pb) Attainment

Hydrogen sulfide Unclassified

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2009a.

Table 3 shows monitoring results for the ozone monitoring station closest
to the proposed project, which is located in the City of Roseville. This
station shows several violations of the state and federal ozone standards
during the most recent three years of monitoring.

Table 3. Ozone Monitoring Results at the Roseville North Sunrise
Monitoring Station

Ozone (0O3) 2006 2007 2008
Highest 1-hour average, ppm 0.121 0.109 0.134
Highest 8-hour average, ppm 0.097 0.100 0.106
Days > state 1-hour standard 16 4 20
Days > state 8-hour standard 38 20 38
Days > federal 8-hour standard 0 0 2
Percent of year covered 99 96 99

Sources: California Air Resources Board 2009b.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is inert to plants and materials but can significantly affect human
health. CO is a public health concern because it combines readily with
hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the
bloodstream. Effects on humans range from slight headaches and nausea
to death.
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State and federal CO standards have been set for both 1- and 8-hour
averaging times. The state 1-hour standard is 20 ppm, and the federal 1-
hour standard is 35 ppm. Both the state and federal standards for the 8-
hour averaging period are 9 ppm.

Motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas.
High CO levels develop primarily during winter when light winds
combine with the formation of ground-level temperature inversions
typically from evening through early morning). These conditions result in
reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also exhibit
increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures.

No CO monitoring is currently conducted in Placer County. The closest
CO monitoring station is located in Sacramento County. The results from
the last three years of monitoring are shown in Table 4. No violations of
either the state or federal CO standards were recorded at this monitoring
station during the most three recent years.

Oxides of Nitrogen

NOy contributes to smog and can injure plants and animals and affect
human health. NOy also contributes to acidic deposition and reacts with
ROG in the presence of sunlight to form photochemical smog. NOy
concentrations result in a brownish color because they absorb the blue-
green area of the visible spectrum, greatly affecting visibility.

NOy is emitted primarily by combustion sources, including both mobile
and stationary sources. NOy also is emitted by a variety of area sources,
ranging from wildfires and prescribed fires to water-heating and space-
heating systems powered by fossil fuels.

The state NO standard is 0.18 ppm for the 1-hour average and 0.03 ppm
for the annual average. The federal NO standard is 0.053 ppm on an
annual average. No violations of the NOx standard were recorded in the
SVAB during the three recent years of monitoring.

PM10 and PM2.5

Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter (PM) focus
on those particles small enough to reach the lungs when inhaled. PM can
damage human health and retard plant growth, as well as reduce visibility,
soil buildings and other structures, and corrode materials.
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The state PM10 standards are 50 pg/m?® as a 24-hour average and 20
ng/m? as an annual geometric mean. The federal PM10 standard is 150
ng/m? as a 24-hour average. The federal annual PM10 standard of 50
ng/m? was recently dropped.

Table 4. Carbon Monoxide Monitoring Results at the North Highlands-
Blackfoot Way Monitoring Station

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 2006 2007 2008
Highest 1-hour average, ppm 2.70 1.73 1.90
Highest 8-hour average, ppm 2.70 1.70 1.80

Sources: California Air Resources Board 2009b; U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 20009.

The federal PM2.5 standards are 35 pg/m? as a 24-hour average and 15
ng/m® as an annual average. The state PM2.5 standard equals 12 pug/m? on
an annual average.

PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are generated by a wide variety of sources,
including agriculture, industrial activities, dust suspended by vehicle
traffic, and secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere.

Table 5 shows the past three years worth of PM10 and PM2.5 monitoring
results for the Roseville North Sunrise monitoring station. Two violations
of the state PM10 standards were recorded at this monitoring location.
The Roseville North Sunrise monitoring station also recorded several
violations of the federal 8 hour PM2.5 standard during the most recent
three years.
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Table 5. Particulate Matter Monitoring Results at the Roseville North Sunrise Monitoring

Station

Particulate Matter (PM10) 2006 2007 2008
Highest 24-hour average, pg/m° 55.0 45.0 73.9
Days > state standard® 1 0 1
Days > federal standard® 0 0 0
Percent of year covered 100 98 100
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 2006 2007 2008
Highest 24-hour average, pg/m° 54.7 48.7 49.7
Days > federal standard® 115 0 6.5
Percent of year covered 100 96 92

Note: Underlined values represent those in excess of applicable NAAQS. Bold values
represent those in excess of the applicable CAAQS.

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2009b.

Days over state or federal standards are measured days, not estimated days.

Sulfur Dioxide

The major health concerns associated with inhalation of SO, include
effects on breathing, respiratory illness, alterations in pulmonary defenses,
and aggravation of existing cardiovascular disease. Children, the elderly,
and people with asthma, cardiovascular disease, or chronic lung
diseases—such as bronchitis or emphysema—are most susceptible to
adverse health effects from exposure to SO,. SO is a precursor to sulfates,
which are associated with acidification of lakes and streams, accelerated
corrosion of buildings and monuments, reduced visibility, and other
adverse health effects.

EPA’s health-based NAAQS for SO, is 0.03 ppm measured as an annual
arithmetic mean concentration, 0.14 ppm measured over a 24-hour period,
and 0.5 ppm measured over a 3-hour average period. California’s SO,
standard is 0.04 ppm measured over a 24-hour average period and 0.25
ppm measured over 1-hour.

SO, belongs to the family of gases called sulfur oxides (SOx). These gases
are formed when fuel containing sulfur (mainly coal and oil) is burned,
and also during metal smelting and other industrial processes.
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Sensitive Receptors

Some receptors are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants.
The reasons for greater than average sensitivity include health problems,
proximity to emission sources, or duration of exposure to air pollutants.
Sensitive receptors are typically defined as locations where human
populations, especially children, seniors, or sick persons, are found, and
there is reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure. Examples
of land uses considered to be sensitive receptors are residences, hospitals,
and schools.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Global climate change is caused by GHG emissions, which are caused by
several activities, including combustion of fossil fuels, deforestation, and
land use change.

GHGs play a critical role in the Earth’s radiation budget by trapping
infrared radiation emitted from the Earth’s surface, which could have
otherwise escaped to space. Prominent GHGs contributing to this process
include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CHy), nitrous oxide (N»0), and
certain refrigerants that include chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs),
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs).
This phenomenon, known as the “greenhouse effect”, keeps the Earth’s
atmosphere near the surface warmer than it would be otherwise and allows
for successful habitation by humans and other forms of life.

