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September 29, 2010 
 
 
Ms. Tricia Stewart 
Associate Planner 
City of Roseville, Planning, Housing & Redevelopment 
311 Vernon Street 
Roseville, CA  95678 
 
 
Subject:  Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Fiddyment Ranch Specific 

Plan Amendment 3 Project 
 
Dear Ms. Stewart: 
 
This letter conveys the comments of the Sacramento County Airport System (County 
Airport System) with regard to the Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 Project 
(Project) Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). 
Our comments focus on potential noise impact implications relative to the current and 
planned future level of operations at McClellan Airfield (MCC). 
 
The Project SEIR - August 2010 document, page 36, states that "e, f) The WRSP1 area 
is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or 
private airstrip and would result in no impact associated with placing people in close 
proximity to noises generated by airport land uses."  We recommend that the SEIR 
consider two issues: 

 The Project is located entirely within the original draft unrestricted boundaries of 
the McClellan Airfield Airport Planning Policy Area; and  

 Potential noise exposure implications relative to the Project’s proximity to the 
MCC Instrument Landing System (ILS) final approach course. 

 
McClellan Airfield Airport Planning Policy Area 
 
The Sacramento County Board of Supervisor’s resolution 2006-1378, adopted April 19, 
2006, established the McClellan Airfield Airport Planning Policy Area (APPA) and 
prohibited new residential development in unincorporated areas of Sacramento County 
within the 60 CNEL noise exposure contour for MCC and also required new residential 
development in unincorporated areas of Sacramento County and within the APPA 

                                            
1 West Roseville Specific Plan 
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boundary but outside the 60 CNEL to meet the following conditions prior to any approval 
by Sacramento County: 
 

1. Minimum noise insulation to protect persons form excessive noise within new 
residential dwellings, including single family dwellings, that limits noise to  45 
dB CNEL, with windows closed, in any habitable room. 

2. Notification in the Public Report prepared by the California Department of 
Real Estate disclosing to prospective buyers that the parcel is located within 
the applicable airport planning policy area and that aircraft operations can be 
expected to overfly that area at varying altitudes less than 3,000 feet Above 
Ground level (AGL) 

3. Execution and recordation with the Sacramento County Recorder of Avigation 
Easements prepared by the Sacramento County Counsel’s Office on each 
individual residential parcel contemplated in the development in favor of the 
County of Sacramento.  All avigation easements recorded pursuant to this 
policy shall, once recorded, be copied to the director of Airports and shall 
acknowledge the property location within the appropriate Airport Planning 
Policy Area and shall grant the right of flight and unobstructed passage of all 
aircraft into and out of the appropriate airport. 

 
The Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Project location is entirely within the originally 
considered unrestricted McClellan Airfield APPA (see Exhibit 1).  The County Airport 
System appreciates that the APPA boundary referenced here is unconstrained by 
jurisdictional boundaries and that the Project area location is not within the jurisdiction of 
the County of Sacramento (County).  However, it is important to note that the 
unrestricted APPA boundary represents the area within which large aircraft (greater 
than 75,000 pounds) have been documented and can be anticipated to continue to 
operate at altitudes below 3,000 feet above the ground.  While the APPA boundary 
ultimately adopted is limited to areas under the County’s jurisdiction (unincorporated 
areas of Sacramento County), the analysis behind its creation makes clear that aircraft 
overflight noise exposure that some residents within the proposed project area may find 
objectionable is likely to occur, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries.   
 
The County Airport System appreciates the City’s prior concerns about the applicability 
of the specific conditions adopted by Sacramento County to areas outside the County’s 
jurisdiction, and therefore encourages the City of Roseville to consider requiring all 
±7,505 residential units planned in the proposed Project area to be conditioned in a 
manner substantially similar to the McClellan Airfield APPA criteria in order to facilitate 
home buyer awareness, minimize the impact of aircraft overflights which may be 
experienced by residents within the proposed Project area, and to protect the public’s 
current and future investment in and economic resource that is MCC. 
 
MCC Instrument Landing System Final Approach Course 
 
The Project area is at an approximate distance of seven to eight miles from the 
threshold of Runway 16 at MCC.  Of greater significance, the Instrument Landing 
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System (ILS) final approach course passes within two miles of the center of the Project 
area. 
 
In consideration of potential City and resident concerns, the County Airport System 
performed a flight track analysis for the Project area (see Exhibit 2).  Radar data 
indicates that arrivals and traffic pattern operations will result in overflights of the area at 
altitudes between (but not limited to) 500 to 3,000 feet above the ground by all manner 
and type of aircraft, including air cargo and military search-and-rescue aircraft, at all 
hours of the day and night.  Additionally, the County Airport System’s aircraft noise 
complaint records demonstrate that overflights do not need to occur directly overhead to 
be objectionable to residents living in these areas.  Therefore, it is appropriate for the 
SEIR to consider whether less than significant levels of aircraft noise exposure may be 
considered objectionable by some residents throughout the Project area and to 
recommend mitigation measures that will reduce or eliminate those expected effects. 
 