Global warming potential (GWP) is a measure of how much a given mass
of GHG is estimated to contribute to global warming. It is a relative scale
which compares the gas in question to that of the same mass of carbon
dioxide (whose GWP is by definition 1). In this analysis, CH, is assumed
to have a GWP of 21 and N,O has a GWP of 310 (California Climate
Action Registry, 2009). Refrigerants have GWP’s that range from 76 up
to 12,240 (U.S. Green Building Council, 2007). Consequently, using each
pollutant’s GWP, emissions of CO,, CH,4, N,O, CFCs, HCFCs, and HFCs
can be converted into CO; equivalence, also denoted as CO-e.

Fossil fuel combustion removes carbon stored underground and releases it
into the active carbon cycle, thus increasing concentrations of GHGs in the
atmosphere. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural ambient
concentrations are theorized to be responsible for the enhancement of the
greenhouse effect and contribute to what is termed “global warming”, a
trend of unnatural warming of the Earth’s natural climate. Increases in
these gases lead to more absorption of radiation and warm the lower
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atmosphere further, thereby increasing evaporation rates and temperatures
near the surface. Climate change is a global problem, and GHGs are
global pollutants, unlike criteria pollutants (such as ozone, carbon
monoxide, and particulate matter) and toxic air contaminants (TACs),
which are pollutants of regional and local concern.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was established
by the World Meteorological Organization and United Nations
Environment Programme. IPCC’s mission is to assess scientific,
technical, and socioeconomic information relevant to the understanding of
climate change, including the potential impacts and options for adaptation
and mitigation. IPCC predicts substantial increases in global temperatures
of between 1.1 to 6.4 degrees Celsius, depending on the scenario
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007).

Climate change could impact California’s natural environment in the
following ways (California Energy Commission 2005):

e Rising sea levels along the California coastline, particularly in San
Francisco and the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta due to
ocean expansion;

e Extreme heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high
temperatures, which could last longer and become more frequent;

e An increase in heat-related human deaths and infectious diseases
and a higher risk of respiratory problems caused by deteriorating
air quality;

e Reduce snow pack and stream flow in the Sierra Nevada
mountains, affecting winter recreation and water supplies;

e Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak
stream flows and flooding;

e Changes in growing season conditions that could affect California
agriculture, causing variations in crop quality and yield; and

e Changes in distribution of plant and wildlife species due to
changes in temperature, competition of colonizing species, changes
in hydrologic cycles, changes in sea levels, and other climate-
related effects.
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These changes in California’s climate and ecosystems could occur at a
time when California’s population is expected to increase from 34 million
to 59 million by the year 2040 (California Energy Commission 2005).

Consequently, for a “business as usual” scenario, increases are expected in
the amount of anthropogenic GHG emissions and the number of people
potentially affected by climate change. Similar changes as those noted
above for California would also occur in other parts of the world.

Transportation generates 41 percent of California’s GHG emissions,
followed by the industrial sector (23%), electricity generation (20%),
agriculture and forestry (8%), and other sources (8%). Emissions of CO,
and N,O are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, among other sources.
Methane, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. Sinks of carbon dioxide include
uptake by vegetation and dissolution into the ocean. In 2004, California
generated 524 million metric tons of GHG measured as CO, equivalent
(CO2e) emissions (California Air Resources Board, 2007).

Regulatory Setting

Federal

Federal air quality laws regulate air pollutants, primarily through industry-
specific standards and planning requirements. The primary legislation that
governs federal air quality regulations is the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1990. Federal air quality laws regulate criteria, toxic, and nuisance air
pollutant emissions from industrial sources.

As mentioned earlier, criteria pollutants are substances for which the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established the NAAQS.
Noncriteria air pollutants, also known as toxic air contaminants (TACSs),
are airborne substances capable of causing adverse health effects as a
result of short-term (acute) or long-term (chronic) exposure.

Nuisance pollutants are substances that can result in complaints from the
population about adverse impacts on quality of life. The nuisance
pollutants regulated by the air districts are odors and visible plumes
(smoke).
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State

Criteria Pollutants

The California Air Resources Board (ARB), which is part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), develops air quality
regulations at the state level. The state regulations mirror federal
regulations by establishing industry-specific pollution controls for criteria,
toxic, and nuisance pollutants. California also requires areas to develop
plans and strategies for attaining California ambient air quality standards
(CAAQS) as set forth in the California Clean Air Act of 1988. As
described above, California has developed ambient standards for the
criteria pollutants equal to or more stringent than the federal standards.

Air Toxics

State requirements specifically address air toxics issues through Assembly
Bill (AB) 1807 (known as the Tanner Bill), which established the state air
toxics program, and AB 2588, the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and
Assessment Act. The air quality regulations developed from these bills
have been modified recently to incorporate the federal regulations
associated with the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588,
1987, Connelly) (Hot Spots Act) was enacted in September 1987. Under
this bill, stationary sources of emissions are required to report the types
and quantities of certain substances that their facilities routinely release
into the air.

Local

At the local level, air quality is managed through land use and
development planning practices. These practices are implemented through
general planning processes. The Placer County Air Pollution Control
District (PCAPCD) is responsible for establishing and enforcing local air
quality rules and regulations that address the requirements of federal and
state air quality laws. Specifically, the PCAPCD is responsible for
monitoring air quality and planning, implementing, and enforcing
programs designed to attain and maintain state and federal ambient air
quality standards in the area. Programs developed include air quality rules
and regulations that regulate stationary source emissions, including area
and point sources and certain mobile source emissions. The PCAPCD is
also responsible for establishing permitting requirements and issuing
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permits for stationary sources and ensuring that new, modified, or
relocated stationary sources do not create net emissions increases. The
PCAPCD enforces air quality rules and regulations through a variety of
means, including inspections, educational and training programs, and
fines.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate
Change Regulatory Environment

Several recent state-level actions have been taken to limit greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions implicated in global warming. Those actions are
described below.

Executive Order S-3-05

On June 1, 2005, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued
Executive Order S-3-05. It included the following GHG emission
reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by
2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, reduce GHG
emissions to 80% below 1990 levels. To meet the targets, the governor
directed several state agencies to cooperate in the development of a
climate action plan. The secretary of Cal-EPA leads the Climate Action
Team (CAT), whose goal is to implement global warming emission
reduction programs identified in the climate action plan and to report on
the progress made toward meeting the emission reduction targets
established in the executive order.

The first report to the governor and the legislature was released in March
2006 and will be issued bi-annually thereafter. The CAT report to the
governor contains recommendations and strategies to help ensure the
targets in Executive Order S-3-05 are met (California Environmental
Protection Agency 2006).

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32)

In 2006, the California state legislature adopted the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). AB 32 establishes a cap on
statewide GHG emissions and sets forth the regulatory framework to
achieve the corresponding reduction in statewide emission levels. Under
AB 32, GHGs are defined as carbon dioxide (CO;), methane, nitrous
oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.

AB 32 requires that ARB:
m adopt early action measures to reduce GHGs.;
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m establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for 2020 based on 1990
emissions;

m adopt mandatory report rules for significant GHG sources;

m adopt a scoping plan indicating how emission reductions will be
achieved via regulations, market mechanisms, and other actions; and

m adopt regulations needed to achieve the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective reductions in GHGs.

Early Action Measures

ARB has adopted several early action measures to reduce GHG. They
include things such as improvements to landfill methane capture, a vehicle
tire pressure program, improvements to heavy duty truck efficiency, and a
low carbon fuels standard (LCFS). On April 23, 2009, the California Air
Resources Board adopted a LCFS. This standard requires that all fuels
sold in California must have a reduced carbon content that will lower
emissions by 10% by 2020.

Guidance and protocols for businesses and governments to facilitate GHG
emission reductions were approved as early action items by the Board at
its June 2007 hearing. A Local Government Toolkit was designed to
provide guidance and resources to help cities and counties reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and save money. No specific regulations have
yet been set by the California Air Resources Board that apply specifically
to cities and counties.

A variety of tools are available to assist with climate action planning
including information on:

. How to calculate and inventory current GHG emissions

. A recommended target to reduce GHG emissions

. Cost-saving strategies to take action now

. Financial resources to get started

. Case studies to learn what other cities have been able to
accomplish

Phase Il of the Toolkit will include a decision support tool to help local
governments develop customized climate action plans, a peer-networking
online discussion forum, and a climate leadership recognition program to
recognize achievements for measured GHG emission reductions.

Sierra Vista Specific Plan September 2009
Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 16



California’s Scoping Plan and GHG Emissions Cap

In its recently released Climate Change Scoping Plan (2008), ARB lays
out the GHG reductions that need to be achieved, and the types of
measures that will be used to reach them. The Plan shows that
California’s 1990 GHG emissions equaled 427 million metric tons CO.e,
2002-2004 average emissions equaled 469 million metric tons CO-e, and
2020 GHG emissions would equal 596 million metric tons COe.
Consequently, compared to 1990, emissions would need to be reduced by
169 million metric tons CO.e, and about 42 million metric tons from
2002-2004 levels (ARB, 2008b).

The measures that will be used to achieve these emission reductions
include the early action measures described above, plus 18 additional
categories of measures:

1) California Cap-and-Trade Program

2) California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Gas Standards
3) Energy Efficiency

4) Renewables Portfolio Standard

5) Low Carbon Fuel Standard

6) Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets
7) Vehicle Efficiency Measures

8) Goods Movement

9) Million Solar Roofs Program

10) Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles

11) Industrial Emissions

12) High Speed Rail

13) Green Building Strategy

14) High Global Warming Potential Gases

15) Recycling and Waste

16) Sustainable Forests

17) Water

18) Agriculture

The California Air Resources Board has initiated development of
measures for each of these categories.
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SB 375

This regulation, enacted in September 2008, is designed to control GHGs
by limiting urban sprawl. It requires metropolitan planning organizations
(MPOs) to include sustainable communities strategies (SCS), as defined,
in their regional transportation plans (RTPs) for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. SB 375 also aligns planning for transportation
and housing, and creates specified incentives for the implementation of the
strategies.

Senate Bill 97

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate
change is an important environmental issue that requires analysis under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The bill directs the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare, develop,
and transmit to the California Resources Agency guidelines for the
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, by
July 1, 2009. The California Resources Agency is required to certify or
adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010.

Actions Taken by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

In June 2008, OPR issued a Technical Advisory on CEQA and Climate
Change (California Office of Planning and Research 2008). This
document recommends that for projects subject to CEQA, emissions be
calculated and mitigation measures be identified to reduce those
emissions. The OPR report does not identify emission thresholds for
GHGs, but instead recommends that each lead agency develop its own
thresholds.

On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources
its proposed amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse
gas emissions, as required by Senate Bill 97 (Chapter 185, 2007). These
proposed CEQA Guideline amendments would provide guidance to public
agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of greenhouse
gas emissions in draft CEQA documents. The Natural Resources Agency
will conduct formal rulemaking in 2009, prior to certifying and adopting
the amendments, as required by Senate Bill 97 (California Office of
Planning and Research, 2009).

Actions Taken by California Attorney General’s Office

The California Attorney General (AG) has filed comment letters under
CEQA about a number of proposed projects. The AG has also filed
several complaints and obtained settlement agreements for CEQA
documents covering general plans and individual programs that the AG
found either failed to analyze GHG emissions or failed to provide
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adequate GHG mitigation. The AG’s office has prepared a report that lists
measures that local agencies should consider under CEQA to offset or
reduce global warming impacts. The AG’s office also has prepared a
chart of modeling tools to estimate GHG emissions impacts of projects
and plans. The GHG analysis described in this chapter uses two of the
tools listed by the AG: URBEMIS and EMFAC. URBEMIS was used to
estimate area source emissions, such as space and water heating.
Information on the AG’s actions can be found on at the California
Department of Justice Office of Attorney General web site (California
Department of Justice 2008).

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association Guidance

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
released a report in January 2008 that describes methods to estimate and
mitigate GHG emissions from projects subject to CEQA. The CAPCOA
report evaluates several GHG thresholds that could be used to evaluate the
significance of a project’s GHG emissions. The CAPCOA report,
however, does not recommend any one threshold. Instead, the report is
designed as a resource for public agencies as they establish agency
procedures for reviewing GHG emissions from projects subject to CEQA
(California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 2008).