The County Airport System concurs with the City’s prior conclusions that the Project 
area is not located within the currently adopted 60 and 65 dB CNEL contours of the 
MCC Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and that the cumulative noise exposure in 
terms of Ldn/CNEL is within acceptable limits per FAA and National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines.  Notwithstanding, it is reasonable to consider whether, 
given the Project area’s proximity to the Runway 16 ILS final approach course, there will 
be some level of concern expressed, or expectation of disclosure, by new residents 
within the Project area regardless of whether or not the anticipated aircraft noise 
exposure levels exceed Federal or State of California thresholds of significance for 
noise exposure. 
 
The County Airport System appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  
Should you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 874-0482 or 
rickeltong@saccounty.net.  Thank you for your consideration.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
J. Glen Rickelton 
Airport Manager 
Planning and Environment 
 
 
Attachments (2) 
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Basic Penetration Gate       Geographic Representation of the Gate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The penetration gate is centered at the coordinates of 38.785051, -
121.366507 (3000 Hayden Parkway, Roseville), spanning the site 
for four miles, two miles to the East and two miles to the West of 
the center, and is oriented to capture flights that directly overfly or 
are in close proximity to the location. 
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Arrival Analysis 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The center of the proposed location is approximately two miles 
from the centerline of the Instrument Landing System (ILS) 
Approach for Runway 16 at MCC. 

During August 2010, 765 arrival flight tracks were recorded on Runway 
16 at McClellan Airfield.  Of these, 178 penetrated the gate spanning 
the location.  As indicated by the graphic above, these flights typically 
passed over the site at altitudes between 500 and 3,000 ft MSL. 
 
There are a small number of operations at MCC by heavy Boeing 747 
aircraft.  Travis Air Force Base (Travis) will on occasion contract private 
cargo carriers to haul freight for the military.  Due to limited ramp space 
at Travis, once these aircraft have unloaded they will frequently fly to 
MCC for fuel or overnight parking.  The County does on occasion 
receive complaint calls regarding some of these operations. 
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Touch-and-Go Analysis 
 

Proximity to the centerline of the ILS Approach also affects the 
number of touch-and-go (training) operations near the project 
location. 

 

During August 2010, 412 touch-and-go flight tracks were recorded on 
Runway 16 at McClellan Airfield.  Of these, 68 penetrated the gate 
spanning the location.  As indicated by the graphic above, these flights 
typically passed over the site at altitudes between 500 and 3,000 ft 
MSL.   
 
Coast Guard Air Station Sacramento is located at the north end of MCC.  
In addition to 24-hour immediate response capability, with a "ready" 
Search and Rescue crew on duty at all times, the Coast Guard conducts 
a number of training activities.  These are conducted in HC-130 
"Hercules" turboprop aircraft.  The County does on occasion receive 
complaint calls regarding some of these operations. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 
 
TO:   MAYWAN KRACH, ECS 
 
FROM:  REBECCA TABER 
 
SUBJECT:  NOTICE OF PREPARATION; FIDDYMENT RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN 

AMENDMENT 3 PROJECT; CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
 
 

  
The Engineering and Surveying Department has received the Notice of Preparation for a 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan 
Amendment 3 Project.  The project applicant is the City of Roseville Planning, Housing & 
Redevelopment Department.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this Notice of Prepartion. The 
Engineering and Surveying Department and the Department of Public Works have reviewed this 
document and would like to provide the following comments for the City of Roseville’s 
consideration: 
 
1. The SEIR should provide an analysis of impacts to all regional transportation facilities 
including those within Placer County. The SEIR should include a discussion of what 
improvements the project will construct and how other impacts could be potentially mitigated by 
payment of any/all current regional transportation fee impact programs including SPRTA, Tier 2, 
Hwy 65 JPA and the Placer County – City of Roseville Joint Fee Program. 
 
2. The SEIR should include an analysis of specific impacts to facilities, roadways and 
intersections within Placer County.  The discussion of mitigation measures should include those 
improvements to be constructed and the timing of construction, or if payment of fair share costs 
is proposed, then the calculation of the percentage of fair share and timing of payments should 
be included in the mitigation measure language.   
 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (530) 745-7538. 
 
cc: Andrew Gaber, DPW Transportation 
 

















Fiddyment Ranch SPA 3  North Fork Associates 
Scoping Comment Summary 1 April 2010 

Fiddyment Ranch Specific Plan Amendment 3 
EIR Scoping Meeting  
September 23, 2010 

The meeting began with a brief presentation of the proposed project description, a summary of the impacts to be analyzed in the EIR 
and those determined to be less than significant in the Initial Study, and a review of the environmental review process, by Katherine 
Waugh, Senior Planner, North Fork Associates.  Following the presentation, public comments were received and questions raised 
during the public comment period were addressed or noted for consideration in the Subsequent EIR. 