Impact Analysis

Significance Thresholds

The PCAPCD regulates and oversees air quality within the SVSP area and
has recommended the following thresholds to determine whether or not a
project will result in a significant impact to air quality:

e Exceed the PCAPCD thresholds for regional emissions:
- Reactive Organic Gases (ROG): 82 Ibs/day
- Nitrogen Oxides (NOX): 82 Ibs/day
- Particulate Matter (PM10): 82 Ibs/day
- Carbon Monoxide (CO): 550 Ibs/day

e Generate localized concentrations of CO that exceed the 1-hour 20
parts per million (ppm) or the 8-hour 9 ppm air quality standards;
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e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria
air pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment;

= Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations,
or;

= Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number or
people.

Approach and Methodology

Construction Emissions Methodology

The SVSP project includes development of commercial, public, and utility
land uses. URBEMIS2007 Version 9.2.4 was used to estimate emissions
resulting from the construction of the SVSP project, beginning in 2013
with completion by 2025. The proposed project would be built in 4 phases.
Emissions were estimated for each year of construction. A detailed list of the
assumptions used to estimate construction emissions is included in
Appendix A and the modeling results are listed in Appendix B.

Operational Emissions Methodology

Criteria Pollutant Emissions

The SVSP project would generate operational emissions of the criteria
pollutants, including ozone precursors (ROG and NOy), CO, PM10,
PM2.5, and SOx. On road traffic emissions generated by the project were
estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model and trip generation information
provided by the traffic consultant (DKS Associates, 2009).

The URBEMIS2007 model was also used to estimate area source
emissions. Area sources include emissions associated with burning
natural gas for space and water heating, wood combustion associated with
space heating, gasoline combustion to operate landscape maintenance
machinery, and evaporative emissions from the use of architectural
coatings and consumer products.

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

Project concentrations from local traffic were evaluated by modeling
roadside CO concentrations. CO modeling was conducted for the five
most highly congested road links and associated intersections identified in
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the traffic report (DKS Associates, 2009). All road links shown in the
circulation element with level of service (LOS) of D, E, or F were
identified and the five with the highest traffic volumes were evaluated for
CO concentrations.

The analysis used the CALINEA4 line source dispersion model and
procedures developed by Caltrans and approved by EPA (Garza, et. al.
1997). CO concentrations were modeled using traffic volumes, emissions,
meteorology, and the roadway/receptor geometry. This analysis used
meteorological conditions most conducive to high CO concentrations in
the SVAB. Appendix A contains additional information describing how
CO modeling was conducted.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Potential health risks associated with the proposed project were evaluated
qualitatively. First, sensitive receptors that could be exposed to TAC
emissions were identified. These included residences and schools located
adjacent to the SVSP commercial land use areas. Sensitive receptors also
include residential areas and schools within the SVSP that could be
exposed to TACs either from within the SVSP or from adjacent areas.
Then, those residential land uses were evaluated to determine whether
they were downwind of the industrial areas.

In addition, sensitive land uses were examined to identify proximity to
highways and arterials with high traffic volumes. Several studies have
shown health effects associated with the distance between residences and
traffic levels (California Air Resources Board, 2005). These studies have
found a link between traffic-related emissions and adverse health effects
within 1,000 feet of roads, with the effects strongest within 300 feet. This
indicates that the adverse effects diminish with distance. Consequently,
the California Air Resources Board recommends against siting new
sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads at or
exceeding 100,000 average annual daily trips (AADT) (California Air
Resources Board, 2005).

Odors

Potential odor impacts were evaluated by examining the distances from
existing and proposed odor sources (areas designated for industrial land
uses) to sensitive receptors such as residences. The analysis also considers
prevailing wind direction and policies designed to minimize odor impacts.
Odor sources typically include industrial land uses, such as fiberglass
manufacturing, coating operations, foundries, refineries, sewage treatment
plants, landfills, and recycling facilities (California Air Resources Board,
2005).
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions Methodology

Transportation and area source GHG emissions were estimated using the
same approach as described above under criteria pollutant emissions.
GHGs produced by electricity generation and from solid waste disposal
were also estimated. For electricity, both direct and indirect electricity use
was estimated. For residential land uses in the 2035 cumulative buildout,
direct electricity use was estimated using the California Energy
Commission’s (CEC’s) Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (KEMA-
XENERGY, Itron, and RoperASW, 2004). The CEC database contains
information on kilowatts consumed per square foot for various types of
commercial land uses (ltron, Inc., 2006). For residential land uses, direct
electricity use was estimated using the Utilities study performed by
CapitolUtility Specialists for the proposed project (CapitolUtility
Specialists 2009).

The analysis also estimated indirect electricity use associated with water
consumption and wastewater treatment. Estimates of water-related energy
use were based on a report prepared for the California Energy
Commission (Pacific Institute 2005).

Once total electricity use was estimated, the GHGs associated with that
electricity use were estimated using emission factors developed by the
California Climate Action Registry (2009).

Emissions from the solid waste generated by the proposed project were
estimated based on predicted population for 2025 and 2035 and California
Air Resources Board methane emissions estimates per standard cubic foot
of landfill gas emitted in California (California Air Resources Board
2008b).

Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the SVSP
Proposed Development

Criteria Pollutant Emissions, Toxic Air Contaminants,
and Odors

Construction of SVSP

Table 6 shows annual construction emissions associated with the proposed
SVSP. Construction emissions exceed the 82 pounds per day significance
threshold established by the PCAPCD for ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5.
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Table 6. Proposed 2025 Buildout Construction Emissions (unmitigated, pound per day)

ROG NOx Cco SO, PM10 PM2.5

Phase A (2013-2016)

2013 963.8 84.0 109.9 0.2 487.8 105.1

2014 1,177.2 77.9 103.8 0.2 486.0 104.4

2015 981.5 54.9 94.6 0.2 484.4 103.0

2016 688.2 64.9 65.8 0.1 425.3 91.2
Phase B (2017-2019)

2017 1,784.7 56.4 133.8 0.3 736.7 155.6

2018 1,464.3 42.1 105.3 0.2 676.7 142.6

2019 1,707.1 38.4 99.6 0.2 676.4 142.4
Phase C (2020-2023)

2020 1,486.1 56.8 101.3 0.2 690.3 146.1

2021 1,131.9 46.9 67.9 0.2 557.6 118.1

2022 1,165.1 35.0 61.2 0.2 557.6 118.1

2023 1,200.3 46.9 61.3 0.2 557.6 118.1
Phase D (2024)

2024 1,134.1 46.8 69.8 0.2 600.0 127.0

Note: Emissions estimated with URBEMIS2007, version 9.2.4. Detailed description of modeling
assumptions included in Appendix A.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The following measures will reduce
construction-related ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions:

>

All construction equipment shall be maintained in good operating
condition. Contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment
is being properly serviced and maintained as per the
manufacturer’s specifications. Maintenance records shall be
available at the construction site for verification. This measure
will reduce combustion emissions of all criteria air pollutants.

Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, all applicants shall
submit construction plans denoting the proposed schedule and
projected equipment use. Construction contractors shall provide
evidence that low emission mobile construction will be used, or
that their use was investigated and found to be infeasible for the
project. Low emission equipment is defined as meeting the
California Air Resources Board’s Tier 111 standards. Contractors
shall also conform to any construction measures imposed by the
PCAPCD as well as City Planning Staff. This measure will
primarily reduce ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 exhaust
emissions.

5Paints and coating shall be applied either by hand or by high
volume, low-pressure spray. This measure will reduce evaporative
ROG emissions.
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» All construction shall comply with the following measures to
reduce fugitive dust related emissions of PM10 and PM2.5:

e Maintain a minimum 24-inch freeboard on soil haul trucks or
cover payloads using tarps or other suitable means.

e Suspend grading operations during high winds.

e Sweep streets as necessary if silt is carried off-site to adjacent
public thoroughfares or occurs as a result of hauling.

e Dispose of surplus excavated material in accordance with local
ordinances and use sound engineering practices.

e Schedule activities to minimize the amounts of exposed
excavated soil during and after the end of work periods.

e Phase grading to prevent the susceptibility of large areas to
erosion over extended periods of time.

e Pave or apply gravel to any on-site haul roads.

e Reestablish ground cover on the construction site through
seeding and water.

Table 7 shows estimated emissions of criteria pollutants after mitigation.
With mitigation in place, emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions
would still exceed PCAPCD’s 82 pounds per day significance threshold.
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Table 7. Proposed 2025 Buildout Construction Emissions (mitigated, pound per day)

ROG NOx CoO SO, PM10 PM2.5

Phase A (2013-2016)

2013 868.2 79.9 109.9 0.2 113.0 26.0

2014 1,060.1 74.09 103.8 0.2 112.3 25.6

2015 883.9 54.9 94.6 0.2 111.8 25.2

2016 619.8 61.5 65.8 0.1 98.2 22.3
Phase B (2017-2019)

2017 1,606.9 56.4 133.8 0.3 169.0 37.1

2018 1,318.4 42.1 105.3 0.2 154.9 33.7

2019 1,536.9 38.4 99.6 0.2 154.7 335
Phase C (2020-2023)

2020 1,338.0 53.5 101.33 0.2 157.9 34.3

2021 1,019.0 44.0 67.9 0.2 127.5 27.7

2022 1,048.9 35.0 61.2 0.2 127.4 27.6

2023 1,080.6 43.9 61.3 0.2 127.5 27.7
Phase D (2024)

2024 1,021.0 43.9 69.8 0.2 137.1 29.8

Note: Emissions estimated with URBEMIS2007, version 9.2.4. Detailed description of modeling
assumptions included in Appendix A. Modeling results are listed in Appendix B.

Construction of SVSP Alternatives
Alternative 1 — Increased Avoidance, Increased Density

Construction of Alternative 1, the increased avoidance, increased density
alternative, would result in slightly lower PM10 and PM2.5 emissions as
compared to the preferred SVSP option. This is because with increased
open space, less grading would be required. Site grading is the largest
single source of PM10 and PM2.5 dust emissions associated with
construction. Alternative 1’s emissions of other criteria pollutants,
including ROG and NOx, would likely be similar to or lower than the
preferred SVSP option because it would entail denser development,
including more multi-family and less single family residences.

Even with lower emissions, construction of Alternative 1 would result in a
significant impact because emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 would
exceed the PCAPCD’s significance thresholds. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce emissions, but those emissions
would still exceed the PCAPCD’s thresholds.

Alternative 2 — Increased Avoidance, Same Density

Alternative 2, the increased avoidance, same density alternative, would
result in lower PM10 and PM2.5 emissions as compared to the preferred
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SVSP option. This is because with increased open space, less grading
would be required. Site grading represents the largest single source of
PM10 and PM2.5 dust emissions associated with construction. The
emissions of other criteria pollutants, including ROG and NOx, would also
be lower than the preferred SVSP option.

Construction of Alternative 2 would result in a significant impact because
emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10 would exceed the PCAPCD’s
significance thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1
would reduce emissions, but those emissions would still exceed the
PCAPCD?’s thresholds.

Alternative 3 — Same Footprint, Reduced Density

Alternative 3, the project footprint, reduce density alternative, would result
in similar PM10 and PM2.5 emissions as compared to the preferred SVSP
option. However, with fewer residential units, emissions of ROG and
NOx would be lower than the preferred SVSP option.

Alternative 3 would result in a significant impact because emissions of
ROG, NOx, and PM10 would exceed the PCAPCD’s significance
thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce
emissions, by those emissions would still exceed the PCAPCD’s
thresholds.

Alternative 4 — No Project

Alternative 4, the no project alternative, would generate no construction
emissions.

Operation

The Placer County General Plan currently designates most of the project
site as agriculture/timberland. The majority of the project site is
undeveloped and has historically been used for agricultural or grazing
activities. There are four large-lot single-family residences in the central
and southwestern portion of the project site, and other smaller structures
along Baseline Road associated with ongoing dry farming agricultural
production activities. Since the area is largely undeveloped, existing
criteria pollutant emissions on the project site are negligible.

Buildout of the project will result in the generation of criteria pollutant
emissions from mobile and area source emissions. Table 8 summarizes
emissions associated with operation of the 2025 buildout, 2035 cumulative
buildout, and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. The estimates represent peak
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summer emissions. For each alternative, emissions easily exceed the
PCAPCD thresholds for ROG, NOx, CO, and PM10. No mitigation
measures are available that would reduce these emissions to levels that are
less than the thresholds. However, several mitigation measures listed
under the GHG impact discussion would reduce both criteria pollutant and
GHG emissions.