Commenter: Resource Topic: Comment/Concern: 
   
Rich Fabber Process What level of detail will be included in the EIR?  What topics will be included in the 

EIR and how is the decision made to include or not include a topic?  Did North 
Fork Associates prepare the 2004 EIR? 

Don Trichler Transportation How will the additional traffic that is generated by the project be addressed?  Will 
new road improvements (widening) be needed?  Are copies of the traffic study 
available? 
(Mike Isom noted that the traffic studies would be included as appendices to the 
SEIR.) 

R Fabber Public services Will technical studies (like the traffic study) be prepared for things like schools, fire 
protection, and parks?  How is adequacy of services determined? 
Will the EIR consider where the parks are located in relation to the residences?  
The project will increase population north of Pleasant Grove Creek, but there 
aren’t enough parks in this area. 

Sue Cook Baseline/Cumulative Will the Subsequent EIR consider all the development that has already been 
constructed in the area as well as all the new development that has been 
approved (Creekview)? 

Loren Cook – 
speaking on behalf 

Safety The natural gas lines in the project area need to be mapped (concern grows out of 
San Bruno disaster; Roseville Energy Park proximity to site). 
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of West Roseville 
Fiddyment Farms 
Neighborhood 
Alliance (WFFNA) 

Water supply Is the City’s water supply sufficient to provide water to the new uses as well as 
other development in the area? 

Land use This project would result in Fiddyment Ranch having a disproportionate share of 
the City’s HDR.  HDR should be balanced throughout the City. 

R Fabber Land use/Alternatives Could City analyze other opportunities for HDR sites as part of the EIR for this 
project? 

Loren Cook - 
WFFNA 

Parking issues related to 
Affordable Housing  

Sienna Apartments is existing affordable housing development with inadequate 
parking, resulting in spillover parking throughout neighborhood.  How will City 
ensure adequate parking is provided for new HDR areas?   
(Mike Isom discussed density bonus requirements for Sienna Apartments) 

R Fabber Parking issues related to 
Affordable Housing 

This is a particular concern for the four HDR parcels at Blue Oaks/Fiddyment since 
on-street parking is not appropriate for Blue Oaks or Fiddyment.  Why not keep 
these sites at 20 units per acre instead of 25 units per acre? 
Another example of inadequate parking is Veterans Park on Saturday mornings. 

Don Brown Project Objectives There is no current market for MDR and HDR products.  Why is this project 
needed?   
(Mike Isom discussed RHNA requirements/process) 

Loren Cook - 
WFFNA 

School capacity It seems that the school district made an error in predicting how many students 
would be generated by new development.  The existing schools are already at 
capacity, when will a new school be constructed and where will students go until 
then?  High school students in the area have to go to Oakmont which is too far 
away. 

Density bonus How will additional environmental effects be addressed if a density bonus is used 
for HDR parcels, increasing density even further?  

Plan Consistency The project is a major change from the adopted Specific Plan.  Feels like a bait 
and switch to current residents. 

Stormwater Runoff How will the increased stormwater runoff associated with the increased amount of 
impervious surfaces be addressed? 

Growth The project would induce additional growth in the area, especially when you 
consider the potential for Density Bonuses. 
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Loren Cook – 
WFFNA (continued) 

Recreation Is there sufficient parkland for the additional population?  Is there sufficient 
parkland north of Pleasant Grove Creek?  With the proposed SPA, the West 
Roseville area would no longer enjoy a surplus of parkland. 

Vehicle traffic Is the plan still to construct only half of the Blue Oaks bridge? 
Utilities and services How will the increase in population affect solid waste disposal/landfill capacity and 

is there sufficient sewer conveyance capacity? 
Alternatives The neighbors would like to have alternatives to the project considered, and would 

like to be involved in the process of defining the alternatives 
Regional growth The SACOG numbers don’t reflect current reality. 

R Fabber Air Quality Air quality should not be focused out  
(NFA responded that only topics of odors and toxics air contaminants are focused 
out, other air quality topics will be addressed) 

Aesthetics Aesthetics should not be focused out.  In particular, the proposed HDR parcels in 
Phase 3 would have a significant aesthetic effect. 

Geology, soils, runoff These topics should not be focused out.  The increased amount of pavement 
would cause significant effects. 
(NFA discussed that these impacts are limited by the City’s mitigating policies, as 
described in the Initial Study.) 

Carol Peterson Truck traffic on Fiddyment Fiddyment is an existing truck route, causes noise and air quality problems.  When 
will other truck routes be available? 
(Chris Kraft discussed that there are two other truck routes in the General Plan, but 
neither of those roads have been constructed yet.) 

R Fabber Process If the City has policies in place to control environmental effects, are those topics 
excluded from the CEQA review? 
(NFA discussed that generally this is true as provided by the City’s previous 
process to review policies and adopt findings that allow this approach.  NFA also 
explained that the topics addressed in the public comments would be reconsidered 
and additional explanation of any less than significant impacts would be provided.) 

Project background 
information 

Can the powerpoint presentation be posted to the City’s website? 
(Tricia Stewart responded that it will be posted.) 

 