Table 8. Comparison of Criteria Pollutant Emissions Generated by Specific Plan Buildout (2025), Cumulative
Buildout (2035) and Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (unmitigated, pounds per day)

Alternative ROG NOXx CO SO, PM10 PM2.5 CO;
Specific Plan Buildout (2025)

Area Sources 492.3 170.6 245.7 0.01 0.7 0.7 207,830.5
Transportation 1,093.2 823.4 9,334.4 18.7 3,224.3 613.5 1,920,726.3
Total 1,585.5 993.9 9,580.1 18.7 3,225.0 614.2 2,128,556.8
Cumulative Buildout (2035)

Area Sources 704.5 220.6 307.6 0.01 0.9 0.8 269,680.2
Transportation 2,776.0 3,232.8 27,920.8 23.1 3,975.7 775.3 2,361,491.0
Total 3,480.5 3,453.3 28,228.4 23.1 3,976.6 776.2 2,631,171.2
Alternative 1 (2025)

Area Sources 439.1 134.6 121.7 0.00 0.4 0.3 165,076.9
Transportation 851.1 639.8 7,275.0 14.6 2,516.6 478.8 1,499,022.6
Total 1,290.2 774.42 7,396.7 14.6 2,516.9 479.1 1,664,099.5
Alternative 2 (2025)

Area Sources 363.4 123.2 181.9 0.00 0.5 0.5 150,108.9
Transportation 763.8 580.1 6,612.7 13.3 2,291.1 435.9 1,364,517.0
Total 1,127.2 703.3 6,794.6 13.3 2,291.6 436.4 1,514,625.9
Alternative 3 (2025)

Area Sources 413.9 158.6 297.8 0.01 0.8 0.8 192,327.4
Transportation 954.4 717.3 8116.2 16.2 2,802.0 533.2 1,669,098.6
Total 1,368.3 875.9 8,413.9 16.2 2,802.8 534.0 1,861,426.0
PCAPCD Significance

Threshold 82 82 550 N/A 82 N/A N/A
Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No

Notes: Transportation emissions based on VMT estimates provided for the traffic analysis and EMFAC2007 emission
rates. Area source emissions estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model using the proposed land uses proposed for the
SVSP proposed buildout and alternatives.
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Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

CO concentrations were estimated for the five intersections projected to be
most congested in each scenario. A summary of the CO modeling results
for 2025 and 2035 is included in Tables 9 and 10. As Tables 9 and 10
show, the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour concentrations for all intersections
are substantially less than either the state or federal ambient air quality
standards. Since these intersections represent worst case conditions, CO
concentrations at all other intersections would also be less than federal or
state standards.

The CO results demonstrate that the SVSP project would not cause or
contribute to violations of the state or federal CO standards.
Consequently, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial concentrations of CO. This is a less than significant impact.

Alternative 1 — Increased Avoidance, Increased Density

CO concentrations associated with Alternative 1 would be slightly lower
than those for the preferred SVSP as indicated by the lower levels of CO
emissions shown in Table 8. The resulting CO concentrations would not
exceed either the state or federal CO standards. The impact is less than
significant.

Alternative 2 — Increased Avoidance, Same Density

CO concentrations associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly lower
than those for the preferred SVSP as indicated by the lower levels of CO
emissions shown in Table 8. The resulting CO concentrations would not
exceed either the state or federal CO standards. The impact is less than
significant.

Alternative 3 — Same Footprint, Reduced Density

CO concentrations associated with Alternative 3 would be slightly lower
than those for the preferred SVSP as indicated by the lower levels of CO
emissions shown in Table 8. The resulting CO concentrations would not
exceed either the state or federal CO standards. The impact is less than
significant.

Alternative 4 — No Project

CO concentrations associated with Alternative 4 would be minimal
because no development would occur. The impact is less than significant.
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Table 9. Modeled Carbon Monoxide Levels for 2025 Buildout

Conditions

2025 Buildout*

Intersection Receptor 1-hour CO? 8-hour CO?
Galleria & 1 12.9 6.4
Roseville Pkwy 2 133 6.6
3 12.9 6.4
4 12,5 6.1
Pleasant Grove 5 12.7 6.3
& Roseville 6
Pkwy i} 13.2 6.6
1 12.7 6.3
8 13.7 6.9
Blue Oaks Blvd 9 12.3 6.0
& Foothills 10
Blvd LY 13.2 6.6
1 13.3 6.6
12 12.0 5.8
Foothills Blvd 13 11.8 5.7
& Pleasant 14
Grove Blvd = 11.8 5.7
15 11.9 5.8
16 12.2 6.0
Elverta Rd & 17 11.8 5.7
Walerga Rd 18 11.2 5.4
19 11.7 5.7
20 11.5 5.5
Notes:

! Background concentrations of 5.73 ppm and 2.06 ppm were added to

the modeling 1-hour and 8-hour results, respectively

2 The federal and state 1-hour standards are 35 and 20 ppm, respectively
® The federal and state 8-hour standards are 9 and 9.0 ppm, respectively
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Table 10. Modeled Carbon Monoxide Levels for 2035 Cumulative

Conditions

2035 Cumulative®

Intersection Receptor 1-hour CO? 8-hour CO?
Galleria & 1 13.0 6.4
Roseville Pkwy 2 132 6.6
3 13.4 6.7
4 13.1 6.5
Pleasant Grove 5 12.5 6.1
& Roseville 6
Pkwy ] 13.0 6.4
7 12.4 6.1
8 133 6.6
Blue Oaks Blvd 9 11.4 55
& Foothills 10
Blvd U 12.1 5.9
11 12.4 6.1
12 11.7 5.7
Foothills Blvd 13 11.4 55
& Pleasant 14
Grove Blvd = 115 5.5
15 115 55
16 11.7 5.7
Elverta Rd & 17 12.0 5.8
Walerga Rd 18 113 54
19 11.9 5.8
20 11.7 5.7
Notes:

1

Background concentrations of 5.73 ppm and 2.06 ppm were added

to the modeling 1-hour and 8-hour results, respectively

respectively

respectively

The federal and state 1-hour standards are 35 and 20 ppm,

The federal and state 8-hour standards are 9 and 9.0 ppm,
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Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)

The SRVP has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of TACs in two ways: 1) by locating residences close to
sources of TACs, such as industrial uses or freeways, and 2) by locating
sources of TAC, such as industrial uses, upwind of residences and other
sensitive receptors. This analysis evaluates the location of sensitive
receptors with respect to potential sources of toxic air contaminants:
industrial sources and proximity to freeways. This analysis also considers
the predominant wind direction in the area.

Figure 3 shows wind rose for the Roseville area. The wind rose represents
the direction from which the wind is blowing. The prevailing winds blow
from the south and southeasterly directions with occasional winds from
the north and northwesterly directions. Winds from the east and the west
occur infrequently.

The location of any industrial uses south or southeast of the proposed
project could potentially result in the location of residences downwind
from industrial sources of TACSs. Industrial sources can generate a wide
variety of TACs, from fuel combustion, and from the use of hazardous
chemicals that could become airborne. The location of Placer Vineyards
south and west of the proposed project could create the potential for TACs
to be transported into the project area.

Figure 4 shows the western portion of Placer Vineyards in relation to the
SVSP. The only Placer Vineyards land use that represents a potential
source of TACs to the SVSP is the commercially designated land located
at the southeast corner of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road. This Placer
Vineyards land use could potentially expose the SVSP residential land
uses located on the northwest corner of the Watt Avenue/Baseline Road
intersection to health risks.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2. Prior to approving construction of SVSP
residences located at the northwest corner of Watt Avenue and Baseline
Road, a screening health risk assessment shall be conducted if the
approval occurs subsequent to approval of the commercial area within the
Placer Vineyard area and that commercial area allows for industrial land
uses. If that screening analysis shows potential health risks, then a more
detailed health risk assessment should be conducted. If significant acute,
chronic, or carcinogenic health risks are predicted, then the proposed
residences shall be relocated to a distance that reduces all health risks to
less than significant levels.
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Figure 3. Wind Rose for the SVSP Area

Figure 5 shows that several proposed school sites would be located near
major arterials. ARB has developed recommendations against siting new
sensitive land uses, such as schools, within 500 feet of freeways or
arterials that have more than 100,000 AADT per day (California Air
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Resources Board, 2005). AADT on SRVP arterials would be substantially
less than 100,000 through 2035. Consequently, the location of schools
near arterials does not pose a substantial health risk for any of the SRVP
proposed schools.

i W
Watt Ave

Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area

Figure 4. Commercial Land Use Designation within Placer Vineyards Located Upwind from SVSP
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Figure 5. Location of SRVP Elementary Schools and Middle School with Respect to Major Arterials

Odors

Land use conflicts could generate objectionable odors. For the proposed
project, objectionable odors typically occur when a land use with sensitive
receptors is located in close proximity and downwind from an odor source,
or when an odor sources is located upwind of a sensitive receptor.
Examples of sensitive receptors include land uses that include residences,
hospitals, schools, and daycare centers. Odor sources typically include
wastewater treatment plants, rendering plants, landfills, and large
industrial facilities.

There are currently few sensitive receptors present within the immediate
project vicinity that would have the potential to be exposed to
objectionable odors emitted during project construction. As the proposed
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project moves forward in building out, sensitive receptors would begin to
locate on the project site, including elementary schools, a middle school,
and residences. These new sensitive receptors may potentially be exposed
to objectionable odors emitted during project construction. Potential
sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the use
of architectural coatings and solvents. However, these would be short-
term, minor odor impacts.

Land uses and industrial operations associated with odor complaints
include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing
plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and
fiberglass molding. The project site is currently used for agricultural and
grazing purposes. Odors from these existing activities would be
eliminated by buildout of the SRVP. The proposed project is located near
Placer Vineyards, which may emit odors that could affect sensitive
receptors within the project area. Placer Vineyards

The Placer Vineyards may potentially emit adverse odors which could
affect residences and other sensitive receptors onsite. Wind blowing
towards the northwest from Placer Vineyards toward the SVSP could
potentially transport objectionable odors from the vineyard into the SVSP
area. The primary source of odors would be the commercially zoned area
as listed in Figure 4. This is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3. Prior to approving construction of residences
in the southern portion of the SVSP, an odor evaluation shall be conducted
if the approval occurs subsequent to approval of the commercial area
within the Placer Vineyard area and that commercial area allows for
industrial land uses. If that analysis shows potential odor effects, then
steps should be taken to eliminate the potential odor impact.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Placer County General Plan currently designates most of the project
site as agriculture/timberland. The majority of the project site is
undeveloped and has historically been used for agricultural or grazing
activities. There are four large-lot single-family residences in the central
and southwestern portion of the project site, and other smaller structures
along Baseline Road associated with ongoing dry farming agricultural
production activities. Since the area is largely undeveloped, the existing
GHG emissions on the project site are negligible.
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Table 11 shows GHG emissions at full buildout of the proposed SVSP
project in 2025 and for cumulative buildout in 2035. Transportation
represents the largest percentage of SVSP GHG emissions, followed by
electricity use and area sources.

Table 11. Operational GHG Emissions for Specific Plan Buildout and Cumulative Buildout
(unmitigated, metric tons per year)

Buildout (2025) CO, CH, N,O COye
Water 1,748 0.01 0.01 1,751
Wastewater 695 0.01 0.00 696
Solid Waste - 136.8 - 2,873
Area Sources 45,516 - - 45,516
Electricity 65,845 0.6 0.3 65,965
Transportation 304,058 - - 320,061
Total 417,862 137.4 0.3 436,863
Cumulative (2035) CO, CH, N,O COge
Water 3,155 0.03 0.01 3,161
Wastewater 2,310 0.02 0.01 2,314
Solid Waste - 205.5 - 4,315
Area Sources 60,617 - - 60,617
Electricity 74,304 0.6 0.3 74,439
Transportation 374,528 - - 393,255
Total 514,913.45 206.18 0.37 538,098.30

Notes: Transportation emissions based on URBEMIS20007 estimates using EMFAC2007
emission rates. Area source emissions estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model using the
proposed land uses proposed for the SVSP. Direct electricity and indirect (water-related)
electricity estimates based on land uses proposed for buildout. Electricity estimates based on
emission factors developed by the California Climate Action Registry (2009). The emission
estimation methodology is described in Appendix A and the calculations and modeling results
are shown in Appendix B.
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Alternative 1 — Increased Avoidance, Increased Density

Table 12 shows GHG emissions at full buildout of Alternative 1 in 2025
and for cumulative buildout in 2035. GHG emissions associated with
Alternative 1 would be slightly lower than those for the preferred SVSP
because of the lower vehicle miles traveled and the higher ratio of higher
density residential development as compared to the preferred alternative.

Table 12. Operational GHG Emissions for Alternative 1 Buildout and Alternative 1
Cumulative Buildout (unmitigated, metric tons per year)

Buildout (2025) CO, CH,4 N,O CO.e
Water 1,749.90 0.01 0.01 1,753.22
Wastewater 695.54 0.01 0.00 695.75
Solid Waste - 136.96 - 2,876.20
Area Sources 27,330.33 - - 27,330.33
Electricity 65,924.15 0.64 0.31 66,033.69
Transportation 248,180.00 - - 260,589.00
Total 343,879.92 137.62 0.32 359,278.19
Cumulative (2035) CO; CH, N,O COye
Water 3,156.90 0.03 0.01 3,160.64
Wastewater 2,311.14 0.02 0.01 2,313.42
Solid Waste 0.00 205.66 0.00 4,318.90
Area Sources 42,430.51 0.00 0.00 42,430.51
Electricity 74,382.79 0.63 0.35 74,518.48
Transportation 318,649.89 0.00 0.00 334,582.38
Total 440,931.23 206.34 0.36 461,324.33

Notes: Transportation emissions based on URBEMIS20007 estimates using EMFAC2007
emission rates. Area source emissions estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model using the
proposed land uses proposed for Alternative 1. Direct electricity and indirect (water-related)
electricity estimates based on land uses proposed for buildout of Alternative 1. Electricity
estimates based on emission factors developed by the California Climate Action Registry (2009).
The emission estimation methodology is described in Appendix A and the modeling results in
Appendix B.
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Alternative 2 — Increased Avoidance, Same Density

Table 13 shows GHG emissions at full buildout of Alternative 2 in 2025
and for cumulative buildout in 2035. GHG emissions associated with
Alternative 2 would be lower than those for the preferred SVSP because of
the lower vehicle miles traveled and the lower number of residences as
compared to the preferred alternative.

Table 13. Operational GHG Emissions for Alternative 2 Buildout and Alternative 2

Cumulative Buildout (unmitigated, metric tons per year)

Buildout (2025) CO2 CH, N,O CO.e
Water 1,294.50 0.01 0.01 1,296.95
Wastewater 514.53 0.01 0.00 514.68
Solid Waste - 101.32 - 2,127.69
Area Sources 24,852.21 - - 24,852.21
Electricity 48,767.84 0.44 0.23 48,848.35
Transportation 225,911.09 - - 237,206.65
Total 301,340.18 101.78 0.24 314,846.54
Cumulative (2035) Cco2 CH, N,O COse
Water 2,701.50 0.03 0.01 2,704.37
Wastewater 2,130.13 0.02 0.01 2,132.35
Solid Waste 0.00 170.02 0.00 3,570.39
Area Sources 39,952.39 0.00 0.00 39,952.39
Electricity 57,226.48 0.43 0.27 57,333.14
Transportation 296,380.98 0.00 0.00 311,200.03
Total 398,391.48 170.49 0.28 416,892.68

Notes: Transportation emissions based on URBEMIS20007 estimates using

EMFAC2007 emission rates. Area source emissions estimated using the
URBEMIS2007 model using the proposed land uses proposed for Alternative 2. Direct
electricity and indirect (water-related) electricity estimates based on land uses proposed
for buildout of Alternative 2. Electricity estimates based on emission factors developed
by the California Climate Action Registry (2009). The emission estimation methodology
is described in Appendix A and the modeling results in Appendix B.
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Alternative 3 — Same Footprint, Reduced Density

Table 14 shows GHG emissions at full buildout of Alternative 3 in 2025
and for cumulative buildout in 2035. GHG emissions associated with
Alternative 3 would be lower than those for the preferred SVSP because of
the lower vehicle miles traveled and the lower number residences as
compared to the preferred alternative.

Alternative 4 — No Project

GHG emissions associated with Alternative 4 would be negligible because
no development would occur under this alternative.

Table 14. Operational GHG Emissions for Alternative 3 Buildout and Alternative 3
Cumulative Buildout (unmitigated, metric tons per year)

Buildout (2025) CO, CH, N,O COge
Water 1,309.47 0.01 0.01 1,311.95
Wastewater 520.48 0.01 0.00 520.63
Solid Waste - 102.49 - 2,152.30
Area Sources 31,841.96 - - 31,841.96
Electricity 49,331.81 0.45 0.23 49,413.25
Transportation 276,337.99 - - 290,154.89
Total 359,341.70 102.95 0.24 375,394.98
Cumulative (2035) CO, CH, N,O COqe
Water 2,716.47 0.03 0.01 2,719.37
Wastewater 2,136.08 0.02 0.01 2,138.30
Solid Waste 0.00 171.19 0.00 3,595.00
Area Sources 46,942.14 0.00 0.00 46,942.14
Electricity 57,790.44 0.44 0.27 57,898.04
Transportation 346,807.88 0.00 0.00 364,148.27
Total 456,393.01 171.67 0.28 477,441.12

Notes: Transportation emissions based on URBEMIS20007 estimates using EMFAC2007 emission
rates. Area source emissions estimated using the URBEMIS2007 model using the proposed land
uses proposed for Alternative 3. Direct electricity and indirect (water-related) electricity estimates
based on land uses proposed for buildout of Alternative 3. Electricity estimates based on emission
factors developed by the California Climate Action Registry (2009). The emission estimation
methodology is described in Appendix A and the modeling results in Appendix B.
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The following measures will reduce emissions of GHG.

Mitigation Measure GHG - 1. Prioritized parking within new
commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, hybrid
vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles.

Mitigation Measure GHG - 2. SVSP shall require that new or major
rehabilitation projects (additions of 25,000 square feet of office/retail
commercial or 100,000 square feet of industrial floor area) and residential
projects of six or more units comply with at least one of the following:

Participate in the CEC’s New Solar Homes Partnership (this program
provides rebates to developers of 6 units or more who offer solar power in
50 percent of new units), or a similar program with solar power
requirements equal to or greater than those of the CEC’s New Solar
Homes Partnership as demonstrated to the City by the project applicant.

Design and construct 50 percent of the square footage of the building(s) to
be capable of being certified under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) or another building rating system that
achieves a comparable le